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Mr Chairman,
Distinguished delegates,
Dear guests,

Ladies and Gentlemen

1. Let me first of all congratulate my good friend, Ambassadom@en of Switzerland,
on his assumption of the Chairmanship of the Conference of the Statss.P
Ambassador Reimann has been his country’s Permanent Represeatdtiy ©PCW
for a number of years and has over this time demonstrated exgrgadership, as
well as strong support for the objectives of the Chemical Weapons @amve This
is, of course, fully consistent with Switzerland’'s exemplaggord of national
implementation of the Convention, as well as with its consistent supmothe
OPCW in a wide range of areas — from inspector training, tcstasse and
protection, to international cooperation. Ambassador Reimann is afrtamnour,
vision and many talents, a distinguished diplomat and a devoted. artis
The Conference could not have made a better choice, and under hisadesesHhée
will, I am sure, achieve its desired objectives.

2. Let me also express my heartfelt gratitude to the outgoingrntdra of the
Conference, my friend Ambassador Lagos of Chile. His skilfuldesimp of the
OPCW during his term of office greatly contributed to the sicoéshe Fifth Session
of the Conference last year, as well as to our work in theeedory months, when he
visited The Hague to facilitate the discussion of a humber ofadeliand sensitive
issues.

3. My thanks also go to the outgoing Chairman of the Executive Councll,
Mr Bernhard Brasack of Germany. Chairing the Executive Coisailvery difficult
task, but he dealt with the challenges facing this office witheperance and
dedication, always seeking to get the job well done.

4, We are honoured today by the presence of the Director-Genéhal 0hited Nations
Office in Geneva and the Secretary-General of the ConferencBisarmament,
Mr Petrovsky, who is attending this forum as the Special Représentthe United
Nations Secretary-General.
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5. Let me also take a moment to again inform this audience of @mir gt is with
profound sadness that we learnt of the death of Dr Johan Santessonadhef ftes
Secretariat’s International Cooperation Branch, early on Fridagingpr The OPCW
flag was flying at half-mast on that day. Dr Santesson joited Provisional
Technical Secretariat in September 1993 and was, therefore, not dabnding
member of the International Cooperation and Assistance Division, butoalthe
Secretariat itself. His efforts extended into many amdathe Secretariat, and in
particular, to the establishment of the OPCW website, for whectvds the driving
force. During his time with the Organisation he had the opporttmitysit many
Member States, and assisted in the training of many of thatioml Authority
personnel, including, | understand, a number of you here today. Pjmnitty the
Secretariat Johan was one of the leading Swedish experts frelthef chemical
defence and was known both nationally and internationally for his woheiffigld.
He also played a major role in the work of the UN Special Cosiomson Iraq
(UNSCOM) from its inception in April 1991 to 1993.

6. Johan fought his long illness with the same determination and pemnsexdhat he
showed with all projects that he undertook. He refused to let ithibeaand retained
his sense of humour through all the adversities and difficulisshie faced. He will
be greatly missed, and our thoughts go out to his bereaved family.

Mr Chairman,

7. Sessions of the Conference of the States Parties dufgrcalfeflection on “the state
of the Chemical Weapons Convention”. They call for in-depth discussidn a
analysis of the OPCW'’s achievements, as well as of the ¢tdstabich hamper our
progress toward a world free of chemical weapons. Sessiohe @fdnference also
offer States Parties a unique opportunity to demonstrate stratsigic and foresight
— to shrug off the burdens of everyday routine, and to think big about thbeirej
of the Organisation as a whole and its global objectives.

8. This session of the Conference is particularly important inréigigrd — the time has
come to start preparations for the CWC review process to be launched next year

9. The political and security environment in which the Chemical Wea@onsention
operates remains highly complex. No new disarmament treatss ® be in the
offing. There would appear to be little, if any, progress on disagnaissues under
discussion in various international fora. There is no consensus on patsibknts
for the future multilateral disarmament agenda at the Corderen Disarmament.
And there is a growing perception of a conceptual vacuum in the awnisolc
community.

10.  Against this background, traditional concepts of international secamiybeing
challenged. New models of strategic stability are beinggutaird. Yet the required
level of detail to allow for their comprehensive evaluation i# stissing, even
though it will surely follow. At present no clear and unambiguous assteethe
fundamental questions raised are readily apparent. In the medhénpeomise of
further significant nuclear arms reductions also remains wmcertSo, it would
appear, is the promise of a credible verification regimeaHerBiological Weapons
Convention. The future of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty harnys lralance.
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Tensions are running high in the Middle East, where the dangee pb#sible use of
chemical weapons is not an abstract supposition. Progress on #enkmninsula
seems to have slowed down after the euphoria of last year, anétherew tensions
in other parts of East Asia. As a result, the global disarmasiatus quo is
becoming increasingly fragile.

In this uncertain environment the preservation and strengtheningsef mechanisms
and instruments — such as the Chemical Weapons Convention - which tesady al
contributed and continue to contribute to making the world a safer peazmEmes
increasingly critical. Perhaps at this point we should askjtlestion “Is the world
indeed safer today because of the CWC? Have the joint effdie States Parties in
building up the OPCW really been worthwhile?”

Before April 1997 no international legally binding obligation to rdgsexisting
stockpiles of chemical weapons or their production facilities ortmatcquire new
ones existed. Four years later 143 States Parties of the @wéCpledged to forego
the chemical weapons option, and have refused to allow their tesitorbe used to
develop, produce, or stockpile these weapons of mass destruction. Patéites with
declared holdings of such weapons or of chemical weapons producticretabave
committed themselves to complete the destruction of such stockshenetlated
production capacity within the timelines established by the Conveniitre CWC
has become the most rapidly growing multilateral disarmanm&hnan-proliferation
treaty in history.

Before April 1997 only Russia and the United States admitted tposession of
chemical weapons. After April 1997 two more countries, having becdatesS
Parties, declared holdings of these weapons, and are now desttbgimg in
accordance with the Convention’s timelines under international cegrdin.
All 70,000 tonnes of chemical weapons declared by these four Statess Pave
now been fully inventoried, and are subject to stringent systewatfeation. Three
of the four declared possessors of chemical weapons — with Russialy exception
- have complied with the first CWC timeline for the destructiorthafir stocks of
chemical weapons. They have by now destroyed a total of 5,600 twinciesmical
agent and 1,6 million of munitions and containers, or almost 20 percent tftdhe
declared quantity of such munitions and containers. The United Stafesevica,
which has already destroyed almost one fifth of its chemiealpons arsenal, has set
an impressive example in this regard. The first continuously apgrahemical
weapons destruction facility, which has completed destruction dfidt® ©f the US
chemical weapons stockpile and was recently certified asdglssealso in the United
States. In addition, more than half of the chemical weapons productpaTity
declared by eleven States Parties has been certifiedhas @#stroyed or converted
for purposes not prohibited under the Convention. China, France, the Islamic
Republic of Iran, Japan, and another State Party have all completgipyed their
former CWPFs, or have converted them to peaceful uses. The |Btides of
America has destroyed five out of its 13 CWPFs, the United dimg of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland has destroyed or converted six outigbt such
facilities, and the Russian Federation has destroyed or comhwegte out of 24 of its
CWPFs.
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14.  The world’s chemical industry has opened up its facilitiemgpection, and in the
period since the first chemical industry inspection was launcheéd@9i, the OPCW
has inspected all declared Schedule 1 facilities, almost allébhkared Schedule 2
facilities, and one fifth of the Schedule 3 plant sites, and heaediaspections of the
more than 4,000 plant sites producing discrete organic chemicalse 376
inspections conducted under Article VI of the Convention since entryfanoe
testify eloquently to the full and active role played by the chalmindustry in
enabling States Parties to meet their obligations under the Convention.

15.  All but the three most recent States Parties have submméiednitial declarations to
the Organisation. The legal and factual basis for the evaluatiotatdfsSParties’
compliance with the CWC has thus been established. An increadetgiled picture
is emerging of the global traffic in scheduled chemicalsne¥y®ugh individual
pieces of this jigsaw do not always fit very easily with anether. Restrictions on
transfers of Schedule 1 and 2 chemicals to States not party totheention are
already in place, and, although they may require further strengtheningptrergatly
have already had some positive effect on our progress toward universality.

16.  The Secretariat’s regular reports to the Executive Coundheimplementation of
the verification regime provide detailed and in-depth information atbeuOPCW’s
inspection activities, and serve as a reliable basis for eirgjuahe overall
compliance of States Parties with their verification-relagbligations under the
Convention.

17. Considerable work has been undertaken to develop a framework for the
implementation of the requirements of Article X — to ensure thsis&nce in case of
the use or threat of use of chemical weapons is provided in a tandlyneaningful
manner. After much consideration a concept document outlining the principles for th
provision of assistance under Article X of the CWC has been cordplstethe
Secretariat, and will be submitted to the Executive Council faewein the near
future.

18. In spite of the continuing lack of agreement on the overall framkefor the
implementation of Article XI, concrete international cooperationjguts have been
developed and are being implemented by the Secretariat in doperation with
States Parties, chemical industry companies and academiatioss. In particular
one such project — the Associate Programme — is a promising model for the future.

19.  States Parties can and should also be justifiably proud of th&/O#tch they
established in May 1997 to implement this ground-breaking treaiyr years down
the road they have a functional and lean Secretariat composetoofaieafrom 66
States Parties. This Secretariat is fortunate to hiav®e disposal much of the current
global knowledge and expertise about chemical weapons and dual-use atfiemic
complemented by the experience gained from the conduct of about 1,000iamspect
at military and industrial facilities and plant sites in 49 States Bartie

20. In short, the international community now has an efficient workingjilatatal tool
for implementing the Chemical Weapons Convention. And the world ritesed
become a safer and better place as regards chemical weapanshsir@onvention
entered into force.
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It is, however, my duty as Director-General to draw yourntie to those
outstanding broad policy matters that require urgent attention.orActh some of
these matters has been postponed again and again. Other issuesdrgee as a
consequence of decisions taken in the past. These issues threater, casesneven
the very survival of the OPCW. All of them, therefore, requitension at high
political levels, coupled with the necessary political will.

Let me start with universality. This is one area in whichesamy think that the
OPCW is not yet facing a serious challenge. Indeed, so féneaigns have been
positive. Membership of the Organisation has continued to incréassteady pace
during the past twelve months. Since May 2000 the OPCW has welcntogal of
ten new States Parties into its fold, the same number as iprélceding twelve
months. The new States Parties are: Dominica, Gabon, Kiriblaysia,
Mozambique, Jamaica, the United Arab Emirates, Yemen, the Fdeiepablic of
Yugoslavia, and Zambia.

We are closely working with countries in regions where, in thksv vof the

Secretariat, joining the Chemical Weapons Convention would not invoke any

particular security considerations. A number of events specdfficalined at
expanding CWC membership in the Caribbean and the Pacific aree@lédomthis
year, or have already taken place. We also hope to receivecssargy funding to
enable us to sponsor an important regional event on the Korean peningghedi¢s
promote universality.

The OPCW is, however, rapidly reaching a point where everyageession will,
inevitably, be achieved only as the result of a targeted arefultgrconsidered
programme of action. Such a programme will require coordinatiearaius levels,
and will need to include measures to be undertaken by individual $atess in a
particular region, as well as by major powers with historictipaliand economic ties
to that region. It will need to include collective actions byugs of OPCW States
Parties, including in other international organisations, actions byypwlaking
bodies of the OPCW, and, of course, measures to be taken by thieusscaad by
me. Such a programme must be developed on the basis of a comprebhedsive
realistic assessment of circumstances pertaining in eadltupsr country. Its
implementation will need to be continuously monitored. It must alsonderstood
that any such programme will inevitably have a budgetary impacd will
accordingly need the political backing of Member States. ¥ehiversality is not to
be an empty phrase, there is no alternative. It would be naive ®védehat
universality can be achieved from The Hague and at no cost to the OPCW.

The other danger to universality emerges from within the Orgamistgelf. More
than 20 percent of States Parties have by now lost their voghts rin the OPCW.
These statistics are a source of increasing concern s e Director-General. The
fact that, as of today, 31 countries have not paid their budgetamnbcbions for two
years or more, may suggest that many of them might nothsepractical benefits
deriving from their active participation in the work of the Orgaresatindeed, if the
OPCW is not able to provide some of its members with meaningheffite and is in
fact perceived only as a burden, it may well be that many ceantriparticularly
some of the smaller ones — will come to question increasihglyalue of remaining
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within the OPCW. The misguided belief that, by virtue of beimgdamentally a
“security” treaty, the Chemical Weapons Convention should concerstod&ly on its
verification mandate, and should not worry about, among other things, ngkdni
“membership rewards”, is a recipe doomed to failure.

The Organisation’s second biggest challenge is directlyedetatthe Convention’s
“raison d’étre” — the complete destruction of chemical weapons wigiddwl hree out
of the four declared chemical weapons possessor States Radiesiccessfully
fulfilling their obligations in this regard. Last year the fbuand largest of these
possessor States Parties received the Conference’s agreemantlelay in the
implementation of the Convention’s requirement to destroy 1 percet# stiockpile
by 29 April 2000. It remains a fact, however, that four years tfeeentry into force
of the Convention, the Russian Federation has yet to report to the fioiesha
community on precisely how and when it plans to destroy all of its 4@g00@s of
chemical weapons in accordance with the requirements of the. tr€lagyabsence of
such a programme can not, in itself, be attributed to a shortage ds. fuRussia
should be able to devote its efforts to the preparation of a meaningéubprme for
the destruction of its chemical weapons stockpile.

Russia is a great nation and a major player in internaticiasaf Administrative
reforms, and the reorganisation of functions within the Government buaegiweere
all essential for the destruction of chemical weapons, but now thesy kead to
concrete results. | visited the Russian Federation in earludigh | was yet again
given assurances at high levels that - after three yeansaifon under the previous
Government — in November of last year President Putin persayaily instructions
to submit the revised chemical weapons destruction programme toyhine end of
March. We are now in the middle of May. The Conference of tteSParties — the
highest political decision-making body - is starting its annussisa, and the new
Russian CW destruction programme is still not with us. No omeacause the
OPCW of lack of patience. It would, however, only be fair to obsdrae this
patience of the international community may be approaching its limits.

By the end of April next year all declared chemical weaporsepsar States Parties
will be under an obligation to report to the OPCW the destruction lehat 20% of
their chemical weapons stockpiles. It is by now clear thasiRusill not be in a
position to meet this second timeline either. And, frankly, ginsply unrealistic to
expect that it will be able to destroy all of its chemiecedapons by 2007.
The fundamental issue here is that the primary objective of the Camventthe
complete elimination of chemical weapons arsenals - is not helgved within the
timelines required by the Convention itself. This cannot but haledegerious effect
on the general political will to ensure full compliance with ¢hebligations — by
other States Parties, and in other areas of implementation.

Last year, the Conference took an important political decisicaavouf of increasing
international assistance to the Russian Federation to destrofid@tnical weapons.
However, there is one critical condition for meaningful support fromnteenational
community for the Russian Federation in this regard — the existe#haecredible
destruction programme with clear indications of where and which inti@mah
assistance would be indispensable for its success. | intintagedhtmy opening
statement to the Conference last year. | repeat it now, andel the Russian
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authorities to promptly conclude their consideration of their progmmend to
submit it to the OPCW. | strongly support increased interndtiassistance for
Russia, and never tire of saying this. However, the lack &f assistance can not be

used as a pretext for continuing delays by the responsible authorities in Modtiew. T

situation needs to be redressed without delay.

To conclude with the subject of chemical weapons, it is deepjyidigg that some
States Parties have been publicly accused of non-compliance wiflotivention by
other States Parties while, at the same time, no justificédr such accusations has
been provided within the mechanisms offered by the Convention. The Conyerft
course, has procedures for dealing with concerns about compliance, ngckdi
challenge inspection. It would be logical to follow these procechegstiated with
great care in Geneva. Unsubstantiated accusations of non-compbamoded
outside of the Convention's framework erode the very fabric of theNQR@d can
only diminish the value of the Convention and of the Organisation aarmestis for
cooperation, conflict resolution and clarification.

The third challenge to the effective implementation of the Gaiorerequires urgent
action by the policy-making organs to ensure the establishmenewélglaying field
for the implementation of the industry verification regime. BRgars after the entry
into force of the Convention, the chemical industries in many SRedges are still
subject to differing national interpretations of the Convention’s adatibn
requirements. This creates an intolerable situation in whichlasinfacilities
producing the same toxic chemicals for commercial use ddckmd opened for
inspection by some States Parties may not be declared by Sfdwes Parties.
Unilateral interpretations of the provisions of the Convention also mhakssible for
substantial amounts of scheduled chemicals to literally leak auighrcracks in the
system, without being reported to the OPCW. In addition, attemptsnie countries
to “overprotect” chemical industries “at home” can also underntiaectedibility of
the verification regime in general.

The destruction of chemical weapons is clearly a key objecfivethe CWC.

Accordingly three quarters of our inspector resources over thefquasyears have
been consistently applied to the verification of the destructiohefaal weapons
and of chemical weapons related infrastructure. However, we slasbd not
underestimate the importance of verification of non-prohibited acsvitie
There would be little confidence in overall compliance if thisemeot the case.
Confidence can be built only through credibility. And for the OPCWkthieria for

credibility are the same wherever an inspection is conducted.

It is equally true that, while each inspection should be creditd@etotal number of

such inspections which the OPCW is authorised to conduct should alsadtidecre
This number is unfortunately unlikely to be higher in 2002 than itiw&900, even

though the number of inspectable facilities increased lastfgaar600 to more than
4,600. If this does not contribute to a crisis of confidence, what does?

The Secretariat is intensifying its dialogue with thevgbal industry. This dialogue
will be vital in enabling a direct exchange of views on mattdr interest to both
sides. The exchanges which took place last week proved to be dytreseiel, and

gave the Secretariat an opportunity to dispel some of the migitanzeabout what it
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is attempting to achieve, and why. This dialogue, which we intendrsu@ in the
months ahead, will be critically important as we approach thet Review
Conference. It is also clear from these exchanges that indlessts not want — and
does not need - to be “overprotected” by governments. It simply tsxjoeloe able to
demonstrate its full compliance with the Convention, while at theedame seeking
to protect real commercial secrets. One thing is certainghtmical industry does
not want to waste money on inspections that undermine, rather thantrstreng
confidence in industry’s compliance with the Convention. The Sectefally
shares these views.

| am grateful for industry’s continuing strong support for the Correntil will
continue to do everything in my power to maintain and strengthen our ativper
relationship. | am confident that industry will make a meaningduakribution to the
forthcoming review conference, and | wholeheartedly welcome this.

While inspections of chemical industry facilities have genegalhe well, the regime
that has been established to monitor trade in scheduled chemicats, idadtify or
prevent possible proliferation attempts has, quite frankly, failed taus If
proliferation is indeed an issue of concern, one needs to think aboutlltveirfg.
Firstly, the necessity to streamline the existing provisions utigeConvention so
that they actually work, and, secondly, the need to discuss additioeatures
(regulatory, voluntary, or both) that would allow the actual (reaéfitracking of
major transfers of scheduled chemicals. Without such action, théréewlittle
confidence in the ability of the regime to detect and prevent thesdiveof relevant
chemicals for prohibited purposes. As long as the current situatisistpe some
Member States will continue to cling to unilateral export corgadicies outside the
framework of the Convention as the only remedy for dealing with mon-
proliferation problem. This can only undermine the credibility of GMéC regime,
and in particular its appeal to states that, for the timegbdiave not committed
themselves to it. A functioning model for transfer tracking messs has been
developed in the area of narcotic drugs and their precursor ctiemithere is no
reason why something similar cannot be accomplished by the OPCW.

The fourth challenge to the Convention relates to international etioper It is

simply unacceptable that, four years after EIF, we do not haweymplidance on the
overall framework for the implementation of Article XI. A 6%ase for international
cooperation and assistance programmes in the OPCW budget isirajstarky

inadequate. If the current deadlock is not overcome soon, we may €iacass
difficulties.

International cooperation is intrinsically linked to the securature of the CWC.
If managed properly, and without unjustified fears, international cobperaan
become an additional vehicle for strengthening compliance and enganci
transparency in global chemical activities.  Properly managedrnational
cooperation will contribute to creating an anti chemical weaportsreuhmongst
chemical scientists and engineers in all Member Stated, fadilitate the
implementation activities of National Authorities, and, in the lorigem, will open
new market and investment possibilities for chemical companies.



39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

C-VI/IDG.6
page 9

The fifth challenge to the efficient implementation of the Conwenelates to the
OPCW budget. For the last several months budgetary issues havdobeeating
discussions in The Hague, overshadowing everything else. One ddes/adb be a
fortune teller to predict that the Conference at this sessibaleo devote most of its
efforts to this subject. So, | shall dwell on this, especiallythier benefit of those
delegations that did not take part in the lengthy discussions urelauspices of the
Executive Council in the first months of this year.

In 2000 our expenditures to complete in full the adopted programme fweoe
EUR 59.9 million - just below the budgeted amount of EUR 60.2 million. Yeause
part of the budgeted income did not arrive we ended the year witthadeécit of
about EUR 5 million. In reality, a good amount of expected incoage fictitious”.
It included anticipated reimbursements for inspections of chemeapons facilities
under Articles IV and V which — because of delays in chemicapareadestruction —
did not take place. Reimbursements, as mandated by the relevargreboaf
decision, include payment for inspector salaries for the period ofsgedtion. They
have to be paid even if inspections do not take place.

I am not blaming the declared possessor States PartidsstorTthe destruction of
chemical weapons is a highly complex undertaking, and unexpected dekays
inevitable. The problem is rather that a significant part ofXREW budget income
still depends on the capacity of the possessor States Panmtiesf the Secretariat, to
accurately predict the unpredictable. This leads to automugtlmalt-in deficits in
any adopted budget. Unless the system is changed, as tiestajperations pick up
in Russia and elsewhere, this deficit is likely to increaséust think of the
implications.

In addition, a lack of incentives, coupled with bureaucratic foggilng, as well as,
in some instances, a lack of proper legal mechanisms, havediliged situations in
which even real reimbursements are either not paid at all, opadeonly after
considerable delays. | am therefore calling on the Conferémceequest the
Executive Council to come up with a workable solution to this problenrdéfie end
of this year. The continuation into 2002 of the current practice dt-ibudeficit
budgeting will, quite simply, sound the death knell for the Organisatibram
extremely concerned in this regard about the implications ofuhent language in
the draft decision on the 2002 budget, which, unless it is changed todagardw,
or coupled with some other measures may be submitted by #uaititse Council to
the Conference at this session. This language will forc©B@W to live with the
existing flawed budget structure in the next financial year ailld-wet again -
jeopardise the Secretariat’s ability to fully implement its programnveod.

The Convention itself is built on the principle of a gradual bufpsteerease in
chemical weapons destruction activities. This is clearly estedal in Part IV(A) of
the Verification Annex. Such activities currently consume mosthef OPCW’s
inspector resources, and will continue to do so for the foreseaatole.f As a

consequence the Organisation’s budget simply can not continue to be based on t

“zero growth” principle. Member States must finally accé#ps. A significant
increase in the budget will be inevitable in 2003 if only because ttlmore chemical
weapons destruction facilities are expected to be fully opesdtithroughout that
year. There are only two such continuously-operating faslitat present.
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The Secretariat has already given States Parties an iadicditthe possible scope of
such an increase, with a view to allowing them to take the reegemdvance planning
steps internally. The Secretariat will, in the very nearr&ytsubmit to States Parties
more detailed estimates of the financial resources theb&ihecessary to adequately
implement the annual programme of work in 2003.

Last year was our most productive year in terms of prograsefnery. | think that
we should all be proud of this achievement - both qualitatively and tptevaty. It is
regrettable that 2001 has become the year of austerity. Oent@stimates, we
continue to expect a shortfall of EUR 6.7 million this year. Téigartly due to the
fact that we had no choice but to cover the irrecoverable part @00®@ deficit, not
only with the cash surplus from 1999, but also with the funds from 2001 tamglge
contributions. And partly because the budget adopted last year for 200ibtdid
include sufficient funds for increases in personnel-related coatdated by the
United Nations which we are legally obliged to implement. Aadt but not least,
because the above-mentioned “fictitious income” — the main reasatefioits - is
prominently featured therein as well. This problem arisesresudt of the fact that it
is simply not possible to foresee all possible contingencielseiwbrk of a young,
growing organisation like the OPCW. Our internal cash monitgrmogedures also
turned out to be far from perfect. But, most importantly, the soof¢he deficit is
structural, and we should now unite to repair the damage, to aeatmquate
financing, and to ensure, through changes to the structure of thet,bildgesuch a
situation never recurs again.

As you well know, painful decisions of an emergency nature hadtaixée, to try to
establish the required seriousness, competence and responsibitieylavel of the
Chief Financial Officer, until a qualified replacement can be choses tirtieé by me.
And, by the way, this process is nearing completion now. As reeowhed by the
Office of Internal Oversight, a meaningful restructuring otical budgetary and
financial areas of the Secretariat inherited from the tiansperiod between the
Prepcom and the establishment of the OPCW has been implem¥fetgdstringent
additional oversight powers were given to the Office of the Intédwarsight. And
the key position of my new Chief of Cabinet is now occupied by aopensth
extensive experience and an impeccable reputation in budgetary, idinand
auditing areas.

As for the shortfall we are facing this year, the Setatthas already carried out a
number of draconian cuts in non-operational programme areas, and | repeat -
non-operational programme areas, which would result in its tothictien by
EUR 4.7 million. Regrettably, if no additional funds are provided, theairéng
amount will have to be found through cuts in both inspections and international
cooperation and assistance. The financial situation is being arexhibn a daily
basis, and | can assure States Parties that all possible eesnaithicontinue to be
relentlessly pursued, and that every additional cent saved wifipbet only on
inspections, only on inspections and international cooperation. If the Quodere
approves the Secretariat's proposals for additional funding for thes, ybe
Secretariat will still be in a position to conduct most, if ndt af these two
programmes.
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I hope that delegations to this Conference will be fair, will bedtoard objective, in
evaluating this critical situation. | hope that they will take#o account the
excruciating restrictions imposed on the Secretariat in igalato budgetary,
legislative, personnel, and structural matters. Give us a soundtpasige any other
similar international organisation. Give us sound, consistent and cenfipiahcial
regulations -- not a grouping of an incoherent selection of some gagxdracted
from other similar legal instruments. Give us the staff togoerfthe tasks. Let us
jointly take all the necessary decisions now. Let us stam fx clean slate. And let
us think big about the future of the OPCW in order to ensure the fuleffective
implementation of the Convention.

And finally | would like to share with you some of my thoughts alloeitCWC
review process.

This is yet another new task of the Organisation, without atijutrenal precedent.
Review conferences are, of course, a common feature of previousiyated global
disarmament treaties. None of them, however, has so far involdd & great
volume of individual and collective work as the CWC, and none has créesafgoper
fully organised operational mechanism. The purpose of the resoeference is to
see how the Convention has been working, and how the OPCW has beentberving
interests of States Parties in the first five yearssoéxistence. Where do new threats
to the regime come from? Thorough and effective preparation isrtlyeway of
ensuring a meaningful and productive review conference. This, in aquiyes the
active and thoughtful cooperation of all States Parties, the OPBGY-making
organs, and the Secretariat itself.

Many of the issues raised in this statement will need to be assessed thudeyg the
preparations for the 2003 Review Conference. The review prodesbe-formally
launched next year — will offer an opportunity to study some oftrémeds that we
have been seeing recently, with the potential to weaken the CW& review
process is thus neither a technical nor a legalistic exefmiseg political matter of
major importance that deserves the closest attention of Mentdites Sand at a high
level.

Many aspects of the Convention and of its implementation would recose

scrutiny during the review process. Member States may twisbnsider additional
measures with a view to strengthening the non-proliferation eegitmch may be
applied to States not party. There will also be a need to conmsiebly review
developments affecting the manufacturing technologies for chismiavant to the
CWC, and to examine how the current industry regime, in its designrelative
emphasis, relates to these developments. The Secretariah deeof merit in

instituting a practice of “nil” declarations, and - on a more technical fewérefining

declaration requirements for DOCs and establishing a “bottom”rdéola ceiling for

transfers of Schedule 1 chemicals.

An important aspect of the preparations for the review conteisran assessment of
the scientific foundations of the Convention. Does the present vedficeegime
under Article VI, and the Schedules contained in the Annex on Chenadalgately
reflect the scientific and technological progress that has besde over the past
decade, and the current trends in science and technology? Much hgsd;hes is
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evidenced by the completion of the human genome project and the eoeefe
genomics, as well as by advances in chemical production technolagiestter
understanding of the functioning of certain biomolecules and receptorsiee

International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry has proposed to thet&eadr
that it undertake a review of key areas of science, with a wewdentifying

developments and trends that are relevant to the CWC. We wetbh@radfer, and
look forward to the results of this international scientific reviels results will, of
course, be passed on to Member States for advice and action wed tief review
conference.

Actors outside the OPCW framework will also closely monher greparations for
the 2003 Review Conference. It is important for the credibility hadattractiveness
of the Convention that these preparations are conducted with a vvengthening
the regime, as well as to making adherence to the Conventiactiatrfor all present
and future Member States.

Improving the transparency of OPCW’s work is also criticalhlyportant.
The proceedings of the Executive Council are kept away from publitrsc From
the documentation that the OPCW provides to the public it is paHigtimpossible
for an outsider to understand what the Organisation is actually domeghev all
Member States are implementing their obligations in full, ahdtwheir compliance
status is. Public support and understanding are important to fight off challerayes t
work, and to stabilise the CWC regime. However, public support chengenerated
if the OPCW continues to abuse its confidentiality regime ¢éwgt non-confidential
information from entering the public domain for what, in most inganare reasons
of political convenience. This, frankly, is undermining the credybibf the
Organisation, and was definitely not envisaged when the Convention watsatest)
in Geneva. In addition, a precious opportunity is being lost to mobilisecugport
in support of universal adherence to the Convention.

Mr Chairman,

States Parties need to remain constantly aware thatatiication of the Convention
is just the first step in the long and arduous process of implerget, and that it is
just as important, if not more important, than the negotiations tthab lehe signature
of the CWC in 1993. The Convention will fulfil its function only ifistimplemented
scrupulously and fairly by all States Parties without seeking spesainent.

This session of the Conference of the States Parties ls@esial significance for the
future of the OPCW. The Conference is facing a criticallehge, and consequently
has a choice — to build on the Organisation’s historic successtiseeatry into force
of the Chemical Weapons Convention, or to let the OPCW stumble on,aincart
the real degree of political support from its States Partiag Organisation remains
one of the very few recent examples of success on the part oftémeational
community in dealing with global security issues. It musth®allowed to fail. All
that is needed for it to continue to excel is strong and consistetitgdddacking from
its Member States.

Thank you.



