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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction

The Technical Secretariat (hereinafter “the Secretaits prepared this background
paper to assist the States Parties in their deliberations ifinatem-related issues for
the First Special Session of the Conference of the StatéesP8y Review the
Operations of the Chemical Weapons Convention (hereinafter “the Régew
Conference”).  This unclassified document is based on previous veoifica
implementation reports, as well as on previous annual reports @frgfamisation for
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), and provides an overvietweof t
developments in implementing the verification provisions of the Cherealpons
Convention (hereinafter “the Convention”) since its entry into foEl€)( The cut-
off date for the data that has been included is 31 December 2002.

This background paper does not analyse the methodology or the logistice of
conduct of on-site inspections by the OPCW. Neither does imnptitéo analyse
conceptual matters related to the Convention’s verification regand its
implementation. The Secretariat has issued separate backgrousrd papthese
issues.

The paper consists of an executive summary and annexes containingileddet
presentation of the verification issues under the Convention that haame be
encountered since it entered into force.

Initial declarations

Each State Party is required to submit their initial dedtaratwithin 30 days after the
Convention enters into force for it. Declarations that have been getmpursuant to
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Article 11l identify those States Parties possessing é¢ba&nweapons (CW) and/or
chemical weapons production facilities (CWPFs), and thus carrgatiolns to

destroy these CW capabilities in accordance with the provisiottseo€onvention.
The initial declarations to be submitted pursuant to Article Vinfahe basis for
implementing the Convention’s regime for the verification of ba-production of

CW. The timely, accurate, and complete submission of initial @gidas is thus
essential for the effective functioning of the Convention, and foiStages Parties’
confidence in treaty compliance.

2.2 A significant number of States Parties failed to submit timéial declarations in a
timely and complete form. By the end of 1999 — more than two &adf gears after
EIF — almost 30 percent of the initial declaration submissions stgr@utstanding.
The most common reasons for that failure appeared to be theflatiplementing
legislation, and other deficiencies in national preparations. EXeeutive Council
(hereinafter “the Council”) and the Conference of the StategePdhereinafter “the
Conference”) were seriously concerned about this persistent non-ano®li
To redress this situation, in the year 2000, the Secretariat edit@ assistance
project aimed at those States Parties which required teckoabrt to prepare their
initial declarations. By the end of 2002, the situation had improvedisagtly, and
142 of the 147 States Parties for which initial declarations weeeshad submitted
them. As the universal adherence to the Convention increases, theis@iga
should continue to monitor this issue, should urge States Partiesathatnot yet
done so to submit their initial declarations without delay, and shorddge for any
needed assistance.

2.3 The delays in the submission of initial declarations under Artitle¥ well as the
fact that several initial declarations that were subm#ted remained incomplete for
a long time, were of a major concern and hindered smoother impldioerdé the
Convention’s verification measures under Article VI. This situdtias subsequently
been rectified with regard to those States Parties thatharenajor producers of
chemicals. There remain, however, concerns that not all thesJRarties have, in
fact, identified all their declarable (and thus potentially insgdge) facilities. States
Parties on a bilateral basis, as well as the Secretzoiginue to offer their assistance
both with identifying the declarable facilities, and with adoptewjslative and other
necessary regulatory measures. In mid 2001, the Secreteggn providing
information to States Parties from public sources about potentisbtarable
industries and supporting them to meet their declaration obligations Artazge V1.
This project continues to be implemented in the year 2003.

2.4  Another declarations-related problem was the delayed submissioanmdal
declarations by a number of States Parties. This led to aimceituations as to
whether some facilities declared under Article VI remain iosgide even after the
turn of a calendar year. In the view of the Secretariat, 4bigei could be resolved if
States Parties agreed to submit their annual declaratwngréviously declared
facilities (ADAA), even when the facility is not anticigat to produce, process, or
consume scheduled chemicals above the appropriate declaration threshuddsnatr
produced, processed, or consumed scheduled chemicals during the previous year
(ADPA) above the appropriate declaration thresholds. In other wihielSecretariat
recommends that States Parties should agree to make so-called “nil adedarat
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Over the period under review, the Secretariat gradually introducegréictice of
requesting clarifications from National Authorities whenever ladation data
appeared to be ambiguous, incomplete, or inconsistent. The respansaiticlty
remained low, although responses to clarification requests on is®ses which
directly affect verification activities have improved consideraldiynce 2001.
To further improve this situation, States Parties may wish todenadopting a more
formalised approach to clarifying the information contained in tdeilarations,
and/or may consider indicating to the Secretariat when theybeiBubmitting their
responses to the Secretariat’s clarification requests.

Some progress has been made towards the possible submission ofidedata in
electronic form. In 2002, one State Party, the Unites Statesnudriéa, had
submitted in CD-ROM format a redacted version of its annual c@eidar on
anticipated activities for 2003. The copies of that declarationorefisave been
already requested by four other States Parties. This pamendbdiscuss this issue
in any detail. It is clear, however, that an acceptable salugi urgently needed for
the Secretariat to expedite declaration processing and evaluaspaciion planning,
and reporting to the Council. The Secretariat is in the pragessrking out the
confidentiality issues related to the submission of classifiédrmation to/from
States Parties in electronic form.

Since EIF of the Convention, a total of 35 States Parties hadsteduend received
from the Secretariat the declaration data submitted by ottatesSParties. The
provision of such declaration data to other States Parties isccarrt in accordance
with the provisions of subparagraph 2(b)(i) of the Confidentiality Antexhe
Convention (hereinafter “the Confidentiality Annex”).

Verification of declared CW and their destruction

Four States Parties have declared that they possess CW swckpihe other State
Party has submitted a notification of discovery of CW on itgtoey. A detailed
declaration is expected, and the following discussion does not inclndelemtion

of the requirements for declaration, verification, and destructiothisf particular
State Party’'s CW. All the declared CW of the four possestiesSParties were
inspected in accordance with the provisions of the Convention. The declare
inventories were verified by on-site inspections. Thirty CWfegje facilities in the
four possessor States Parties continue to be systematicdligd/by the Secretariat.
Facility agreements have been adopted by the Council for all storaggefacil

The Convention requires each State Party to destroy one percen€Cafegory 1 CW
not later than three years after EIF of the Convention; 20% inykaes; 45% in
seven years; and 100% in ten years. As required, all four CW posStates Parties
submitted their general destruction plans within 30 days afteCdine@ention entered
into force for them. All general destruction plans submitted at tihaee were
consistent with destruction requirements. However, some difficultiese
encountered in implementing these destruction plans. While Indi&jrited States
of America, and a third State Party met their obligation imtiet to the first
destruction target, only India and the United States of Ameritdahaie obligation in
relation to the second destruction timeline. The Russian Federatjoested an
extension of its first intermediate destruction timeline, whics wgranted by the
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Conference in 2000. The Russian Federation submitted a revisastctiestplan to

the Council in September 2001. One State Party had experiendeaica¢c
difficulties and informed the Council that it would not be able totntee second
intermediate timeline and requested an extension of its obligafibrs request was
granted by the Conference at its Seventh Session and the &tgtadtually met the
Phase Two destruction requirement by the end of 2002. Based on the
recommendation of the Council, the Conference at its Seventh Sesamiadgan
extension in principle to the Russian Federation to meet thegabibin to meet an
intermediate deadline for the destruction of one percent of d@®gbry 1 CW
stockpiles, and authorised the Council to establish a specificfalatane percent
destruction deadline. On 19 December 2002, the Russian Federation comiteenced
destruction operations at the Gorny destruction facility. As dd@&ember 2002, a
total of 6319.817 tonnes of Category 1 CW (1,116,197 items of unitary CW munitions
or bulk containers containing VX, tabun, sarin and mustard gas and tédwisi
approximately 69 tonnes of binary key components, 515 tonnes of other binary
components, and 356,141 binary munitions and canisters have been desjrdyed

four States Parties since EIF of the Convention.

The Russian Federation and India have declared possession of CaeGaky
The Russian Federation has completed the destruction of its Catgaockpile
within the required timeframes. India has completed the désimucf one of its
Category 2 CW agents, and continues to destroy the second oneis(this
unscheduled chemical, which is being used as a solvent in the destnfdCategory

1 CW), along with its destruction of its Category 1 CW stockpieur States Parties
that have declared the possession of CW stockpiles had completedtthetid@sof
their Category 3 CW well in advance of 29 April 2002 (five yedtsr &IF), the
timeline established by the Convention. In total, as of 31 Decerfbeg,
265.212 tonnes of Category 2 CW (thiodiglycol, 2-chloroethanol, and phosgene) and
412,704 items of Category 3 CW (unfilled munitions, devices, and spdgifical
designed equipment) have been destroyed.

During the period under review, the Council approved 10 detailed agreedfg@ians
destruction and verification, as well as five transitional \atfon arrangements, and

six facility agreements for CW destruction facilities. Additional two facility
agreements for CW destruction facilities are under consideragidhe Council, and
three more draft facility agreements are being discusst#d States Parties. The
systematic verification of CW destruction is undertaken when it@gewith on-site
instruments are physically present at the destruction siteificdgon of destruction
operations consumed the bulk of the Secretariat’s resources duripgrtbé under
review. As of 31 December 2002, a total of about 50,181 inspector days mad bee
spent at CWDFs, which equals 66.77% of all inspector days spent in the field.

Changes in the approach to verification activities at CW desiruciperations is
likely to occur as a result of the adoption of low-temperature;stage destruction
technology as an alternative to incineration, and the projected seciredhe number
of CW destruction facilities that will become operational durirgdoming years. As
a consequence, appropriate verification measures have alreadygbest w&ith both
the Russian Federation and the United States of America, ancathesgements will
soon be implemented. It is understood that both of these factors will have aoeffect
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the resources that are required, and will prompt a change inrifieat®n approach
currently being used by the Secretariat.

Nine States Parties have declared old chemical weapons Y@EWL locations.
Seven States Parties have declared their OCW produced before 1926 tbase
States Parties has completed the destruction of its OCW. States Parties have
been providing annual information on the disposal of their OCW, while no
information has been received by the Secretariat from two &tates Parties. In
relation to OCW produced between 1925 and 1946 that were declared I9jdigs
Parties, one State Party has completed its destruction operafidres.process of
recovery and destruction continues in the remaining four StatéedPHrat have
declared OCW produced between 1925 and 1946. It is difficult, however, to
determine whether the destruction timelines set out in paragraph 7 of Parof\tig
Verification Annex can be achieved, given that the accounting fonaewyfindings
requires declarations of OCW to be frequently adjusted by theesSRarties.
Furthermore, the lack of agreement on the verification reqapmicable to this
category of OCW, particularly on the guidelines to assessudlability of CW
produced between 1926 and 1946 and on the costs of verification, have corhplicate
issues like timelines and the order of destruction of OCW.

China, ltaly, and Panama have submitted declarations of abandoned chemical
weapons (ACW) located in their territories. China and Panamaitautified States
Parties which have abandoned ACW on their territories. However,Japign has
submitted a declaration as an abandoning State Party (ASPyesjikct to ACW
located on the territory of China. In China, the recovery of A4 begun, and the
territorial and the ASPs are continuing their negotiations onuguatly agreed
destruction plan. In the absence of a declaration by an ASRsaitgntification,
Italy itself has undertaken to destroy the ACW located oteit#tory. Inspections
have been conducted on-site at ACW locations within the territofiésese three
States Parties. Panama hosted an initial inspection in ya2Q@2, which confirmed
the presence of OCW at the declared location. The resultssointtial inspection
were reported to the Council. In the mean time, bilateral dismssdiave been
initiated between Panama and the United States of America; upoestefrom
Panama, the Secretariat has withheld submission of any recontioentta the
Council on the subject matter, pending the outcome of discussions behgetvot
States Parties.

In accordance with the provisions of the Convention, a total of 62 inspections at OCW
and ACW locations have been conducted since EIF, in accordance wittotisons
of the Convention.

Verification of declared CW production facilities and their destrudion

As of 31 December 2002, 61 CW production facilities had been debladeld States
Parties. As a result of the initial inspections carried othege facilities, and after
consultations between the Secretariat and the respective Btates involved, ten
States Parties amended the data in their initial declarati®ash revisions related to
the boundaries of the facility, the exclusion or inclusion of certaitdibgs and
equipment, other data (production capacity, flow diagrams), and dhes sbf the
facility.
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By 31 December 2002, 28 CWPFs (46%) in seven States Parties hnackhideed as
destroyed. Nine CWPFs had been certified as converted by the samidaieofAll
conversion requests were approved by the Conference at its SewsgionS
Thirteen CWPFs remained to be destroyed, including those thrdigefa¢hat had
been temporarily converted into CW destruction facilities. A3loDecember 2002,
only one of these three facilities was being used as a CW destruction.facility

All the facilities have been deactivated. Specialised equipmedt standard
equipment have been inventoried, and all specialised equipment has bedn tAgge
cost-effective method for the verification of the destruction of bugisli and
equipment without the physical presence of inspectors during thieuateEmn
operations was introduced at those CWPFs, the destruction or conversisrfgula
which had been approved by the Council. Photographs or video recordtakese
by the inspected State Party before and after destruction, aedpwevided to the
OPCW inspection teams during the next systematic inspectiorheoffacility;
furthermore, the remnants of the destruction of specialised equipmgether with
any tags were retained, so that the OPCW inspectors could cdah&nndestruction.
Some of the issues that need to be addressed include determinatymeciafised
equipment, the destruction or conversion of a facility which wasd‘exclusively for
production of non-chemical parts for chemical munitions”, the fatejoipenent that
had been removed from CWPFs before EIF, and the calculation ofesidual
capacity of the CWPFs.

Other declarations required under Article 1l

As of 31 December 2002, 102 States Parties have declared possessitotabfof

11 different types of riot control agents (RCAs), with the majooit these States
Parties declaring CS and omega-chloroacetophenone (CN) types of. RCAe

ongoing clarification procedures between States Parties an&dbeetariat have
ensured that three States Parties that have declared chlardpiciis mixtures) as
RCAs have either amended their initial declarations, or infortinedecretariat that
they intend to delete these chemicals from their list of ROXs.routine verification

measures are applied to RCA chemicals under the Convention.

Eight States Parties have submitted declarations on 23 &kiltihich, since

1 January 1946, have been designed, constructed, or used primarily for the
development of CW. As of 31 December 2002, three States Partiesuenhto use

four of these facilities, either as research centres andfecasgery laboratories in the
facilities used for protective purposes or for the destruction@NO It should be
noted thata common understanding among the States Parties on the mearhieg of t
phrase “primarily for the development of CW” in the declaratiequirement under

the Convention continues to remain elusive.

Implementation under Article VI

Affirmative declarations have been made by 60 StateseBartider the provisions of
Article VI of the Convention. Of these, 58 States Parties ki@etared inspectable
facilities. As of 31 December 2002, 502 Article VI inspections Hmean conducted.
In addition, numerous declarations of transfers of Schedule 1 cherbemigen
States Parties have been submitted, in most cases involving vellyggrantities.
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The following sections detail the implementation for the regiomeier Parts VI, VII,
VIII, and IX of the Verification Annex.

Schedule 1 chemicals and facilities

With the exception of the transfers of small amounts of saxit¢®nhX) for
medical/diagnostic purposes, transfers of Schedule 1 chenbetl®en the States
Parties shall be notified 30 days in advance of each transfeeasdbsequently
included in annual declarations on past activities, both by the sendingyathe b
receiving State Party. In practice, about two-thirds of thesteas were notified by
both States Parties. Of these notifications, about 15% resultedblems, such as
uncertainties about which transfer declarations referred to tme d$eansaction,
differences in transfer dates, or different designations of transféreedaals.

In relation to saxitoxin transferred for diagnostic/medical pwpda quantities of
5 milligrams or less, Canada proposed a change to the Convention, etognised
the practical difficulties involved with the timely transfertbis compound when it is
used in emergency situations as a reference standard to tewirédytic shellfish
poisoning. The change became effective on 31 October 1999, in accowdéince
paragraph 5 of Article XV as the new paragraph 5bis of PhadfVhe Verification
Annex.

An issue affecting both transfer notifications/declarations dred prohibition of
transfers of Schedule 1 chemicals to States not partyais States Parties have
adopted different practices as to whether the salts of Schedbkniicals should be
treated in the same way as the parent compounds specified in the& Anne
Chemicals.

Since EIF, a total of 33 Schedule 1 facilities have been declargdn
31 December 2002, twenty-one States Parties had declared 26 Schedcilgies
(eight single small-scale facilities, 17 other Schedule 1littes for protective
purposes, and one other Schedule 1 facility for research, medical,rorgoleatical

purposes). Until 31 December 2002, 107 initial and subsequent systematic

inspections had been carried out by the Secretariat.

It is worth noting that for the majority of these facilitiise amounts of Schedule 1
chemical(s) actually produced were either very small or,dt) z&ro. Only six States
Parties stored in excess of 1.0 kg of Schedule 1 chemicals, fotr of the declared
Schedule 1 facilities produced kilogram quantities per year. In the of the
Secretariat, the current intensity of inspections (inspectemjuéncy, inspection time,
and team size) may not adequately reflect the differencbe idegree of risk which
these facilities pose to the object and purpose of the Convention.

Different approaches have been taken by States Partieg @sstie of whether areas
where Schedule 1 chemicals are being consumed should be inclutheddectared
facility areas. Furthermore, it must be recognised thagghkeifics of each individual
facility have an impact on such declarations. The Secretakas the view that a
consistent approach to this issue would be desirable to ensuréehagrification
regime is applied in an even-handed manner.
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Schedule 2 chemicals and facilities

Declarations are required for aggregate national data (ANDj}henproduction,
processing, consumption, export, and import of each Schedule 2 chemigel| as
for facilities producing, processing, or consuming Schedule 2 chemabalve the
applicable declaration threshold. The initial declaration of ScheButacilities
includes each of the three years before the Convention entersomt for the
declaring State Party.

In relation to AND for Schedule 2 chemicals, the production, processiy, a
consumption figures corresponded to the data contained in facility ralemhes.
Significant discrepancies were, however, encountered in the ageggegatexports
and imports. In principle, the data provided in the declarations ofxfi@tang and
the importing States Parties should match. As of 31 December 2002vdrpabout
70% of the data on imports did not match the data submitted on expbrsStates
Parties and the Secretariat have discussed possible caughss®rdiscrepancies,
which include, inter alia, material in transit, differencesnational regulations,
different data collection methods, and clerical errors. Esdgntibése differences
also reflect to an extent the non-uniform implementation of the Cadoweat the
national level. It is important for the credibility of the regirthat States Parties
improve the cooperation between their National Authorities, and thatadree on,
and apply, similar rules and standards for collecting and reporting data.

Recognising that a common approach to AND declarations was ngceSsztes
Parties, under the direction of the Council and within the framewotkeofndustry
Cluster, held consultations on this issue. A decision was reachextithassed AND

for the production, processing, consumption, import and export of Schedule 2
chemicals and the import and export of Schedule 3 chemicals 712, dated

10 October 2002). This decision should help resolve some of the mismatches in
declared AND noted above. No decision could as yet be taken on Schedule 3
production AND declarations, and consultations on this issue have continued
into 2003.

As of 31 December 2002, twenty-three States Parties have dedatetal of

438 Schedule 2 facilities, 156 facilities of which in twenty-ongeSt&arties were
inspectable under the provisions of the Convention. Between EIF and
31 December 2002, 198 initial and subsequent inspections of Schedule 2 dacilitie
were conducted. During the conduct of 11 of these inspections, a dbtal
15 uncertainties were recorded by inspection teams between tbe frem EIF until

the end of 2001. Two of these were clarified in accordance hattptovisions of
paragraph 64 of Part Il of the Verification Annex, while one wasfied through
information obtained during an inspection conducted under another regirhe at t
same location. A further 12 were clarified by information migtd during subsequent
inspections. These uncertainties occurred as a result of theflaektain types of
records being available at the plant site, differing viewsashether sub-threshold
production/processing/ consumption amounts needed to be recorded, and questions
related to access to areas outside the declared plant(®rifp the absence of
Schedule 1 chemicals. These issues were discussed betweetrtariat and the
States Parties involved, and approaches to avoid such situations inirfigpgetions
were agreed; these are now being successfully implemented.
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Unresolved issues had an impact on the Schedule 2 regime, and inasamded to
differences in the national implementation by States Patidsconsequently in their
declarations. This included such issues as low concentration fonitixtures
containing scheduled chemicals, production of Schedule 2 chemicals rthat a
consumed in situ without isolation of the chemical (“captive us#i® use of
rounding rules, and the delineation of Schedule 2 plants and plant siéessioBs
were taken by the OPCW that have improved the situation: for Sehe@uland
Schedule 3 chemicals (but not for Schedule 2A and 2A* chemicatsy, |
concentration limits have been agreed (C-V/DEC.19, dated 19 May 2B00hding
rules were adopted (EC-XIX/DEC.5, dated 7 April 2000). AND guideliwese
adopted (EC-30/DEC.4, dated 13 September 2002) and the boundaries of production
guidelines were adopted (EC-31/DEC.7, dated 11 December 2002).

Schedule 3 chemicals and facilities

States Parties are required to declare as AND the produetkport, and import of
each Schedule 3 chemical, as well as those facilities tegbraducing Schedule 3
chemicals above the declaration threshold. In relation to the eapdrimport of

AND, discrepancies similar to those mentioned above (paragraplorv 8¢liedule 2

chemicals have been recorded.

Thirty-four States Parties declared 497 Schedule 3 facilitigsour hundred
thirty-seven of these, located in 34 States Parties, areedbevinspection threshold.
Since EIF of the Convention and by 31 December 2002, 100 inspections at
Schedule 3 facilities had been conducted. Two uncertainties weneledcduring

one inspection, and both were clarified and resolved during the reppetitogl under

the provisions of paragraph 64 of Part Il of the Verification Annelus, inspection
mandates for inspections of Schedule 3 facilities have been implemented in full.

The initial concerns of some of the States Parties in rel&tidhe methodology for
selection of Schedule 3 plant sites for inspections were resofigdcansultations
conducted under the auspices of the Council; this resulted in the adopttba of
currently-applied computer assisted, two stage, weighted randeaotise
methodology (EC-XVII/DEC.7, dated 1 December 1999).

Other chemical production facilities

Part IX of the Verification Annex requires an initial deakéon of other chemical
production facilities (OCPFs) producing in excess of 200 tonnes a¢gefiydiscrete
organic chemicals (DOCs) — the so-called DOC facilitiesyelbsas facilities having a
plant or plants producing in excess of 30 tonnes per year of a @@fining
phosphorous, sulfur or fluorine — so-called PSF facilities. Any changge
information contained in this initial register of plant sitesd®eto be submitted as an
annual update.

Since EIF of the Convention, 60 States Parties, as of now, haveedealdotal of
4,117 such facilities. Of these, 3,990 facilities located in 5&Sfarties are above
the inspection threshold. In accordance with the Convention, inspectidhssat
plant sites were initiated after 29 April 2000, and 97 OCPF inspecti@rs
completed by 31 December 2002.
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9.3 The selection methodology currently being used for OCPF inspegficgimilar in
principle to that used for Schedule 3 inspections. It thus comprise®-atage
selection process. During the first stage, the State Palig tospected is selected
and then a DOC/PSF facility declared by the selectede Ratty is declared.
Additional weighting factors are being applied. No decision, howewasryht been
taken in relation to the involvement of States Parties in thetseleprocess, as
stipulated in paragraph 11 (c) of Part IX of the Verification Aan€his resolution of
this issue is overdue in terms of the Convention, and should be addressedtiutiri
review process within the wider context of inspection conduct in tlemnical
industry.

10. Areas of particular importance in relation to the work of the
First Review Conference

10.1 It is the prerogative of States Parties to identify thossasthat they consider
important, and thus requiring possible action by the First Review amaie. In this
context, the Secretariat would suggest that the following isswss meed to be
addressed:

(@  future verification approaches for CW destruction facilities;

(b) agreement on the outstanding issues in relation to OCW produced between
1925 and 1946;

(c) resolution of the outstanding issues in relation to CW issues and Sefedul
facilities that have a reference in the Convention to a decisibe taken by
the Conference;

(d)  adoption of common standards for submission of annual declarations, in
particular under Article VI, including implementing the practidesubmission
of “nil declarations” by States Parties;

(e) resolution of those additional industry declaration issues that remain
outstanding;

() review of the relative emphasis of different types of inspastiunder
Article VI; and

(9) discussion of the selection methodology under Part IX of thefid&ion
Annex, including proposals by States Parties and the issue ofirdjffer
interpretation among the States Parties in relation to thelityalof the
previous year's declaration data submitted under Part IX of thiéicd&on
Annex until the submission of the next annual update.
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Annex 1: Consolidated Verification Implementation Report
(April 1997 — 31 December 2002)
Annex 2: Inspection summary, EIF to 31 December 2002
Annex 3: Inspection summary 1997 - 2002
Annex 4: List of chemical agents declared and destroyed (as of 31 December 2002)

Annex 5: Declarable and inspectable Schedule 2 facilities (as of 31 Dec2ooRer

Annex 6: Declarable and inspectable Schedule 3 facilities (as of 31 Dec2poRer

Annex 7: Declarable and inspectable OCPF facilities (as of 31 Dexetb2)

Annex 8: Status of submission of initial declarations and notificati¢as of
31 December 2002)
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CONSOLIDATED VERIFICATION IMPLEMENTATION REPORT
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“Nil” declarations
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of the Verification Annex
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Introduction

This is an abridged Verification Implementation Report (VIR) pregaby the
Technical Secretariat (hereinafter “the Secretariatiptorm the States Parties of the
status of implementation of the verification requirements of thevéntion on the
Prohibition of Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons
and on Their Destruction (hereinafter “the Convention”).

This report is derived from the information provided in annual and nmad-t€Rs
and in Status of Implementation Reports of the Convention. It coveretifieation
activities for the period between the EIF of the Convention (i.e. 29 A987) and
31 December 2002. The document also contains an analysis of sohes rojor
issues that have arisen in relation to declarations, notificatiand, related
verification measures. It identifies those issues that haveahamnpact on the
implementation of an effective verification regime. It alsmidies issues that have
been resolved, whether these originated from the preparatory wortser ater EIF
of the Convention.

Declarations
Generic issues

Initial declarations

The Convention requires that each State Party shall submit ©Orgamisation, not
later than 30 days after the Convention enters into force for iialiniéclarations
pursuant to Articles Ill and VI of the Convention.

As of 31 December 2002, 142 of 147 States Parties (i.e. 97 %) had tedbtindir

initial declarations. As of the same date, five Statesd3artiMozambique, Nauru,
Uganda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, and Samoa — had yet to submit their initial
declarations (the due dates for these submission were 14 October 2000;
11 January 2002; 29 January 2002; 17 November 2002; and 26 November 2002,
respectivelyf

Rate of submission of initial declarations

The process of submission of initial declarations have developed upekgirlg the
five-year period since EIF. As of 29 May 1997, i.e. 30 days after &1 States
Parties (or 35%) of all States Parties at that time (88), gravided their initial
declarations, thus meeting the timeline established by the Gomwe At that point
in time, 57 States Parties had yet to submit their initialadatons; the initial
declarations of 56 States Parties were overdue. By the ed®931, forty-two
additional States Parties had provided initial declarations, wWinahght the overall
number of such declarations to 73, or 70% of all States Partieatdinie (105). As
of 31 December 1997, 32 States Parties had yet to provide theirdeitiarations, of
which 29 were overdue.

Samoa and Uganda submitted their initial declanation 27 January 2003 and on 16 January 2003,
respectively.
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2.4

2.5

2.6

During 1998 and 1999, a significant number of States Parties were tmélld the
requirements of the Convention with respect to the submission @il idéclarations,
and either did not submit such declarations or only submitted partédraigons.
This issue became a matter of serious concern with the Counailh wdpeatedly
drew the attention of the Conference to this matter in ordet torbe resolved. The
Conference itself, at its Third and Fourth Sessions, urged all the States tPaitiead
failed to submit their initial declarations on time, to provide theitihout further
delay. In doing so, the Conference noted that the timely submisst@atlarations is
a basic prerequisite for the implementation of the verificatiginme instituted by the
Convention (subparagraph 12.2(h) of C-lll/4, dated 20 November 1998). The
Conference requested the Council closely to monitor the fulfilmgnthe States
Parties of this important obligation under the Convention in order to ermiable
Council to consider recommendations to the Conference with a viexdiessing the
situation (subparagraph 10.1 of C-IV/6, dated 2 July 1999).

In 2000, the Secretariat initiated an assistance project for tieditbef those States
Parties that had yet to prepare and submit their initial déiclasao the Organisation.
The Director-General wrote letters to the foreign ministéi32 States Parties, asking
them personally to attend to this matter. He assigned one divisimeator to
establish direct contacts with the National Authorities of tif&ts¢es Parties and to
provide assistance to them, with a view to accelerating tlegpteaf all outstanding
initial declarations. As a result, 42 States Parties, includih@2 States Parties
mentioned above, submitted their initial declarations during 2000. As of
31 December 2000, 136 of the 141 States Parties at that time%dh@d submitted
their initial declarations. This represented a considerable iraprent of the
situation in comparison to previous years. Similarly, by the end of, 2881initial
declarations of 141 of the 145 States Parties had been provided, achgéeving
submission rate of 99%. One additional initial declaration was stdohiit 2002. As

of 31 December 2002, 142 out of the 147 States Parties had submitteadhitizeir i
declarations. Thus, the submission rate of initial declarations was 97.2 %.

The following two charts illustrate the rate and timing of thbnsission of initial
declarations by States Parties at key points during the periogdetF and the end
of the year 2002.

Initial Declarations - Rate of Submissions
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Initial declarations - timing of submission
147
35&-‘:;_”# M |nitial declarations yet to be

submitted {overdue)

M Initial declarations yet to be
— submitted (not due)
102

E Initial declarations
submitted {after due date)

T Olnitial declarations
submitted  {ontime)

40

EIF EIF+30 31 Dec 31 Dec 31D0ec 310ec 31 Dec 31Dec
1897 19498 1899 2000 2001 2002

Incomplete initial declarations

The Secretariat initiated, early after EIF, the practiceeqliesting States Parties that
have submitted incomplete initial declarations to provide amendmeddgjoaal
information, and clarifications to the declaration data. Thisge®bas brought about
amendments from a number of States Parties to their initcdrdéions submitted
under Articles Il and/or VI of the Convention. The overall situatiotih regard to
the completeness of the initial declarations, however, still leawoesn for

Of particular concern was the late submission of a completal idéclaration under
Article VI by the United States of America, due to delayshe enactment of the
necessary legislation. This situation was rectified in the year 2000.

As of 31 December 2002, 10 States Pattiesmd not submitted initial declarations
under either Article IlIl or Article VI of the Convention. Colombiadte d'lvoire,
Kiribati, Nepal, Seychelles, Suriname, Turkmenistan, the United Repuil
Tanzania and Yemen have yet to submit their initial declarations #rtiele VI,
while Senegal has yet to provide its declaration under Atiiclé=ive of these States
Parties — Cote d'lvoire, Nepal, Senegal, Seychelles and Surinamee—-ptovided
incomplete initial declarations, and these declarations have ramaic@mplete for

Even when initial declarations have been submitted under ArticlemdlIVI, there
are cases where concerns about the completeness of the subntétezhdan. The
Secretariat reviewed the information available in the public donvdn a view to

2.7
improvement.
2.8
2.9
more than three years.
2.10
3

As of 31 December 2002, eight of these statefieBanad yet to inform the Secretariat about their
respective national implementing legislation, aixdo$ them had yet to provide details regardingrthe
National Authorities.
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2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

identifying potential facilities that could be declared, but wiStites Parties had not
identified as declarable facilities, and therefore did not idemtitheir declaration to
the Secretariat. Furthermore, the Secretariat has assigtedber of States Parties in
improving their national capacities to identify their declarabtalifies and to prepare
their respective declarations, through technical assistance, wsHste support for
National Authorities, support for national awareness activities, ahdr aheans.
Some of these activities have been conducted jointly with expensStates Parties
who have had practical experience to share.

This situation may be indicative of the need for some SRdgses to strengthen their
legal and/or administrative capacities to implement the Convenilibe. Secretariat
remains available to render to such States Parties tletaass they need to prepare
their initial declarations for submission to the OPCW.

Annual Declarations

Declaration requirements

Annual declarations under Article VI on activities anticipatedrguthe following
year (ADAA) and on past activities during the previous yearFADare required to
be submitted every year within the timelines specified in Parts Viawt, VIl of the
Verification Annex, respectively. Annual declarations on Scheduleilltits cover
projected activities and anticipated production at such facifibiethe coming year.
In addition to the ADAA, any declarable activity additionally pladninvolving
Schedule 2 or Schedule 3 chemicals after the submission of the AAA have to
be declared not later than five days before this activity bedimeelation to facilities
declared under Part IX of the Verification Annex, States Rarieed annually to
provide the information necessary to update the list of OPCFhtheysubmitted in
their initial declaration.

Timelines/rate of submission of annual declarations

In the period from 1998 through 2002, the number of States Parties thattedbmit
ADPA regarding transfers of Schedule 1 chemicals and aesivéit Schedule 1
facilities, pursuant to paragraphs 6, 15, and 19 of Part VI, VerificAnorex, varied
between 24 and 28. During the same period, the number of States prantidsg
their annual declarations on projected activities and anticipatedugiion at
Schedule 1 facilities, pursuant to paragraphs 16 and 20, Part VI, Meétudted
around the figure of 20.

The number of States Parties that submitted ADPA regardihgd8te 2 and/or
Schedule 3 and/or other chemicals (paragraphs 4, respectivelyt®MAaand VIl
of the Verification Annex, and paragraph 3, Part IX of the VetificaAnnex), and
ADAA regarding Schedule 2 and/or Schedule 3 (paragraphs 4, respgctvel
Parts VII and VIII, Verification Annex), increased steadily dgrithe period under
review, in step with the growth of membership of the Organisationrdiained
significantly lower than the number of submissions on past acsivitid small
number of States Parties submitted their annual declaratidmgydtzat they had no
declarable activity (sometimes called “nil” declarations).
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2.15 The chart below illustrates the pattern of submigsafnannual declarations by the

2.16

States Parties each year during the period between EIF till 31 Dec2ogi2er

Submission of Annual Declarations
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“Nil” declarations

The pattern of submission of annual declarations in the period fromtilEIF
31 December 2002 revealed that only a very few of the State Partexpreted
Article VI of the Convention to mean that States Partiesrageired to submit
declarations for previously-declared facilities that did not igiveen year produce,
process, or consume scheduled chemicals above the declaration aatiapated to
do so in the following year (so-called “nil declarations”).heTabsence of such
information from the States Parties has created an uncertaaticsn, wherein the
Secretariat finds it difficult to accurately monitor the deatian data and to plan
inspections. Such a situation will affect the accuracy ofitliermation that is
provided by the Secretariat to the Council from time to time, as indicated below.

The figures in this chart are taken from the umtrreports of the Organisation or the Verification
Implementation Reports provided by the Secretafiaese do not include the submissions received
after the “cut-off” dates of these reports.
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2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

As of 31 December 2002, while 133 States Parties had submittetideitiarations
under Article VI of the Conventiédn ADPA for 2001 had been provided by only 62
(or 47%) of the States Parties. At present, if a Statiy Baes not submit an annual
declaration or an annual update, as applicable under Article Vicydarty when
industry activity/facility has previously been declared, it is liguwhue to one of the
following reasons:

(@) the absence of any declarable activity (“zero” level) ateviously declared
facility, or its closure; or

(b) a decrease in the level of chemical activity below the dstoder threshold
(remaining above “zero” level) at a previously declareditgcilvhich renders
it non-declarable; or

(c) a delay in the submission of the declaration (or even non-submission of a
declaration regarding declarable activities or facilitieshused by
administrative or legislative problems.

The non-submission or late submission of an ADPA makes it diffiarltthe
Secretariat to ascertain, on the basis of the declarations #ienegrrect status of a
previously declared facility, and can lead to uneven implementatidre otification
provisions of the Convention. For example, in the case of Schedule Jipdanithe
late submission of declarations can create an uncertain sitdatidhe inspection
planning process at the beginning of a calendar year, at winieh itiis unclear
whether or not a facility remains inspectable. Such uncertaigtisibs can also result
in extensive and resource-consuming clarification attemptshéySecretariat and
States Parties concerned.

For these reasons, a declaration indicating the absence afaii¢elactivities (i.e. a
“nil declaration”) would be particularly useful both to StatestiParand the
Secretariat in the two cases described in subparagraphs 2.17a) afld above. In
the case mentioned in subparagraph 2.17(c), a timely communicatiorttfe State
Party concerned, which would warn the Secretariat that thardgoh will arrive
late, could facilitate a better understanding of the actustsin. It should be noted
that the Conference has already recogfiisee usefulness of the submission of “nil
declarations”, when Schedule 2 of Schedule 3 plants or plant sigshave
previously been declared cease to engage in activities arectteclarable. Thus far,
the issue has been addressed only on a “voluntary” basis.

Incomplete annual declarations

The pattern of submission of annual declarations during the period uniew re
indicated that the declarations that were submitted did not aleaysain complete
information as required by the Convention. Although most States Parie guided
by the Declaration Handbook and used its declaration forms, the wgkol®f

As of 31 December 2002, initial declarations hadn provided by 142 (out of 147) States Partieg, n
of which had yet to submit their declarations unéigicle VI.

Ref.: Decision C-I/DEC.38, dated 16 May 1997.
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declaration requirements described therein often appeared to becathgex, and
thus sometimes posed problems. As a result, while some of theedaired by the
Convention were not declared at all, other relevant data found in atemtar often
remained ambiguous. This was patrticularly the case when natigiegsia used by
States Parties to aggregate/select declared informatioe met specified in the
declaration. The data monitoring and analysis of declarable egtifatr the purpose
of reporting to the Council were thus affected by a lack dfipien and completeness
in the information from annual declarations submitted by States Parties.

It is important that the States Parties and the Seattantinue to harmonise their
approaches to annual declarations and develop more standardised ractice
This could be reflected in a further revision of the Declarationdbaok, which
could also be improved by making it more user-friendly. At the ér2002, States
Parties were engaged in informal consultations to resolvasgus. Other measures

to facilitate this process could include the development of standardisetronic
tools for the preparation and submission of declarations; the introduction of gusdeline
for the submission of amendments to declarations in the DeclarahodbBok;
additional declaration training for National Authority personnel; and continuaiten
assistance for the preparation of annual declarations. Sppmjposals have been
put forward by some of the States Parties, and informal conenkatn some of the
issues have already started in 2002.

Clarification of declarations

During the period under review, the Secretariat gradually introdineegractice of
requesting the National Authorities to clarify information thasvsubmitted through
their declarations. The purpose of the clarification requeste ensure that the
declaration data used by the Secretariat for verificatiorpga@s contains no
significant omissions, ambiguities, or inconsistencies. The peaofi seeking such
clarifications became more systematic in 2000 and 2001.

In 2000, the Secretariat had sent 208 clarification requests adbtes§®l States
Parties, requesting them to submit clarifications on the infoomarovided by them
in their declarations. One hundred fifty-eight such requests wdrmitded to
99 States Parties in 2001. In 2002, the Secretariat sent a totakduésts for
clarification to 92 States Parties. Sixty eight (or 40%)h&f tequests that were
prepared were fully clarified, while another 31 (or 18%) of them haad Ipartially
addressed. Only 41 (or 24%) of all requests from 2002 remained @ithieswered
or uncollected for more than 60 days. This represented a significgrdvement in
the process of clarification.
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2.24 The chart below gives the breakdown of the clarification requestspenddes

2.25

2.26

information on the status (A-F) of such clarification requesta/daited to States
Parties, the nature of responses received, and the time t@k&tates Parties to
respond.

Status of Requests for Clarification of Declarations
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Twenty-eight (or 16%) of the clarification requests preparedhieySecretariat in
2002 were reminders about overdue declarations (Category I), i.e. whses

declarations were either submitted late or were not submittall. aThis category
consists of 24 requests for annual declarations and four for initidrdéons. In
2002, only two (or 7%) of the requests in that year remained unatsuewriting

after more than 60 days from the date on which they were collected.

Forty-nine (or 29%) of the requests prepared in 2002 contained eithieaunc
incomplete declaration data, both of which affect the planning or conafuct
inspections (Category Il). In 2002, the Secretariat requested faifications in
relation to CW declarations. The remaining 45 requests made inn29@2elated to

The six status of requests are defined as follgs Requests fully clarified, i.e. all matterdsed in

the request had been clarified in writing by Staseties concerned; (B) Requests partially clatijfie
i.e. some of the matters raised in the request haea clarified in writing by State Parties conegrn

(C): requests to which any response in writing enging; however less than 60 days have elapsed
since an accredited representatives of the Statee®a&oncerned received the request; (D): requests
that have elicited no written response 60 days #fiir collection by accredited representativehef
State Parties concerned; (E): requests awaitidigation by accredited representatives after the
Secretariat sent a written notification to the &t&arties concerned; and (F): requests awaiting
collection by accredited representatives afteramthian 6 months after the Secretariat has sent a
written notification to States parties concerned.
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plant site declarations under Article VI, which resulted fromoinplete data,
ambiguities in chemical identification, lack of clarity in degtions of the purpose of
production, or other unclear declaration data. As with Categooniplete responses
to such requests for clarification are of central importantaeanspection-planning
process, particularly while determining the inspectability ofdeelared plant sites
and the data to be verified during inspections. In 2002, only two (or focernigiof
the requests had received no written response, more than 60 day$edfigr
collected.

In total, 77 Category | and Il requests (or 45%) of all reqUestdarification in 2002
had a negative impact on verification activities. The late sddom of declarations
on the part of some State Parties created an undue disadvantafgest States
Parties that had provided their declarations on time, becauseSitteedule 3 and
DOC/PSF facilities had a higher chance of being selecteid$pection. By the same
token, the submission of ambiguous data or incomplete forms in dembaramiay
have lead to a situation where an inspectable plant site mighspected late or not
at all. Such submissions might also have the opposite effect —iagpattable plant
site can be selected for inspection.

Three (or two percent) of the clarification requests made in 2082 velated to
Category lll declarations. The matters raised by theeSwat in relation to these
requests involved declarations of riot control agents. In 2002, two oftdtesS
Parties concerned responded to the clarification requests bwdemge their

declarations, while the response of the third State Party lgsestling at the end of
2002.

Twenty-six (or 15%) of the clarification requests in 2002 belongeGategory 1V
declarations; discrepancies were noted between the decladaiansubmitted by
exporting and importing States Parties. In some cases, informagidaining to
transfers amongst States Parties or exports and/or imparsnoet included in the
annual declarations submitted by States Parties. This dimeofkitve declaration
process acquires an increasing significance in the light ajrtwing need for States
Parties to enact national measures to ensure that transttrsdfeduled chemicals
are fully accounted for, and that the international trade in such chlsnis strictly
controlled.

In 2002, as in the previous years, the responses to Categorgrification requests
remained relatively low. Seventeen (or 65%) of these requestsreceived no
response in writing more than 60 days after the issuance of tlesteq The
Secretariat believes that the information provided by submissiaxmdrt/import-
related declarations to the Secretariat may be further improwgd the
implementation of the decision of the Conference taken at its Je\@Edsion
(C-7/DEC.14, dated 10 October 2002) on guidelines regarding declarafié#¢D

for the production, processing, import and export of Schedule 2 chemicaltheand
import and export of Schedule 3 chemicals.

Eight (or five percent) of the requests for clarification in 2d@2lt with a lack of
clarity with regard to the declared AND (Category V);stlwas in addition to the
requests for clarification in relation to the reconciliationegport and import data
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2.32

2.33

(Categories IV and VI). In 2002, five requests were fully fitadj while no
responses were received for the remaining three requests by the end of 2002.

Fifty-seven (or 33%) of the requests prepared in 2002 related to t/axport
discrepancies in declarations (Category VI). These requessthed from differences
of at least 20% observed from the declarations received on exgjostsheduled
chemicals and the corresponding declarations received on importaiteg Barties.
Both the importing and the exporting States Parties were ttegués clarify the
origin of those discrepancies through bilateral consultations. In 200@r 35%) of
these requests had received no response from the States dtartiesned, even after
60 days had passed since the requests were collected.

Clarification requests in 2000-2002

Since the beginning of 2000, when the Secretariat systematimdign to request
clarification on declaration-related matters, a total 537 requesie sent to 124
States Parties. The first of the following two charts depicts thegoigaprofile of the
clarification requests during the period from 2000 until the end of 2002afdr of
the six categories of requests defined in paragraphs 2.27 throughb®a2 aThe
second chart illustrates the responses received from Staties Parthe clarification
requests issued in the same period. The numbers of such requestbebave
categorised in three groups: requests responded to (status A,aedugsts pending
a response (status C), and requests which have not receivazbasee¢status D, E
and F).
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Response to Requests for Clarification: 2000 - 2002
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Many clarification requests during the period 2000-2002 resulted erthr the
non-submission of declaration information on transfers of schedulediczignor
from discrepancies between the transfer declarations of expautid receiving States
Parties (Categories IV and VI). The remaining requestsnlynaiddressed the
outstanding declaration-related issues that had an impact on timéengland conduct
of inspections (Categories | and Il), although a few of these sexjue/olved those
issues that did not bear direct affect on the conduct of inspectivities
(Categories lll and V).

Three hundred and fifty-two (or 66%) of the requests that wereameépluring the
period 2000-2002, had been fully or partially clarified by the StateseP concerned
(status A and B). Forty-three (or eight percent) of the gtqueere still awaiting a
response from the States Parties at the end of the 2002 @fat@ne hundred and
forty-two (or 26%) of the requests received no response from ttesSParties
concerned, even after more than 60 days had passed since the rhgdebeen
collected (status D, E, and F).

The Secretariat noted that in general, the responses to the sequesared for
clarification of declaration-related information had improved towardsrtieo£2002.
The Secretariat noted that full or partial clarification toleac declaration-related
information were received in 52% (192 of 366) of the cases in 2001, witiie year
2002, responses from States Parties to such requests increased(826#537) of
all the requests made.
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2.37 In the view of the Secretariat, further improvements to thetiegi<larification
practices should be introduced to facilitate the operation of thcagon regime;
this would require the active cooperation by all the parties corttern8uch
improvements may involve more regular clarification-related udisions with the
States Parties concerned, in order to identify and review aijepns associated with
their declarations and to agree to some timeframes in whetSécretariat would
receive responses to its requests for clarification.

Identification of chemicals in declarations

2.38 The Convention requires that the States Parties identify the chemidalseden their
Article VI declarations by their chemical names, the commonadetnames used by
the facility, their structural formulae, and their Chemical Adudt Service (CAS)
registry numbers, if these have been assigned. Many of deetsrations provided
neither the CAS registry numbers nor the structural formulaseothemicals that
had been declared (approximately 500 per annum). Some of the clsenaidabnly
been identified by a reference being given to the respective gratleoficals listed
in the Annex on Chemicals. In other cases, States Parties useti@@RAS registry
numbers to identify their declared chemicals. As a result, deraile time and
resources were spent by the Secretariat to validate whearhicals had actually been
declared. Furthermore, numerous clarification requests had to begaaces more
standardised approach would be cost effective and would increaseathyg of
declaration data.

2.39 The Secretariat will continue to assist interested StaéeBe® in identifying the
chemicals that need to be declared in their annual declarationghaffend, the
Handbook on Chemicals containing the nomenclature information for relevant
scheduled chemicals will continue to be maintained.

Declaration data monitoring

2.40 The issue of data monitoring for verification purposes includesioeimportant
aspects that could be addressed by both States Parties arel3sctbtariat. States
Parties may wish to review questions such as: (a) the ubiitgifferent types of
declaration data (the facility, the plant site, and the AND)veaification purposes
and the resources that the Secretariat should allocate to praiakse, and evaluate
these different types of data; (b) options to increase theyutilithe declared data;
(c) tools, including electronic means, that the Secretariat shoultefulevelop to
facilitate declaration data submission, processing, validation, andagealuas well
how and in what formats the Secretariat may provide the releeatdration data to
States Parties, if requested to do so.

2.41 During this review conference, the States Parties may alslo Wi note that data
monitoring is the only means available to the Secretariatidoeas verification of
chemical activities for purposes not prohibited under the Convention, partycun
those States Parties that have no inspectable facilities (velipresent is nearly

8 Ref.: draft decision EC/26/DEC/CRP.2, dated @7eJ2001.
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two-thirds of all States Parties), or in those States d2aifihat have declared
inspectable facilities, but which have not as yet been inspected.

Provision of information to the States Parties

From EIF till 31 December 2002, the Secretariat, using the déolas it had
received, had routinely provided relevant information to those Statése<that had
requested such information, in accordance with subparagraph 2@)(ithe

Confidentiality Annex. The number of States Parties that hadveecesuch
information each year increased from 10 in 1997, to 32 in 2002. In ttutdy;five

States Parties received such information during the period under review.

The chart below shows the increasing number of States Partigegrethat have
routinely received the relevant declaration-related information usdleparagraph
2(b)(i) of the Confidentiality Annex for the period from EIF till 8&cember 2002.
Three more States Parties had only occasionally requestdtdia¢cretariat provide
them with declaration-related information.

Information to States Parties

%20 10 %
512% ‘ |

Year
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3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

CHEMICAL WEAPONS

Declarations with respect to Article Ill, subparagraph 1(a), andArticle IV of the
Convention

Initial declarations

Pursuant to subparagraph 1(a) of Article 11l of the Convention, tert than 30 days
after its EIF for each State Party, the State Pamgqgsired to declare whether it owns
or possesses any CW, or whether there are any CW locatety iplace under its
jurisdiction or control; to submit information on such CW in accordandé w
paragraphs 1 to 3 of Part IV(A) of the Verification Annex; and tuide its general
plan for destruction of the CW that it owns or possesses, or thab@ated in any
place under its jurisdiction or control.

During the period under review, five States Parties — Albania, IngéaRussian
Federation, the United States of America, and one other Statg Pateclared
possession of CW. A total of, 69,883 tonnes of chemical agents of 16 types, including
mixtures, were declared; these were held in 8,212,424 filled mun#&m@hsontainers.

In addition, 412,695 unfilled munitions, devices, and equipment were also declared.
Nerve agents constituted 63% of the total amount of declared CW §y&n(28%),

sarin (22%), and soman (13%)), while blister agents (mustard geisjtée etc.)
constituted another 35%. The remaining two percent consistedte§@y 1 binary
components, Category 2 CW, and toxic waste. All CW possesstas Rarties
complied with the requirement to submit their initial declaratiathivv 30 days after

the Convention entered into force for them.

Since the EIF of the Convention, four States Parties — India, treaRuUSederation,
the United States of America, and one other State Party— patlgdsapplemented
the data submitted in their initial declarations, providing infdimmaon changes in
guantity and category of CW, as well as changes in nominal od dititweeight of
CW, as more precise data became available. These revisiorsattebuted to
internal data reviews, continued inventory checks, the discovery dicaddiitems
following the submission of initial declarations; and the resultsvaification
activities, including on-site inspections. Inspection teams, througlersgtic
inspections, have subsequently verified these amendments.

Munitions devices, and equipment

States Parties have decided not to further pursue a common understintheg
terms “munitions and devices” and “equipment” as defined in subparadgréphsnd
1(c) of Article Il of the Convention. Instead, they requested the Secretariat
analyse the declarations that had been submitted, and that it cenfide of
illustrative, non-exhaustive examples of CW that met the definitrossbparagraphs
1(b) and 1(c) of Article 1l (C-lll/DEC.13, dated 20 November 199Based upon the
experience gained during the implementation of the Convention durirgpgtdive
years, the Secretariat discussed and, on a bilateral basisedesubst of the issues
pertaining to the classification of declared CW as “munitions, dewnd equipment”
directly with the CW possessor States Parties.
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Chemical weapons storage facilities (CWSFS)

As of 31 December 2002, initial declarations indicated that aladstICW had been
stored at 33 CWSFs. All these declared CWSFs have receivatlimspections after
the submission of their declarations. The Secretariat had codfitina¢ the entire
stock of CW had been removed for destruction from two declared CWiSte
United States of America — from USACAP, from Johnston Atoll in12G0hd from
building 50-910 at Pine Bluff, Arkansas, in 1998. Hence the systemaificateon
measures at these facilities had ceased. The United Sfatdserica had also
re-declared one of its CWSFs as a temporary holding areaCWRF. As of
31 December 2002, a total of 30 CWSFs remained subject to systematic venificati

Since the completion of initial inspections, all declared CWSke lheen re-
inspected on an average of five to six times. During both initial satdequent
inspections, inspection teams performed a physical inventory dfeatléclared CW.
Based on the results of these inspections, the Secretariat wamsition to confirm
that the declared quantities of CW were consistent with thegdait@red during the
inventories conducted by inspection teams. Consequently, there were cadiomdi
that CW had been removed from CWSFs, other than their removal ©FSVior
destruction or the removal of Schedule 1 chemicals, in accordarbePart VI,
Section A, paragraph 2(d) of the Verification Annex.

Outstanding inspection issues resolved

Taggingof munitions Three States Parties (the Russian Federation, the Unétas St
of America, and one other State Party) initially imposed umdhtestrictions on the
number of declared items that could be tagged at declared C¥WESBabsequent
sampling and analysis at the facility. Seeking consistendg approach to all CW
possessor States Parties, the Secretariat proposed a unifornchgprtize issue of
determining the total number of tags that would need to be applietiatdeclared
CWSF and that would be sufficient for verification purposes. TheeReimt's
approach in each of the three States Parties mentioned above wdsobashe
formula: “three tags per type of munitions and per type of agieim f£ach storage
bunker”. This approach has been incorporated in several tagging ageehtme
Secretariat with the States Parties concerned. As of 31 Decembertz0pacement
of additional tags has been completed at most of the CWSFs, puistlhatiagging
agreements reached.

Non-declared itemsDuring the initial and subsequent inspections at some CWSFs in

three States Parties, the inspection teams came across a ofimir@declared items,
including empty or contaminated CW containers, stimulant-filled training
munitions, drained munitions, dual-use fuses and firing tubes, and partebdé m
filling stations, which in the view of the Secretariat should Hzeen declared as CW.
A similar problem has emerged with regard to some buildingsiwthe declared
CWSF perimeter in cases when access to the facility wasitiatly provided to the
inspection team. The following solutions with regard to theseemsatiave been
agreed and implemented:
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3.9

3.10

€)) it was agreed with one State Party that one-ton contabwdisved not to
contain any CW agent would either be opened on a random basis in
accordance with agreed quotas to verify the absence of toxmidcdle in
them, or would be tagged for future verification;

(b)  demonstrations of non-declared dual-use itealeng with the review of
technical documentation, have been conducted in two States Partiesrim conf
the dual-use designation of the items concerned; and

(c) the State Party concerned agreed to destroy all_the traamdgpractice
rockets,which would be destroyed under the transparency measures as agreed
with the Secretariat. The inspection teams have confirmedItisaich items
that have been previously observed at the CWSFs were either nmwed t
CWDF for destruction or were confirmed as destroyed in-situ. iSdue has
thus been closed and the agreed solutions are being implementity lhgci
facility.

Accountability of chemical agent in bulk containdairing the initial and systematic
inspections at CWSFs in United States of America, the aciuahtities of the
chemical agent in bulk containers could not be verified, because tlectied State
Party, for safety reasons, did not permit such containers to bbhedeigAn agreement
has been reached with the United States of America on anaditer approach to
measure the agent fill, by using NDE/UPE equipment to medésaidequid fill levels
during the destruction process of the containers at times whemsfiexiion team can
observe the readings of gross container weights measured bgctly fis part of
their destruction accounting. These measures were successipigmented during
subsequent systematic inspections at CWSFs and during the continvatering of
destruction operations in the United States of America.

States Parties have reported to the Secretariat the informpgrtaining to the
standard maintenance activities that are undertaken at CWSHhsse Hctivities
include safety monitoring, physical security, and preparation off@\destruction.
In addition, information was also provided on the relocation of CW fromstorage
bunker to another one. A small number of leaking or corroded CW or bulkrarsta
had to be destroyed/treated or reloaded at a CWSF for sabsgns in two States
Parties — India and the Russian Federation. Such operations, whiemotdéied to
the Secretariat in advance, were verified by inspection tehmsigh continuous
monitoring or — in cases when the number of such munitions was very small — through
the verification of records and remnants of items destroyed dwihgequent
inspections.
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Destruction of CW and verification of destruction under Article IV and
Part IV(A) of the Verification Annex

Destruction plans

Timelines for destruction

3.11 The Convention requires each State Party to destroy one perdsntafegory 1 CW
not later than three years after EIF. Twenty percent of sugdpons must be
destroyed within five years; 45% in seven years; and the estoekpile by
29 April 2007. The destruction of Category 2 and Category 3 CW needs to be
completed by 29 April 2002.

3.12 The order of CW destruction stipulated in the Convention correlatbe tate of EIF
of the Convention. At the same time, detailed plans for, and seport the
destruction of CW are required to be submitted before and aftér aacual
destruction period. The Convention does not define the term “annualiatiestr
period”. India, the Russian Federation, and one other State Partit fudimannual
plans and reports for an annual destruction period that begins on 29 Aphni¢ of
current year to 28 April of the following year. The United StafeAmerica submits
its destruction plans and reports on an annual destruction period trespoords to a
calendar year. Since the destruction deadlines correlate heitanniversary of the
EIF, the different annual destruction periods used by the four possefsor
submission of their annual plans and reports initially led to someutifés in
monitoring the progress of CW destruction. The Secretariat hed tios difference
and has, accordingly, planned its activities in to take note of this fact.

General plans for destruction

3.13 Pursuant to paragraph 1(a)(v), Article Il and paragraph 6, R4A)Iof the
Verification Annex, the United States of America, the Russiatefedion, India, and
one other State Party have submitted their general plans fanates within 30 days
of EIF of the Convention. These plans provided an overview of theonahtCW
destruction programmes and formed the basis for long and mediuniAtgrection
plans by the Secretariat. In addition, the destruction plans dlawvefacilitated the
assessment of the general conformity of the destruction campaiitnthe timelines
and other provisions of the Convention.

3.14 Initially, these four possessor States Parties planned to destroy theit @NCWDFs
located in their territories. During the period under review, al totafifteen
destruction facilities were operational at various points in troee in India, one in a
State Party, six in the Russian Federation, and seven in thedBtates of America.
Systematic verification of CW destruction was performed in raeswe with the
provisions of Part IV(A) of the Verification Annex, and the inspectrandates were
issued in the physical presence of inspectors at the site, whionedrthe destruction
process with on-site instruments. The inspection teams weretalgenfirm the
specific types and quantities of CW destroyed, that no CW had bestedi and that
the destruction process had been completed.



RC-1/S/6
Annex 1
page 32

3.15 The following table provides the details of the quantities of (0¥ were planned to
be destroyed in accordance with the general plans for diégstrgabmitted, and those
actually destroyed since EIF of the Convention in the four CW pams&tates

Parties.

State Party/Year Quantity Planned to | Quantity Destroyed
Be Destroyed (%) (%)
A State Party

1999-2000 1.16 1.08

2000-2001 9.48 0

2001-2002 9.48 3.85

2002-2003 20.46 15.84

Sub-total 40.58 20.77
India

1999-2000 1.05 3.00

2000-2001 6.70 14.54

2001-2002 12.26 12.72

2002-2003 9.57 9.67

Sub-total 29.58 39.93

Russian Federation

1999-2000 0.02 0

2000-2001 0.27 0

2001-2002 6.38 0

2002-2003 1.55 0.00034

Sub-total 8.22 0

United States of

America
1997 5.92 3.15
1998 12.42 5.89
1999 2.61 5.19
2000 1.63 4.91
2001 7.42 2.49
2002 3.94 1.26

Sub-total 33.94 22.89

3.16 The differences of indicating CW destruction accomplishments fee tBtates Parties
for a period between two years, versus the same for the destraccomplished
during one calendar year for the United States of Americagctsflthe different
approaches they have chosen with regard to reporting on CW destruthe three
States Parties chose the destruction period from the date adf e Convention,
while the United States of America chose the calendar year.
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Detailed annual plans for destruction:

Pursuant to paragraph 7(a), Article IV and paragraph 29 of R&K) lof the

Verification Annex, each possessor State Party is required toitsitbnuetailed
annual plan for destruction of CW not later than 60 days before eaulala
destruction period begins. While the general plan for destrudiongortant for the
purposes of the long- and medium-term planning of the Secretariatjetaged
annual plan facilitates the development of short-term inspection pldhs. latter
plans have been received in a timely manner from all four possessor Staéss Par

The Convention provides for a review and approval of the agreed detailesl fpr

verification of destruction activities by the Council. The Conwntilso requires
that the Council complete its review not less than 180 days béferdestruction
period begins. On a few occasions, this requirement was not rhet, @ite to late
submission of respective detailed destruction plans by the StatessRoncerned, or
because the review process required an extended period of timengicoasensus
could be reached on some of the issues involved.

In two instances, the destruction process was started and cempl@hout the
approval of the agreed plans for destruction by the Council (e.g. d@at@gCWwW
destruction at the Perm destruction facility in the Russianr&ede and Category 3
CW destruction at the Pine Bluff Chemical Activity, a CWDRhe United States of
America). In these circumstances, the Secretariat rétiederification purposes, on
the draft agreed detailed plans submitted for verification, whadh been developed
together with the State Party concerned. The Council was infloofnihis course of
action, and no objections to it were raised.

In another case, the destruction of Category 3 CW in the Ru$&daration
commenced in 2000 without the submission of any destruction plans to
Secretariat. At the request of the Secretariat, this déstmuevas, however,
immediately suspended. A meeting of the Council was convened amstiod to
consider the situation. The destruction activities were resumed aitdy an
inspection team had arrived on site to verify the Category 3 destruction process.

All possessor States Parties have succeeded in destroyingdfGb&r Category 2
and Category 3 CW. However, they have achieved a mixed recadcoéss in
meeting their Category 1 destruction goals, as envisioned inaieural destruction
plans. Frequent changes during the implementation of the annual tiestplans
have had an adverse impact on the short-term inspection planning adcie¢a8at,
as well as on the estimates of the cost of inspections conducted Antidéas IV

and V of the Convention.

Progress on CW destruction
As of 31 December 2002, inspection teams have confirmed the destrirctmta), of

the following CW in four of the five declared possessor States Parties. Hile (st
category) are provided below:

the



RC-1/S/6
Annex 1
page 34

€)) Category 1 CW — 6319.817 metric tonnes of unitary CW (including 140.712
tonnes of CW agents destroyed by the United States of Aarsirice EIF, but
prior to the commencement of on-site monitoring and verification) that
included the nerve agents VX, GA (tabun), and GB (sarin), and therbli
agent HD (mustard gas), contained in 1,116,197 munitions items and bulk
containers, 68.881 tonnes of key binary components, 514.645 tonnes of other
binary components, and 356,132 binary items (artillery projectiles),teemis
and nine other binary containers;

(b) Category 2 CW — 265.212 metric tonnes of thiodiglycol, 2-chloroethaml, a
phosgene; and

(c) Category 3 CW — 412,704 items of Category 3 CW (unfilled nunsti
devices, and specifically designed equipment).

Destruction of Category 1 CW

3.23 The United States of America had commenced destruction ofitgay 1 CW
before the Convention entered into force for it. India, the Unite@sStdtAmerica,
and another State Party met the Convention's requirement to deseqyercent of
their CW stockpile by 29 April 2000. India and the United StateArnoérica also
complied with the second CWC timeline — to destroy 20% of their BW
29 April 2002.

3.24 Destruction of Category 1 CW in the Russian Federation lagsdoéiel timetable set
out in the Convention. In 2001, Russia requested a five-year extensidantdor
complete its destruction of all its Category 1 CW (along wittextension of all the
intermediate timelines). Similarly, another State Party m@ able to destroy 20% of
its Category 1 CW by 29 April 2002, and requested an extension, wsetegnder
the Convention. Both States Parties submitted their revised geguiared for
destruction that reflected these new realities.

3.25 The Russian Federation submitted its revised destruction schediabging that it
planed to destroy one percent of its CW by 29 April 2003; 20% by 2007;b45%
2009; and 100% by 29 April 2012. In accordance with the revised generdbplan
destruction submitted in 2001, and in accordance with additional information
submitted subsequently, the Russian Federation is now planning to ofheeste
separate CWDFs for the destruction of Category 1 CW locat€araty, Kambarka,
and Shchuchye, respectively, instead of seven such facilitigge@asusly planned.
The revised plan envisages that, should international financiataasssto increase
the destruction capacity of the Shchuchye destruction facilith@dorthcoming, the
Russian Federation will also build three additional facilitesdéstroy CW and to
detoxify chemical agents at Leonidovka, Maradykovsky, and Pochepctigspe
The Russian Federation’s plan to start destruction operations ay @othe first
guarter of 2002 were cancelled and were rescheduled for Dec2@ier In fact, the
destruction of Category 1 CW at Gorny started on 19 December 2002.

3.26 As of 31 December 2002, another State Party completed thectiestof more than
20% of its declared stockpile, thus meeting the Phase 2 destruaigrensent with
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some delay, but within the timeframes established by the Couacikidn that
granted the requested extension. This State Party plans ttoydd$% of its
Category 1 CW before 29 April 2004 and complete its destruction before
29 April 2007.

Destruction of Category 2 CW

Two States Parties — India and the Russian Federation - deslared
Category 2 CW.

India has completed the destruction of one of its declared Ga2@WW agents in
2001. It has also declared its intention to retain the remainiogranof unscheduled
chemical, 2-chloroethanol, declared as a Category 2 CW, beyond tdidisked
timeline (29 April 2002), due to its need to use it as a solvent dumndestruction of
its remaining Category 1 CW. The remaining quantities of thisnacta will be
subject to verification during systematic inspections.

The Russian Federation has carried out the destruction oftéagoBa2 CW in
two phases. On 27 September 2001, the Russian Federation completed the
demilitarisation of the declared Category 2 CW phosgene-filtéitbey projectiles at

the Shchuchye CWDF. Inspection teams had confirmed the idehtitye aleclared
agent, the reloading of 10.62 tonnes of phosgene from 3.844 projectiles irtie 40-I
industrial cylinders, and the irreversible mutilation of the decoimi@ied projectile
bodies. The drained phosgene was then transferred to the Perm asubsidi
“Prikladnaya Khimiya” Research Centre, and irreversibly dgsttaunder continuous
monitoring by inspection teams. Russian Federation completedictesir of its
Category 2 CW in March 2002, in accordance with the requirementtheof
Convention.

Destruction of Category 3 CW

All CW possessor States Parties completed the destructibeiofCategory 3 CW
stockpile within five years after EIF.

As of 31 December 2001, India, the Russian Federation, and a Statth&ahad
declared their Category 3 CW stockpile, had completed the déstruct all
Category 3 CW in advance of 29 April 2002, under systematic \edrdit by the
Secretariat. As of the same date, the United States ofi¢ariead destroyed more
than 99% of their Category 3 CW and had completed full destructionf as
March 2002.

The Secretariat has verified that by mid November 2001, the ettickpile of
Category 3 CW in the Russian Federation had been destroyedostAR80,000
powder and burster charges were destroyed at Category 3 GMycten facilities in
Leonidovka, Maradykovsky, Pochep, and Seltso in October and Novembeatof t
year. The destruction of more than 4,300 unfilled munitions and devicehudiigc
spray tanks of the most recent Soviet designs — was alsedeaif two destruction
facilities in Leonidovka and Pochep.
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Chemical weapons destruction facilities

CW destruction was carried out at specifically designapgdopriately designed and
equipped facilities. The systematic verification measurethatdeclared CWDFs
covered the destruction of assembled unitary CW (artilleryeptitgs, mortars, air
bombs, rockets, rocket warheads, spray tanks and others), CW agesdsrstoulks
(containers, drums), binary munitions and components, and non-stockpiled material
(recovered munitions). Based on the notifications received from tHiesSParties,
inspection teams verified the draining and detoxification of agemtsn f
hazardous/leaking munitions at three CW storage facilities iRRtissian Federation,
and the emergency destruction of recovered CW munitions in the UBlistels of
America.

In November 2000, the Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent Disposal Kfaicilithe
United States of America was the first continuously operd@WJpF to complete its
destruction operations after EIF of the Convention. This significalestone was
confirmed by the OPCW, which also confirmed the completion of the ybinar
munitions destruction campaign at a non-continuously operating CWDF at
Hawthorne, United States of America, in August 1999.

A draft plan for inspecting the destruction of CW was elaboratéielfyecretariat for
each CW destruction facility, based on the requirements of the Canedétailed
facility information submitted to the Secretariat, the &Rarty’s proposal regarding
measures facilitating verification, and the results of théalniisit to the facility by

the Secretariat. These plans were submitted for the consiteaaitl approval of the
Council. To develop agreed detailed plans for destruction, bilatarahital visits
have been conducted in the case of Category 1 CW destruction in imdiia a
Category 3 CW destruction in the Russian Federation. As of 31 Dec@®b2, a
total six detailed agreed plans have been approved by the Coundiasadbeen
implemented.

As destruction operations in possessor States Parties gatimeentmm, the
requirements for monitoring the operations of destruction faciltiélscontinue to

increase substantially. The Secretariat and States Pamtiezirrently exploring the
possibility of new operational parameters to monitor CW destruettbinities; this

will ensure that confidence is maintained, thus enabling the Seatdta meet its

verification responsibilities with the resources it currentlys havailable. The
instrumental monitoring concept was already successfully appli€dV®Fs in India

and a State Party, as well as for the destruction of Cat@gangl Category 3 CW in
the Russian Federation. Discussions are continuing with the Unitexs f America
and the Russian Federation to apply similar monitoring conceptsarfge-tcale,
continuously operated CWDFs.

Since EIF in April 1997, a limited number of operating facilitiethe United States
of America (JACADS, TOCDF) have used incineration (“base-line”) tecyyol The

United States of America has scheduled two additional CWDFsvilhdtte based on
incineration technology, and that have yet to begin operations. OthBIFG@Msigns
are based on low-temperature, two-stage technologies thaiy\d€3f agent in bulk.
These CWDFs will require changes in verification methodology. neelarge-scale
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CW destruction facilities that will use low-temperature, twage technologies to
destroy CW agent in bulk require changes in verification methodology;dier to
take into account the basic hydrolysis operation, as well as thabilios of
performing the hydrolysate post-treatment at industrial .sit@me CW destruction
facility using neutralisation started operating in 2002 in the iRausEederation
(Gorny CWDF), and a further such facility commenced operations in earlyir2 693
United States of America (Aberdeen Chemical Agent Disposal Facility).

The development and testing of low-temperature CW destructtorotegies require
the use of the agent, which may be withdrawn from the declémekpde for such
limited activities. The destruction of a limited amount of ageatuer the purpose
of development of new destruction technologies was verified bgelestariat under
Part IV(A) of the Verification Annex, in accordance with tleéevant decision of the
Council. This verification process was complemented by transpameeagures
proposed by the United States of America in relation to the hys#iayconsumption
at the post-treatment prototype units (SCWQ, Biodegradation). fitlisded spot
check visits by inspection teams at the post-treatment YaailitCorpus Christi,
Texas.

Annual reports on CW destruction

Pursuant to paragraph 7(b), Article IV and paragraph 36, Paf),\¢f the

Verification Annex, each possessor State Party is required ayrtoakubmit a
declaration regarding the implementation of its plans for de&truof CW, including

information in respect of the actual quantity of CW destroyed during thiepseyear
at each destruction facility and, if applicable, stating thesams for not meeting
destruction goals.

During the period under review, all possessor States Partieslgaravieir annual
destruction reports in a timely manner. These reports havedoto\m an extremely
useful component of the verification process, allowing the datavezt@&om States
Parties to be compared to the actual information obtained through onsgiéetions.

Additionally, annual destruction reports have also facilitated tleere®ariat’'s

accountancy verification for CW destroyed either during stahdamintenance
activities being carried out at CWSFs or in cases wherehhdyto be destroyed in
situ, for reasons of safety. The latter situation did not permit éoeeSariat sufficient

time to plan an on-site monitoring visit. In situations such as tiesStates Parties
concerned provided detailed documentation, including video records, to
Secretariat to facilitate verification of the destructionvéets carried out at the site
(e.g. discovery and in situ destruction of CW/OCW by Canada andrthed States

of America).

Facility agreements under Part IV (A) of the Verification Annex

the

Between EIF of the Convention and 31 December 2002, 28 CW storagy facili

agreements were approved by the Council. Two of these agrearoeeted CWSFs
that have subsequently been closed. There are no CWSF fagii#gments pending
before the Council.
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3.42 As of 31 December 2002, five transitional verification arrangesvaand six facility
agreements for CW destruction facilities were approved by thenell, while two
more draft facility agreements are pending before the Cofordheir approval, and
three more are being discussed with the States Parties concerned.

OLD AND ABANDONED CHEMICAL WEAPONS
Declarations under Article 11l paragraph 1(b) of the Convention

3.43 Each State Party which has on its territory OCW as defined in Alfisléoparagraph
5(a), i.e. CW that were produced before 1925, or as defined in subpar&firapre.
CW produced in the period between 1925 and 1946, which have deteriorated to such
an extent, that they can no longer be used as CW, shall, not late3Gtdays after
this Convention enters into force for it, submit to the Secretalliat/ailable relevant
information, including, to the extent possible, the location, type, quatiy the
present condition of these OCW.

Initial declarations

3.44 Nine States Parties — Belgium, Canada, France, Germdpy,J#jpan, Slovenia, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Unitide$ of
America — have declared OCW on their territory. In addition, thiged Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland declared OCW that had been qaadchetween
1925 and 1946, and that had been stored at a United Kingdom base in Germany.

3.45 OCW are continuously being recovered from different locations ta Baaties that
have declared them. Pursuant to paragraph 4 of Part IV(B) of tifeatesn Annex,
the States Parties concerned, during the period under review, pravidiedation on
a regular basis on new discoveries, changes in inventories, avemngof OCW and
ACW. It should be noted, however, that France has yet to provide Retiretariat
the reasons for the decrease in the inventory of OCW on it®tgror information
regarding the steps being taken to destroy its OCW.

3.46 Three State Parties: China, Italy and Panama have submitiaiddeclarations of
ACW pursuant to Article 1l of the Convention and Part IV(B) of terification
Annex. China and Panama continue to submit declarations of new dissovemly
one State Party, Japan, has submitted a declaration in relaf@Waon the territory
of another State Party, China.

3.47 Part IV(B) of the Verification Annex stipulates that both Teeritorial State Party
(TSP) and the Abandoning State Party (ASP) shall submitvallahle relevant
information concerning discovered ACW in their declarations, and detin
consultations with a view to establishing an agreed plan for theudisn of the
ACW. However, in certain cases, it was not possible for BB 70 establish the
identity of the ASP or to determine the precise circumstamiethe possible
abandonment. Italy declared adamsite as ACW. As the idetibe AASP had not
been established, Italy took it upon itself to destroy the adgnaspeocess that is
currently ongoing. Furthermore, the Secretariat is continuingsesaghe situation in
relation to ACW declared by Panama, and is seeking information dtbar States
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Parties, with the aim of resolving the issue of possible abandonmenle ultimate
goal of the destruction of these OCW in a timely fashion.

3.48 Pursuant to paragraph 9 of Part IV(B) of the Verification AnndsnaChas been
submitting periodic declarations of new discoveries of CW abandoned territsry.
Similarly, Japan has also continued to provide to the Secretaicatation of new
discoveries of ACW in China.

3.49 Poland had made a declaration in relation to adamsite that tie¢ta8atinterpreted
as a declaration of ACW. The adamsite was considered by Poland to be an abandoned
chemical and was destroyed as toxic waste. The Seateténessed the destruction
of the last batch of this amount of adamsite during a bilatezhhieal visit, which
brought the issue to a close.

Verification of OCW and ACW

3.50 In accordance with Part IV(B), paragraph 11 of the Veribiscghnnex, the Secetariat
is required to conduct an initial inspection of the declared ACW agdfiather
inspections as may be necessary. The Convention does not ckfarg/ttie role of
the ASP during inspections carried out on the territory of the TlBRBhe case of the
Japanese CW declared as abandoned in China, the Secretariathssedishis issue
with both the States Parties concerned. In the absence of erabilagreement
between the two States Parties, an arrangement has beleedr@ath them regarding
the conduct of ACW inspections in the TSP on the following basis:

@) the Secretariat will arrange to provide the ASP prompilly a copy of its
notification to the TSP of an impending ACW inspection well in adeate
allow participation of ASP representatives in the inspection, if it so decides;

(b) boththe ASP and TSP will receive the inspection mandate, and review and
sign the Preliminary Factual Findings (PFF) Report preparedebinspection
team on-site; and

(c) the inspection team will include in the PFF report inforamatin the presence
of ASP representatives, as well as any information providethdiy during
the course of the inspection. Any additional information that is prdvide
the inspection team will constitute an amendment to the declaradiahsuch
information will consequently be required to be formally submittedhto t
Secretariat as an amendment to the declaration by both the ASP and the TSP.

3.51 The Secretariat submitted to the Council, at its Eleventh o8edsio reports
(EC-XI/HP/TS.1, dated 17 August 1998; and EC-XI/R/TS.2, dated 28 August 1998)
on initial inspections conducted at the declared ACW sites in China and lItaly.

3.52 During the conduct of these initial inspections, both at the recof/&@W sites and
at OCW storage sites, the inspection teams, in the absenceresdagsability
guidelines for OCW, could not confirm that the declared OCW meti¢fiaition of
OCW stipulated in Article 1, subparagraph 5(b), of the Convention. rEsiglted in
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inspection files pertaining to those inspections conducted at post-X2bdides and
ACW sites continuing to remain open.

The Secretariat informed the Council at its Eighteenth Seesida intention to
implement the draft usability guidelines contained in Annex 1 16&2000, dated
15 February 2000, pending a decision in the Council on the application of tysabili
guidelines. The detailed criteria and factors developed by the Seairgtdhie above-
mentioned paper addressed issues such as the degree of deterioratioitiohs and
devices, and of equipment specifically designed for use in connedtiohe use of
munitions and devices. The adequacy and accuracy of such teclssiessraents
were tested during the inspections conducted in April 2000. The &eatretas fully
satisfied with the results achieved and will continue to useatipsoach as a basis for
its future technical assessments of declared OCW items.

In response to the questions raised in the course of implementiniothe

S/166/2000, dated 15 February 2000, the Secretariat introduced a paperficatipeci
address the issue of the procedures to be used if a weapon nsitiedeto be usable
(S/231/2000, dated 6 December 2000).

The Secretariat used X-ray equipment for the first timenguWkCW inspections in
China in 1999 for the purpose of verifying the contents of over-packed items. The use
of non-destructive evaluation (NDE) equipment for verification purpgsesed
valuable, and the inspection teams could confirm the declarations lbyathe two
States Parties in question under paragraphs 8 and 10 of Part I\M{i&) \@érification
Annex. The Secretariat will continue, where appropriate, to usayXequipment
during inspections conducted at OCW and ACW sites.

During 2000, inspections were conducted in Canada at its requeshfitonche
recovery, assessment, and destruction of suspected OCW items. oRNdhe
recovered items, however, contained a chemical fill.

In the year 2001, the Secretariat conducted a technical assis&inte Panama, at
its request, to assist the State Party in the clarificaifaieir declaration of ACW.
The findings have been reported to the Council (EC-XXVIII/S/3tedla
11 March 2002). In January 2002, the Secretariat also conducted an inptios
of those ACW that were subsequently declared in Panama. ThatgBietrsubmitted
the report of the findings to the Council (EC-28/S/3, dated 11 MabOR)2 This
report confirmed the presence of OCW (six 1,000-Ib bombs, and one 500-lb bomb)
located on San José Island, Panama, which were declared as A@ahdya, and
which had been identified as having been manufactured in the Unitesk Stfa
America. Due to the circumstances of the declaration arleoihspection site, the
report did not at that time identify an ASP. The States Bartiacerned were urged
to submit any additional information that they may possess andciasdighis matter
expeditiously, thus facilitating both the resolution of the issue ofsiples
abandonment and progress towards the ultimate goal of destroyMgi®& timely
fashion. Since then, Panama and the United States of America imavedeinto
bilateral discussions. Pending the outcome of the discussions thbeiage held
between the two States Parties and upon a request by Panan@ectietariat has
withheld its recommendations on the matter to the Council.
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Destruction of OCW and ACW (Part IV (B) of the Verification Annex)

General and detailed plans for destruction of OCW and ACW

Pursuant to paragraph 7 of Part IV(B) of the Verification Anrex,destruction of
OCW produced between 1925 and 1946 needs to be carried out in accordhnce w
Article IV of the Convention and Part IV(A) of the VerificatiomAex. Part IV(A)
contains provisions for the submission of general and detailed annualfqriaarsd
reports on destruction. Such plans provide an overview of the entire national
programme for destruction of OCW, including efforts by StateseRato fulfil the
destruction requirements under the Convention. In addition they will atslitate

the development of short- and long-term inspection plans.

Out of five State Parties — Canada, Germany, Italy, Japatheabhited Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland which have provided declaration®@N
produced between 1925 and 1946, three States Parties — Italy, Japan Enetthe
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland — have provided tresieal plans
for destruction of OCW. Italy and the United Kingdom of GreattaBr and Northern
Ireland have also submitted their detailed annual plans for.epadts on, destruction
of OCW on a regular basis, while Germany provides informatioruigisin on a
voluntary basis. Canada has completed the destruction of its debl@wdalthough
it periodically had reported new discoveries and corresponding ansetsno
declarations were submitted.

Two State Parties — Germany and Japan — interpret the negpise of the
Convention with regard to OCW in a different manner. Both thesesS®arties were
of the view that that paragraph 1 of Article IV of the Conventiomalgishes that
Part IV(A) of the Verification Annex does not apply to OCW, andntains the
position that the Convention does not establish any mandatory reportings negjiis
on the destruction of OCW.

At the same time, Germany, for transparency purposes, has praviciedation
pertaining to transfers of declared OCW to a destruction fgciliformation on its
plans to destroy such munitions, as well as information on the destratOCW.
Japan, in addition to amendments to its initial declaration regardingfindings of
OCW, has also voluntarily provided its detailed plans for destructf OCW stored
at two sites.

During the period under review, four States Parties, Canadaa®@erialy and the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, continued torae©OCW
produced between 1925 and 1946. Japan has partially destroyed its OC\erom
stockpile and plans to start destroying the remaining ones atepletion of the
construction of its destruction facility. The United Kingdom of d&rBritain and
Northern Ireland has finalised the destruction of OCW declatedts base in
Germany.

Slovenia reported the recovery of OCW left on its territotyes& OCW, which were
produced before 1925, had been destroyed before an initial on-site inspectid be
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conducted to verify their declaration. Slovenia subsequently providededeta
documentation that enabled the Secretariat to confirm the destroétihe recovered
OCW. Slovenia was, however, advised that, in similar situationseirfutiure, it
should submit appropriate declarations, as well as plans for and repatéstruction
in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Convention.

Two States Parties — Italy and Canada — carried out idestauction of OCW that
were determined to be unsafe and hazardous for transportation tostibr@ige
facilities. Canada subsequently submitted photographs and detatl@melttation to
facilitate verification of their destruction. Relevant infotima from ltaly is still
being awaited.

Several States Parties have destroyed munitions declare@Vasp@or to their

confirmation in accordance with paragraphs 6 and 7 of Part IV(Bjeo¥ erification

Annex by the Secretariat. Such a situation arose partly duentellation of several
planned inspections to those sites. In the meanwhile, StatessRantitinued their
recovery process and destruction efforts. Discussions have been thet®maerned
States Parties to avoid recurrence of such situations in fatwdeto agree on
procedures that may facilitate destruction efforts of States Parfieture.

Timelines for destruction of OCW/ACW

Paragraph 7 of Part IV(B) stipulates that a State Bhaty destroy OCW that have
been confirmed by the Secretariat as meeting the definitioparagraph 5(b) of
Article Il, and in accordance with Article IV and Part V(&Y the Verification
Annex. Paragraph 17 of Part IV(B) of the Verification Annex aorg a similar
provision in the case of ACW. It is implicit, therefore, thattiheelines specified in
paragraph 17 of Part IV(A) of the Verification Annex should, whenapelicable, be
used as guidelines in the process of the destruction of these weapons.

Since the recovery of both OCW and ACW is an ongoing procegstdheumbers
of such CW declared by the States Parties keeps chang@ansequently, the
timelines for implementation of the obligation of the States €antioncerned to
destroy particular percentage of their OCW/ACW within dagertimeframe cannot
always be determined. In this context, it would be desirableet¢onsider the
feasibility of implementing the obligation of timelines specifi@a paragraph 17 of
Part IV(A) of the Verification Annex and its application for tthestruction of these
weapons. ACW.

Out of the five State Parties that have declared OCW produtedebel925 and
1946, only Canada has completed the destruction of its OCW, with periedic
discoveries and continued declarations. Recovery and destruction \Wf i©@Ghe

remaining four States Parties — Germany, Italy, Japan, andrtiied Kingdom of

Great Britain and Northern Ireland — is continuing. In the absendewfification of

the abandoning State Party, destruction of ACW had been undertaken 8tabee
Party — Italy. In China, recovery of ACW abandoned by Japanncest and both
States Parties remain engaged in this process, with a viegtablish a mutually
agreed plan for destruction.
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States Parties that have declared OCW produced before 192%j#red to inform

the Secretariat of the steps being taken to destroy or othatisjzese of such OCW

as toxic waste, in accordance with their national legislation. dDwgeven State
Parties — Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Slovenia, the Ukitagdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of Americay-amd State Party,
Slovenia (as mentioned above), has reported the completion of the dastaidts
declared OCW produced before 1925. Four State Parties — Belgiuma@eritaly,

and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland — provided information
on the quantities, types of OCW, and their possible chemical fill, and thetlst¢jpse
being taken to destroy or otherwise dispose of these OCW.

Facility agreements for OCW and ACW

While there is no specific reference in the Convention to thesitydes preparation

of facility agreements regarding OCW/ACW sites, a fgcikgreement for such

facilities might, nevertheless, be envisaged in some cases listed below:

(@) if the State Party deems it necessary; and

(b) if the site presents a high degree of complexity (the tgpes(
munitions/agents; the remoteness of the area; logistical condealsh and

safety factors; climatic features, etc.).

During the period from EIF of the Convention until 31 December 2002, citigyfa
agreement was approved by the Council.

CHEMICAL WEAPONS PRODUCTION FACILITIES

Declarations under Article Ill, subparagraph 1(c), and Article V of the
Convention

Initial declarations

Each State Party is required to declare any CWPFs undaevnsrship or possession,

or that is or has been located in any place under its jursdioti control at any time

since 1 January 1946. Consequently, this includes CWPFs that no longer exist, or that
were converted in the past for legitimate purposes.

During 1997, seven State Parties — India, Japan, France, China, teé Kimgdom

of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, a State Party, and titedJStates of America
— submitted initial declarations for 34 CWPFs. The number of setl@WPFs
increased to 60 in January 1998, when the Russian Federation submittetiaits
declaration for 24 CWPFs and the Islamic Republic of Iran stdxits declaration
under Article 11l for two CWPFs. One additional CWPF was aed by two State
Parties (Yugoslavia and Bosnia and Herzegovina) in 2000. As of 3nibec 2002,
totally, 61 facilities had been declared by 11 State Parties.

Five States Parties had initially declared 34 facilitieslestroyed before EIF. The
initial inspections, however, determined that 19 of those facilitddcnot be
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considered destroyed as yet, since buildings or equipment estilhined to be
destroyed. Such CWPFs included one facility in France; tvileeiislamic Republic
of Iran; 11 in the Russian Federation; four in the United Kingdor@reht Britain
and Northern Ireland, and one facility in the United States of America.

As a result of findings that have emerged from initial inspaestifollowed by
consultations between State Parties concerned and the Setretarendments to
initial declarations have been provided by ten States Parties & Inain, France,
Japan, the Russian Federation, a State Party, Serbia and Montenegia, &abs
Herzegovina, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern lgglamd the
United States of America. Amendments to declarations tha meeeived included
information on revised boundaries of the facility, the exclusioma@usion of some
buildings and equipment, the revised status of the declared faslibeing not yet
destroyed, its production capacity, and the submission of process flow diagrams.
facilities, one located in the United Kingdom of Great Britand Northern Ireland
and another one located in the United States of America, weialyndeclared as
totally destroyed. Initial inspections reported the existeocesome remaining
buildings. The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Irelaftssquently
submitted a destruction plan and destroyed the remaining buildings in the facility

Three States Parties declared facilities where the svétine facilities was unclear.
Through consultations with the States Parties concerned and technicahessiistis
to those facilities, the issues were fully clarified and $eeretariat confirmed that
those facilities were not CWPFs

The following chart provides an overview on the status of declare®PF3\Was of
31 December 2002.

Two
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Out of a total of 61 declared CWPFs, 41 CWPFs were planned to tbeydes while

the remaining facilities were planned to be converted for purposeprabibited
under the Convention. As of 31 December 2002, 28 CWPFs in seven States Par
had received certificates of destruction from the Secretariihe first eleven
destruction certificates were issued in 1998, followed by nine in 18&9irf 2000,

two in 2001, and one in 2002. As of 31 December 2002, thirteen CWPFs renoained
be destroyed.

Outstanding declarations regarding CWPF issues

€)) The facility used exclusively for the production of non-chempzaks for
chemical munitions or equipment specifically designed for use tljirét
connection with CW employment:

The status of destruction of CWPFs used exclusively for the pioductf
non-chemical parts for chemical munitions or equipment specifidakjgned for use
directly in connection with CW employment continues to remain unclBaring the
period under review, the Secretariat faced some difficultiesdealing with
declarations submitted for such facilities.

A State Party declared one building used exclusively for productioorechemical
parts for chemical munitions adjacent to an existing CWPFsuRuat to paragraph 27
of Part V of the Verification Annex, the Convention requires that bhiilding shall
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be destroyed. At the same time, the States Party dectatethis building had been
converted for its legitimate use before the EIF of the Conventitmwever, neither

the previous inventory nor documents supporting the destruction of standard
equipment and equipment designed exclusively for production of non-cherartsl

for chemical munitions were provided to the Secretariat. In tleev \of the
Secretariat, a detailed destruction plan or a conversion requdsis building should

have been submitted for consideration and approval by the Council.

The United States of America continues to declare its BZ pradudtcility at
Swananoah as destroyed in spite of the fact that buildings and sprpment
identified by the Secretariat as belonging to this facdity yet not destroyed. The
submission of general and detailed destruction plans are still under discussidrewith t
State Party. This issue continues to remain unresolved at the dahé ofview
period.

(b) Specialised versus standard equipment:

The categorisation of “equipment” as referred to in the definibbrCWPF in
Article Il of the Convention has been interpreted and declared ehtfgrby States
Parties. This situation was mainly due to differing understaysddf what constitutes
specialised and standard equipment, despite the definition containedgnapdr 5 of
Part | of the Verification Annex. The Secretariat’'s note qragtical approach to
determining specialised equipment at CWDFs (EC-XIX/CRP.4, dat&pri8 2000)
to a certain extent resulted in bridging the gap between diffeénterpretations and
formed the basis for the receipt of several amendmentstid oeclarations from the
States Parties that had declared CWPFs. Yet differaficegsw remain between the
Secretariat and the United States of America over the c&tagon of some items of
equipment that the Secretariat believes are specialised andhdkiat been so
categorised in other States Parties with declared CWPFss hHsi resulted in a
situation where there is no consistency of approach.

There is no requirement in the Convention for States Partiedettiated CWPFs to
provide a list of standard equipment in their initial declaration.ithie does the
Convention require that such an information/list should be included in thiéedeta
plans for destruction of a CWPF. The destruction of all spesithléd standard
equipment is, however, one of the pre-requisites for a CWPF to tifeedesis having
been destroyed. In absence of the declared and verified inventortanaofasi
equipment, issuance of the certificate of destruction is not possible. TheFdies
concerned agreed, however, that they should either provide a listarndasd
equipment during the conduct of the initial inspection or include it indttailed
plans for destruction being submitted to the Secretariat.

(c) Production capacity

States Parties are required to provide the production capachyRF<In their initial
declaration. Pursuant to paragraph 30(a) of Part V of the VéioiicAnnex and the
relevant decision of the Conference (C-1/DEC.29, dated 16 May 1997esiueial
production capacity is to be used as a comparison factor fosagpsdse progress of
destruction of CWPFs through levelling out. In some State Badiging the course
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of inspections, no records were provided as evidence of the actual awfount
chemicals produced at CWPFs, particularly with respect toitfasilwhich were
either initially declared as destroyed or were being usegugroses not prohibited
before EIF of the Convention. For instance, lack of such information tham
Russian Federation and from the United Kingdom of Great Britain Northern
Ireland, the United States of America, Bosnhia and Herzegovina, aSeutul
Montenegro did cause difficulties for the Secretariat in detengi residual
production capacity in these States Parties. The Secrdtadaho choice but to
proceed to make approximations of the production capacity, basem/aslable
process flow diagrams or on the type of technological process used at the facility.

4.14 One CWPF has been declared by two State Parties. Sineguipenent of that
particular facility is located in Serbia and Montenegro white buildings are in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, the determination of the residual productioritggparved
to be extremely difficult.

4.15 Pursuant to subparagraph 30(e) of Part V of the Verification AQWPFs that have
been temporarily converted for the purpose of destroying CW continoe sabject
to the obligation of the possessor State Party to destroy tlelugiron capacity at
the same rate as those that have not been converted. Moreovegriotaace with
paragraph 8 of the decision of the Conference (C-I/DEC.29, dated 16 May ID97)
order to qualify for the given percentage reduction (as indicatexbiest 2(a) and (c)
of that decision), alltems within a given group of CWPF items must be destroyed.
These two requirements appear to be contradictory in the rea ohdsemporary
conversion approved by the Conference on the following grounds: on the one hand,
State Party is permitted temporarily to convert CWPFs @WdDFs for the sole
purpose of destroying CW in that facility during the 10-yearopeafter EIF, unless
this deadline is extended by the Conference; on the other handotihention
requires that the State Party concerned shall conform to tlee ofddestruction
specified in the Conference decision C-I/DEC.29, dated 16 May 1997.ayitbe
interesting to note that since EIF, only India has submitted regiegstemporary
conversion of three of its CWPFs into CWDFs, two of which were apprby the
Conference. For the purposes of destroying CW and despite thexdictin
mentioned above in the Convention, India has achieved the objective ofymestro
40% of its production capacity within five years after EIF, aguired by the
Convention. It may, however, face difficulties in complying with timeelines for
destruction of its remaining CWPF production capacity in the future.

4.16 During 2001, the Secretariat had prepared and distributed a docuntamesdarties
(S/260/2001, dated 5 June 2001), detailing an approach for the calculatiom of th
residual production capacity in CWPFs. The Secretariat’s rduassessment of the
calculation of the residual capacity in CWPFs is based uponbiine amentioned
approach, and on the decision of the Conference on this issue (C-I/DEGt28,

16 May 1997). The Secretariat included the results of its asees®f the residual
production capacity at the end of the fifth year after EIF flothal States Parties that
have declared CWPFs according to the 2002 Verification Implemamt&eport
(EC-33/HP/DG.1, dated 14 March 2003).



RC-1/S/6
Annex 1
page 48

417

4.18

Verification activities with respect to CWPFs under PartV of the Verification
Annex :

Destruction plans

General plans for destruction of CWPFs

The general plans for destruction provide an overview of the eatinal CWPF
destruction programme. They are essential for the developmefdngf and

medium-term inspection plans of the Secretariat. Since theofElire Convention,
States Parties encountered various difficulties in implementiveg grocess of
destruction of their CWPFs, in accordance with the general plémitted to the
Secretariat. The following table provides some details on YMERES that were either
destroyed or are being destroyed since 29 April 1997 — the dadFobf the

Convention.

General Destruction Plan Goals Number of CWPFs
CWPFs declared destroyed before EIF and certified as such 15
CWPFs destroyed or being destroyed in accordance 10
general plans
CWPFs destroyed without any general or detailed plans 9
Destruction commenced before the scheduled time spe 5
in general plans
Destruction planned to commence in 2002- 1
Facilities being destroyed but not included in general plans 1
Total facilities planned to be destroyed 41

At the same time, it can be concluded that the deviationstifi®meneral plans for
destruction submitted to the Secretariat has had little or nassdu@pact on the
actual pace of destruction of CWPFs. This is based on thehfscall the States
Parties that have declared CWPFs have complied with their abfigatdestroy 40%
of their declared production capacity within five years afté¢ &l the Convention,
and some have actually exceeded this target. In the case pfazhection facility
declared by two State Parties (Bosnia and Herzegovina, and SedcbMontenegro),
where one of the States Parties possesses the buildingsiardres of the declared
facility while the other State Party has the equipment fitoensame facility, the two
States Parties have separately complied with the 60% threshpétoitted residual
production capacity, measured against the individual parts of their opathe
"shared/joint" production capacity.
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Detailed plans for destruction of CWPFs

The Convention requires the submission of detailed plans for destrfocteach and
every CWPF to be destroyed. The plans should contain detailed infornoat the
facility, the manner of its destruction and the proposed measoregefification.

These plans provide transparency and an assurance that the relevasions of

Article V and Part V of the Convention are fulfilled. In addition,sth&estruction
plans facilitate the evaluation of their conformity with the orde destruction set
forth in paragraphs 28 through 31 of Part V of the Verification Annexgeireral, the
States Parties have submitted their detailed destruction plans on time.

The process of destruction of the CWPF for production of levesiBzerzhinsk in
the Russian Federation and of the VX production and filling faciitidéwport, the
United States of America, was divided into phases, and the correspaiediingction
plans were submitted for each phase, rather than for the fasligywhole. For two
facilities that the Russian Federation ultimately plans to cgnwamely, the VX
production and filling capacity at Novocheboksarsk, along with the sanmars and
viscous soman production facility at Volgograd, the Russian Féolerbas also
submitted separate destruction plans for buildings, equipment, and strdoctunge
facilities that are required to be destroyed. The Council d@®oved these
destruction plans, as they are seen to contribute to the overalbfgnalely CWPF
destruction, in spite of some operational difficulties with the mangoof the
destruction processes by the Secretariat.

Four States Parties — Iran, France, the Russian Fedesatd the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland — have reported parts of @\&iPFs that were
destroyed after the date of EIF of the Convention. Although thtedes Parties had
declared in their initial declarations that all or some oir thepduction facilities had
been destroyed, the initial inspections identified certain buildingsipment and
structures that were yet to be completely destroyed. Sortieesé facilities were
afterwards destroyed without any destruction plans having been <tbnatt
approved. At the same time, it should be noted that these faciitiessubjected to
initial inspections prior to their complete destruction. The Sacattalso verified
that the subsequent destruction of buildings and equipment was conducted in
accordance with the relevant provisions of the Convention.

Paragraph 40 of Part V of the Verification Annex provides thaistances where an
agreement is not reached with the Council on aspects of aéiofi¢c or the approved
verification plan cannot be put into action, the verification of destmigirocess shall
proceed through continuous monitoring with on-site instruments and in Ysecah
presence of inspection teams. In 1998, the Russian Federation undertae& limi
destruction operations at its former CWPFs in the absence afdagestruction plans.
This activity was discontinued upon a request by the Director-@enerhese
destruction activities, however, had either been carried out in theenoe of
inspection teams or were subsequently verified through an inspectiba oérhains
of the items destroyed and through relevant documentation. The Unitesds Sf
America commenced destruction of its GB production and fill ifgcdt Rocky
Mountain Arsenal, Colorado, without either an approved plan or the phgsésance
of inspectors. Destruction activities were discontinued upon regogesthe
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Director-General and the matter was brought to the attentionheof Council.
Destruction activities were resumed once the Council discussedddnessed the
matter in presence of the inspection team. Step Il of #tailed Destruction Plan
for the VX facility at Newport in United States of Amerieaas submitted to the
Secretariat. Destruction operations at this facility haaetest, pending agreement
and approval of the combined plan. The verification is proceeding uheéer
continuous presence of the inspection team on site.

One CWPF has been declared by two States Parties; timdsuiand part of the
equipment of the facility have been declared by Bosnia and Hernegamd the
equipment has been declared by Serbia and Montenegro. ThesePatétes have
submitted two separate plans for the destruction of their respguinte of this
CWPF.

The Convention requires that the destruction of CWPFs that areoveed by
paragraph 30 of Part V of the Verification Annex, i.e. facilibtiser than those where
Schedule 1 chemicals were produced but which have otherwise been dnvothe
production of CW, shall be completed not later than five years lftefor the State
Party concerned. Only one facility in the United Kingdom of aGrritain and
Northern Ireland has been declared pursuant to this provision of therfionveln
accordance with the destruction plan submitted, this facility destroyed before
29 April 2002.

Annual plans for, and reports on, destruction of CWPFs

Pursuant to paragraphs 8 and 9 of Part V of the Verification Anaex,State Party
that declared CWPFs is required to submit annually its planaiidryeports on, the
destruction of CWPFs not less than 90 days before the beginning cbitag
destruction year, and not later than 90 days after the end of the prdestusction
year, respectively. These reports have proved to be an extraseful tool in the
verification process, allowing declared data received fromteSt Parties to be
monitored through on-site inspections. Additionally, the destruction reparesalso
facilitated the Secretariat's accountancy for buildings and ecaaripthat have been
destroyed in the absence of inspectors, and have enabled the it trnibai
compliance with the provisions regarding the order (rate and isegjuef destruction
set out in the Convention.

In practice, the majority of the States Parties withaded| CWPFs have submitted
their destruction plans and reports on a regular basis. Frantélsleanic Republic
of), and the Russian Federation have been the only exceptions ingaid. reAs
mentioned earlier, all CWPFs in Iran and France have since leegfred by the
Secretariat as destroyed. The Secretariat continues todréine Russian Federation
of its obligation to submit its destruction reports. In the absensaatf reports, the
Secretariat has relied on the verification-related informatioaidd through on-site
inspections in order to assess the status of CWPF destructione irRussian
Federation.
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Conversion of CWPFs

Twenty-one CWPFs have been identified by four States PartiedJntted Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Russian Federation te Baaty, and the
United States of America — for conversion for purposes not prohibited dimele
Convention. Since EIF, nine CWPFs have been certified as convetedof the
nine converted CWPFs, one facility in the United States of Armevas subsequently
destroyed and has been certified as such by the Secref@eqtiests for conversion
of the remaining 12 facilities were approved by the Conferahie Seventh Session,
and remain to be converted. The Russian Federation has submittedsrdques
conversion of the majority of its CWPFs (16 out of 24). These CVéiRF-focated
within commercial industrial complexes. The United Kingdom of GBzdain and
Northern Ireland has requested that three of its eight fesilibe converted for
purposes not prohibited by the Convention. In all other cases, the Srdtes P
involved have decided to destroy rather than convert their CWPFs.

Paragraph 72 of Part V, VA requires that the conversion of GWREIl be
completed not later than six years after EIF of the Conventiam.th® basis of the
conversion plans submitted to the Secretariat, it is apparentlttfae States Parties
involved are likely to conform to this timeline, with the exceptiontted Russian
Federation.

The exception mentioned in the preceding paragraph involves the conweérgien
facility for production of VX-type substance and filling iitto munitions at the
Khimprom Company at Novocheboksarsk. The conversion has been planned to take
place in two phases. The specialised equipment with specialised buildings @at spe
features of buildings that distinguish them from industrial faeditvill be destroyed
during the first phase, which is currently planned to be completabebyear 2007,

and the conversion of the remaining parts of this facility iseduled to end in
March 2007, thus preventing the completion within the established Convention
timelines. Since a key prerequisite for the CWPF conversitire idestruction of the
specialised equipment (scheduled to be completed only in 2007), conversion cannot
possibly be completed before April 2003, the timeline stipulated irCtrevention.

Unlike the timeline for destruction of CW, which may be extendethéyCouncil, no

such provision exists in the Convention with respect to the conversion of CWPFs.

In three States Parties — the Russian Federation, a Stdie &ad the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland — the destn of
equipment, buildings, and structures in CWPFs that had been identified for
conversion commenced without submission of any conversion requests. The
information provided by respective States Parties has been subsegeeified by
the Secretariat, and has been found to be in conformity with the details provided.

Annual reports on converted facilities

The Convention also does not require States Parties to subrairaml reports on
the progress of the process of conversion of CWPFs. In the abskesgch progress
reports, it is difficult to accurately assess the statGWPFs undergoing conversion
in the period between inspections. In three States Parties -uiseaR Federation,
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4.33
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4.35

another State Party, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain anghédorireland —

the destruction of equipment, buildings, and structures in CWPFs iddnfifr
conversion commenced without submission of any conversion requests, and was
reported only after the fact. The information provided by thesesStarties was
subsequently verified by the Secretariat.

The Convention requires that for 10 years after the Directorr&ecertifies that
conversion is complete, the States Parties involved shall contimepadd annually
on the activities at the converted facility. As of 31 December 2€iQRf converted
CWPFs fall under this Category. With the exception of the Rudsederation, two
States Parties involved in this process had submitted their arep@tts on the
activities being carried out at these converted facilitiesrthErmore, States Parties
have been notifying the Secretariat periodically of the obsn the process
equipment at converted facilities, in accordance with the Conferecision
C-IV/IDEC.8, dated 29 June 1999. By 29 April 2003, conversion at 12 additional
CWPFs is expected to come to a stage when this reporting meeuirewill be
applicable.

Verification activities at CWPFs

During inspections conducted in 1998 to verify past production at CWieFes were
instances where the specific chemicals and quantities produceavasded in initial
declaration, could not be verified by inspection teams. Stadge$ encountered
difficulties in providing historical information in the form of documeiata regarding
the production of CW, dates of production, the manner of destruction ofrigsldnd
equipment, and an inventory trail of destruction of standard and/orabpedi
equipment. Where neither historical data nor any alternatiansnef verifying the
declaration could be provided, inspection teams recorded in the inspegahthat
it was not possible to fully verify or confirm the State Party’s initialatation.

In 1999, on the basis of the Secretariat's review of the non-alrgiladi
documentation relating to the destruction or disposal of equipm&@wWats prior to
EIF of the Convention, the Secretariat, in its paper EC-XVI/DG.ddted
10 September 1999, outlined an approach with regard to certifying the testruc
and/or closure of CWPFs with the equipment either destroyed or ddspbdefore
EIF.

Facility agreements under Part V of the Verification Annex

For the period between EIF of the Convention and April 2002, a total efcilityf
agreements were approved by the Council. An additional five diality agreement
had been provided to the States Parties for their review, whileclliyfagreements
are currently being prepared by the Secretariat.
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RIOT CONTROL AGENTS (RCAs) AND FORMER CW DEVELOPMEN T
FACILITIES

Riot control agents

Pursuant to paragraph 5 of Article | of the Convention, State Phetiesundertaken
not to use RCAs as a method of warfare. Article lll, pagdyrEHe), requires States
Parties to declare which RCAs they hold.

One hundred and two State Parties have declared possession of RQA&l of
12 types of RCAs have been declared. Most of these States Pasedeclared CS
and CN types of RCAs, while 90 States Parties have declabedarl 58 States
Parties have declared CN.

Viet Nam has reported the discovery of 105-mm artillery and 106.74n2ninch)

mortar shells, as well as grenades and plastic cans (Unétxs 81 origin) containing
CS (a lachrymatory agent widely used for riot control). Such momsithave been
recovered on a regular basis since 1975 in former battlefrelidte Southern part of
Viet Nam. At the end of the period under review, the Secretaaatcontinuing its
consultations with Viet Nam in order to clarify the status of @& filled munitions
reported in the initial declaration of Viet Nam.

Facilities primarily for the development of CW:

Eight States Parties have submitted declarations regardotgl af 23 facilities that
have been designed, constructed, or used since 1 January 1946, primaitig for
development of CW. Out of these 23 declared facilities, twelve haea used as
proving/testing grounds, and 19 have been used for research/defaidstesents
and laboratories. At the end of the period under review, 19 fagilitere either
destroyed or closed, while the remaining four facilities continwede used as
research centres or laboratories, or for protective purposes.he€¢ 23 declared
facilities, one facility has been identified for the destruction of OCW.

There is still no common understanding of the term “primarilyhferdevelopment of
CW” in the context of subparagraph 1(d) of Article 11l of the Cartian, which has
continued to remain under the consideration of States Parties.

SCHEDULE 1 CHEMICALS AND FACILITIES
Declarations

Part VI of the Verification Annex requires the advance ndtificaas well as the
annual declaration of transfers of Schedule 1 chemicals. tltefunore requires the
declaration of facilities producing Schedule 1 chemicals.

States Parties expressed differing views on whether oertaincchemicals should be
treated as Schedule 1 chemicals, with specific refereiocd®e salts of Schedule 1
chemicals, such as the hydrochlorides of bis(2-chloroethylgthge and saxitoxin,
both as pure chemicals and as solutions. This has led to diffelienttes national
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implementation of the Convention’s provisions on declarations and nobtheati
under Part VI of the Verification Annex. Another consequence of diftdrent
interpretations would be differences in the application of the pradmisitof transfers
of Schedule 1 chemicals to States not party to the Convention.

6.3  The recommendations of the SAB in relation to ricin and saltsheflsled chemicals
(SAB-1I/1, dated 23 April 1999), and the Director-General’'s endoes¢nof the
SAB’s findings (SAB-II/DG.1, dated 3 June 1999), elicited a decisiom the
Conference to call a meeting of governmental experts on thesectsubje
(C-IVIDEC.20, dated 2 July 1999). That meeting did not support the magbribye
SAB recommendations. The recommendation in relation to ricin, \rewevas
adopted after modification (C-V/DEC.17, dated 18 May 2000). As a cons=zjoé
this decision, castor oil pressing plants are not considered tohleee 1 facilities.
The Conference’ decision did not, however, clarify exactly what tse understood,
for declaration purposes, by “ricin”. It nevertheless removeditire issue from its
list of unresolved issues.

Transfers

6.4  For each transfer of a Schedule 1 chemical between Staies,Rae sending and the
receiving States Parties are required to submit to the t8satean advance
notification with the transfer details. Also, transfers between SRagies are subject
to annual declaration on past activities.

6.5 In 1999, the Secretariat was notified about 63 transfers of Schkdiiemicals.
These transfers involved six sending and 20 receiving StatessPatth 2000, the
Secretariat was notified about 33 transfers of Schedule 1 chgmiweolving six
sending and 12 receiving States Parties. In 2001, the Secretasiatotified about
45 transfers of Schedule 1 chemicals between six sending andeneieing States
Parties. A series of transfers from States Partigset@®PCW — occurred during the
period under review, when the OPCW Laboratory received small amaints
Schedule 1 chemicals to be used only as reference standardsotalherount of
Schedule 1 chemicals notified as having been transferred dhangetiod from 1999
to 31 December 2001 was approximately 9,300 grams. These six tratsfeosted
for more than 95% of the total quantity of chemicals transferred.

6.6  For only about one third of all Schedule 1 transfers, both the sending and the receiving
States Parties notified the transfer. Approximately 15 % ofethmases contain
uncertainties resulting from the existing format of notificati@claration of such
transfers. Some of these uncertainties could be reduced by theaddptmproved
formats for the declaration of Schedule 1 transfers.

Issues associated with transfers

6.7 It is sometimes difficult for the Secretariat to esthbhgh certainty, on the basis of
the information provided in Schedule 1 transfer notifications and adeg#rations
(paragraphs 5 and 6 of Part VI of the Verification Annex) whetinemot the data
provided by the two States Parties relate to the same traridie declarations of the
sending and receiving States Parties may appear to refeo teeparate transfers if
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the two States Parties were involved in more than one traridfee ame and if only
one State Party gives a notification about the transfers. Tdldem is further
complicated by differences in the notified dates for dispatch eceipt, or when
different chemical names are used by the two States RaiTieis type of ambiguity
has an impact on the efficiency and reliability of the veriitcatregime of the
Convention with respect to Schedule 1 transfers.

Full implementation of the requirement that both States Pariedved in a
Schedule 1 transfer shall submit advance notifications and annual atiedsr
remained a problem at the end of the year 2002. Its solution willree amongst
other things, enacting and enforcing the requisite nationalldégis to implement
treaty obligations.

In September 1997, Canada had drawn attention to the fact that theomewais the
notification of Schedule 1 transfers caused serious problemsuf@férs of Saxitoxin
(STX) that were used as a reference standard in field detekitis (as well as in
laboratory analysis) for paralytic shellfish poisoning (EC-XMNL, dated
25 September 1997). There was no substitute for STX in this contextinand
emergency situations STX transfers had to be authorised onhatynstice in order
to enable countries affected by a PSP outbreak to test potert@itaminated
seafood and guarantee its safety for human consumption. Not adjtistingles
would potentially risk human life. To this end, Australia tabled a padpfus
reducing the delays caused by the notification requirememqaragraph 5 of Part VI
of the Verification Annex when transferring diagnostic testkits containing
saxitoxin (EC-V/NAT.2, dated 26 September 1997).

Furthermore, in 1997, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nortlelanid had
also drawn attention to the fact that the retransfer prohibition Sichiedule 1
chemicals clashed with the practice of providing radioactivabelled STX for
research purposes. A company in the United Kingdom of GreatrBaital Northern
Ireland had in the past been importing STX from abroad, labelling &K
radioactive isotopes, and shipping the labelled STX to customers atfoeivebrid.
This retransfer was no longer possible, given the provisions of pphagraf Part VI
of the Verification Annex and the National Authority of the Unikedgdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland had to refuse the company the requested expa#.lice

The resolution of the transfer of the detection kit containing STX lvegun with the
decision of the Council in October 1998 (EC-XII/DEC.5, dated 9 October 1888) t
allowed exemption from the 30 days advance notification for amounttedino

5 milligrams. These measures were to be applied for a period oti@&® only
unless, prior to the expiration of that period, an amendment or changee t
Convention making these measures consistent with its provisions waedd (To
allow for the time required for the EIF of the subsequently adogtadge to the
Convention, these interim measures were later extended.)

Canada then formally tabled a request for a change under phragraArticle XV,

in relation to allowing the notification of STX transfers for neadliand diagnostic
purposes to be done at the time of transfer rather than 30 days inceadva
(EC-XIII/DG.7, dated 7 December 1998). After careful consideratios,Council
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6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

6.18

endorsed the Canadian request in January 1999 (EC-MII/DEC.1, dated
15 January 1999). Upon completion of the procedure under paragraph 5 of
Article XV, a change to the Convention (paragraph 5bis of Part YHeoWerification
Annex) became effective, to the effect that transfers of $TXguantities of

5 milligrams less, if used for medical and diagnostic purposes bmanptified at the

date of transfer rather than 30 days before that date. The twepasiormed all
States Parties about the EIF of the change on 31 October 1999 i{D@pos
Notification C.N.916.1999.TREATIES-7 of 8 October 1999; followed by Depository
Notification C.N.157.2000.TREATIES-1 of 13 March 2000; with a correction
effective 9 March 2000).

No decision was taken in relation to re-transfers of saxitoxin.
Declaration of Schedule 1 facilities

In the period since EIF till the end of 2001, 22 States Pdntes declared
33 Schedule 1 facilities. During an inspection, one of the declaredd@e 1
facilities in one State Party turned out to have been declaredron eAs of
31 December 2002, there were 26 Schedule 1 facilities declared &tat2s Parties.
These facilities were, in turn, subdivided into three subcategoeigéit single small-
scale facilities (SSSF); 17 other facilities producing Schedulehemicals for
protective purposes (OFPP); and one other facility producing Schedilendicals
for research, medical, and pharmaceutical purposes (OFRMPhHP).

The average yearly amount of chemicals produced, acquired, consursiededat
Schedule 1 facilities are as follows: produced (50 grams); adq(irg0 grams);
consumed (55 grams); and stored (1370 grams). In the year 2001, 79% of the
Schedule 1 production declared was concentrated in three faciliiwenty of the
declared Schedule 1 facilities were producing on averagdhassone kilogram of
Schedule 1 chemicals per annum, while some of them were, in faprodoicing any
Schedule 1 chemicals at all. More than 84% of the stored Schedudsricals are
located in four facilities.

In accordance with the declarations submitted, the above éaqiitbduced, acquired,
consumed, or stored approximately 940 different chemicals.

Issues in relation to facility declarations

There appears to be a generic problem in that some fa@héiesot in a position to
anticipate precisely the types and amounts of chemicals thdienproduced during
the next calendar year. Since a large percentage of thesecalsehave no CAS
registry numbers, their identification needs to be validated onlthely chemical

names, and their structural formulae. The processing of these ¢y information by
the Secretariat can be extremely time-consuming and prone to error.

Another declaration problem arose from the differing intefpvataof paragraphs 11
and 12 of Part VI of the Verification Annex with regard to otheneglule 1 facilities
that have been producing Schedule 1 chemicals for research, medgical,
pharmaceutical purposes. Some States Parties do not view gcdasimake



RC-1/S/6
Annex 1
page 57

declarations as a change to their initial declaration submitteat¢ordance with
paragraph 14 of Part VI of the Verification Annex. In some of these cases, Schedul
facilities that were declared under paragraph 11, Part VI oVéndication Annex,
which had ceased to produce more than 100 g per year, have been congdered a
automatically falling into the category of facilities cowkrander paragraph 12,
Part VI of the Verification Annex, i.e. they are not subjednyg obligation related to
declaration and verification. If such changes remain undeclare@ettretariat will
have no confirmation that this specific facility is no longer alextd as a Schedule 1
facility. This could result in an inspection being initiated whenfacility was in fact
was no longer inspectable, or, alternatively, the production of Schedhlendicals
could be restarted without the concurrent possibility of inspectiotindysecretariat.

It should also be noted that it is possible that any resumptiontieftias for the
production of Schedule 1 chemicals in excess of 100 g per annum ditytfeat has
ceased to declare might require the State Party to detlasea new Schedule 1
facility in accordance with paragraph 13 of Part VI of theifitation Annex. All
these considerations need to be addressed and the issues resolvacktthersven-
handed implementation of Part VI of Verification Annex.

Verification activities under Part VI of the Verification Annex

6.19 In the period from EIF to 31 December 2002, 107 initial and systemsiections of
Schedule 1 facilities were conducted. During these inspections, naaimoes were
identified, although the inspection reports listed some issues dbfaired further
attention, such as differences in the quantities of Schedule 1 chiendieclared,
relevant record keeping, and some declared administrative data.

6.20 The Schedule 1 inspections conducted since EIF accomplished the athes of
inspection mandates. However, it will be useful to emphasiseotiosviing issues
that emerged during the course of verification.

6.21 On the basis of data submitted for the period between EIF and 3hlige@002, at
most Schedule 1 facilities, the amounts of Schedule 1 chemicalscptbtiad been
very low; in some facilities Schedule 1 chemicals were not pradatall. Only six
States Parties stored in excess of 1.0 kg of Schedule 1 chemillaés Secretariat
observed that inspection teams are obliged to systematicapgcingll declared
Schedule 1 facilities, even those with no production and with veryelingiantities
of Schedule 1 chemical in stock. In the VIR for the year 2000, thet&aat had put
forward for the consideration of the States Parties the issuehwhiantity of a
Schedule 1 chemical, and in which scenario, would present a thrémeg dbject and
purpose of the Convention, and proposed to discuss the possibility of thresholds for
verification activities.

6.22 During some of the inspections conducted at Schedule 1 facilitipsctios reports
recorded issues, namely the lack of access to non-declaredwdreas Schedule 1
chemicals produced at the declared facilities were consumecdeglbasmo relevant
consumption records, to verify purposes of consumption under paragraphs 15(b) (v)
and paragraph 28(b) for Part VI of the Verification Annex. WHde most
Schedule 1 facilities, consumption areas were declared as pateofatility,
declarations received from some States Parties did not indlede areas as part of
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the declared facility. These differences in the delineatiohefdcilities resulted in
differences in the scope of access provided to inspection tearheatvise similar
Schedule 1 facilities in different States Parties.

The Secretariat distributed a Note (EC-XXV/S/1, dated 6 A1) entitled
“Verification at SchedulelFacilities in accordance with thevRrons of Paragraph 3
of Article VI and Part VI of the Verification Annex of the Comtien”, which
detailed its understanding of this issue. This paper had drawmtiaitdo the
differing approaches taken by States Parties in relatiodetarations of such
facilities. In essence, the paper concluded that the StatissRereded to agree on a
unified approach to the declaration of Schedule 1 facilities, to ensasstency in
the scope of access provided to inspection teams during inspectiGthedule 1
facilities. Furthermore, it must be recognised that the speaf each individual
facility have an impact on the way it is declared.

Some States Parties had expressed different views ionelatthe Secretariat Note
(EC-XXV/S/1, dated 6 April 2001) in the light of the relevant d&sions during the

Conference on Disarmament during the development of the text of the Convention.

their view, the intent of Part VI was exclusively to verifycksively the production
by Schedule 1 facilities, and that other activities, particuléiiyse that involve
activities such as protection, should neither be subject to decfatatder Article VI,
nor to their verification. It had been further pointed out that papdg#d of Article X
addresses the issue of protection. The issue was tabled in theyi@uster, where
majority of States Parties appeared to have reservationstabdibte mentioned, no
consensus was reached, and no decision was taken by the Council.

Pending a decision of the Council, inspection teams had continued t@ceses& to
consumption areas located outside the declared areas during Schetigections.
While several States Parties continued to grant accesséds la@ated outside the
declared facility upon being asked to do so by inspection teams, datee Barties
chose not to grant that access. It may be noted that such &s a@s granted by
several States Parties only on a voluntary basis, and assammed transparency and
confidence-building. The inspection teams began to record ladgdce$®as an issue
that required further attention (IRFA) of the inspected Seatety in their inspection
reports, but by late 2002, the Secretariat reconsidered this asslimstead instructed
inspection teams to simply record lack or denial of accessde treas in the body of
the Report in the light that no guidance had been received on this matter.

Status of facility agreements under Part VI of the Verification Annex

For the period between EIF of the Convention and 31 December 20813| aft
17 facility agreements were approved by the Council. Three mailiéyfagreements
were submitted to the Council for its consideration and approvalholtld also be
noted that 10 other draft facility agreements are with the corec&tages Parties for
their review, while one draft facility agreement is currenthger preparation at the
Secretariat to be subsequently forwarded to the State Party concerned.
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SCHEDULE 2 CHEMICALS AND FACILITIES
Declarations

The declaration requirements under Part VIl of the Verifinadinnex can be divided

into two parts: (a) declaration of aggregate national data (AfdD)Yhe previous
calendar year on the quantities produced, processed, consumed, imported and
exported of each Schedule 2 chemical, together with a quantitativiicgien of

import and export for each country involved, and (b) declaration of [sides
producing, processing, or consuming Schedule 2 chemicals above the tibeclara
thresholds specified in Part VII of the Verification Annex.

Problems related to the aggregate national data (ANDbpeviliscussed together with
the AND issues related to Schedule 3 chemicals, as the probtemsnéered under
both Parts of the Verification Annex are identical (see paragraphs 8.15 to 8.24 below).

During the period under review, the States Parties declaealverage approximate
Schedule 2 production (16,500 tonnes per year); processing (4,500 tonnes per year
and consumption (12,200 tonnes per year). States Parties have declared
approximately 5000 tonnes of export/import of Schedule 2 chemicals per annum.

As of 31 December 2002, 33 States Parties had declared 438 gismrsducing,
processing, or consuming Schedule 2 chemicals above the dedatfateshold,
based on the declared data provided in the ADPA covering the years 1999, 2000, 2001
and/or as in Annual Declaration of Anticipated Activities (ADAA) the year 2002.
Twenty-one States Parties have declared 156 plant sites abeveetification
threshold. Of these, 86% (or 378) of the declared plant sites atedomn eleven
States Parties, while 27% or 120 number of the inspectable pkestasé located in
seven States Parties with each of these have declared 10 oSohm@ule 2 plant
sites. The status as of 31 December 2002 showed that the total rafndieetared
plant sites increased from the originally declared number of 34B8&oduring the
period under review.

Issues in relation to Schedule 2 Declarations

Changes in plant site delineation and configuration

Since EIF, several States Parties have introduced changeswaythbey declare
Schedule 2 plant sites in their annual declarations. This hahéadfect, inter alia,
of narrowing the scope of access to these plant sites during inspections.

The changes in the operational structure of the chemical inthasteybeen described
in a separate Secretariat informal background paper entitled “ChangesChemical
Industry Relevant to the Implementation of the Convention”, dated 27 Ja20@3y
that was submitted to the Working Group for the Preparation of tis¢ Review
Conference, and need not be repeated here.

As one of the consequences of these industrial changes, soasePatdies now take
the position that the term “one operational control” (paragraph 6éad, |Pof the
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Verification Annex), even within the same company, relates to imadt
relationships, such as marketing, sales, financial, and legabnslaips, rather than to
operational control over hardware or infrastructure. Thus, what mig# ha
previously been declared as one plant site with “one operationabléantly now be
only “partially declared” as separate business units and/fdr semi-independent
operational control. This phenomenon will have implications for the imgoléation

of the Convention.

Plant site codes in declarations

The Secretariat has noted that, although the allocation of uniqusifgacides is not
a Convention requirement, upon request from the Secretariat, the ynajotie
States Parties have begun to assign plant site-codes while tsuiprtiieir annual
declarations for Schedule 2 plant sites/facilities in the ftenmescribed in the
Declaration Handbook. The provision of such information has facilitated|¢ae
identification of the plant sites that are declared. Some States Partiesehosio not
use or do not inconsistently apply, plant site-codes in their adegkdrations. This
has created difficulties for the Secretariat to accuraeiyuate declaration data, plan
inspections, and monitor the submitted declaration data. Although the Gonvent
requires States Parties to provide in-plant sites/faciliieslarations information
pertaining to the name, the location, and the owner/operator, this dait asvays
suitable in terms of unambiguously identifying a plant site, sincgy be subject to
change over time. The may result in the Secretariat’s fintliddficult to reconcile
the declaration data in the absence of an allotted plant site-ddde Secretariat has
suggested that each State Party introduce and consistently apydieen of unique
plant site-codes for identifying its declared plant sitesragraphs 3 and 4 of
S/245/2001, dated 12 March 2001; and Corr.1, dated 20 March 2001).

During the last few years, the frequency of these problenes decreased, mainly
due to the adoption of standardised declaration practices by ansingreamber of
States Parties. Nevertheless, some mistakes continue to tccase of those States
Parties that use the forms provided in the Declaration Handbook,gh@sdems can
usually be reconciled relatively easily, while declarations stitbchby States Parties
in a non-standardised format can more often be inconsistent inctimtents rather
than contain mere typographical errors. To further minintieed types of problems
in the future, the implementation of standard declaration praataxgd, perhaps, be
supported by appropriate electronic tools, including agreed data dicg®aad rules
that may be provided to States Parties.

Transfers of Schedule 2 chemicals

In May 2000, the application of the provisions of paragraph 31 of Pauf \ttie

Verification Annex became effective, thus meaning that Schedgleeticals may
only be transferred to and from States Parties. During ifth BSession, the
Conference discussed a decision (C-V/DEC.16, dated 17 May 2000) adddittit
this transfer restriction shall not apply to mixtures containicge8ule 2 chemicals,
particularly where:

(@) products contain one percent or less of a Schedule 2A or 2A* chemical,
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(b) products contain 10 % or less of a Schedule 2B chemical; and

(c) products have been identified as being consumer goods, and have been
packaged for retail sale, or are for personal use, or have beerd facke
individual use.

7.11 During the period between EIF and 31 December 2002, the Secretanatbhested
those States Parties that had exported Schedule 2 chemictdset® it party to the
Convention to confirm whether the restrictions that are applicabteeébgecision of
the Conference regarding such transfers had been complied wiike Bydtes Parties
concerned. Two States Parties (paragraph 6.20, EC-30/HP/DG.1, datgd2@0R)
had confirmed that their relevant transfers had taken placesti&doApril 2000. One
State Party has stated that its transfer in 2001 was incéulipliance with the
conditions laid down by the decision of the Conference. Two other $atgss had
taken measures to prevent transfers of Schedule 2 chemicatdes Sot party to the
Convention and/or to initiate the necessary legal actions and impoa#i@s to their
exporting companies for breaches of their respective export coagolations (see
the VIR for 2002; EC-33/HP/DG.1, dated 14 March 2003).

7.12 These instances emphasise once again the need for all Ftdtes to enact and
enforce their national implementing measures and the decisiottseeb@onference
that involve export controls of scheduled chemicals.

Verification activities under Part VII of the Verification Annex

7.13 During the period between EIF and 31 December 2002, the Secretadatted
198 initial and subsequent inspections of declared Schedule 2 plant sitesi\g D
these inspections, 15 uncertainties were recorded during 11 inspentions States
Parties. As of 31 December 2002, two uncertainties that had ariseg mhspections
had been satisfactorily clarified through bilateral consultatimker the provisions of
paragraph 64 of Part Il of the Verification Annex; one uncertdiaty been clarified
through the information obtained from an inspection under another regtimee same
location; and twelve others were clarified through subsequent inspecti
Discussions were held between the States Parties concernetleaBeédretariat to
identify the causes for these uncertainties or those issuesimgduirther attention,
and to develop inspection approaches that would help in avoiding the reeuofenc
such issues during future inspections. Such approaches were ideatitiedre
currently being implemented. Additionally, the factors that ledh&oreporting of
issues requiring further attention were identified as being meatdyed to differences
between declared and verified amounts of declared Schedule 2 dseracsed by
different degrees of accuracy in the relevant records, grréiated to incomplete or
inaccurate data on declared administrative data.

Issues identified in Schedule 2 inspections

7.14 A State Party’s legislation did not require the declaratiommdrts and exports under
the provisions of paragraph 8 of Part VII of the Verification AnfaxSchedule 2
plant sites that fall below the declaration thresholds (paradrapif Part VIl of the
Verification Annex). It was view of the Secretariat thatainsence of any clear
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guidance on threshold limits for exports and imports of Schedule 2icdsnin
paragraph 8, Part VII of the Verification Annex, such data should hareibeluded
in the aggregate plant site figures that are submitted t8d¢beetariat. The Secretariat
prepared a Note (EC-XXV/S/2, dated 13 June 2001) which was discusstdtby
Parties in the Industry Cluster. At the end of 2001, no progress hadnaeke on this
issue.

7.15 In another State Party, it was found that declarations of tHaretecSchedule 2
chemicals for the plant site did not include those quantities whick p@duced,
processed, or consumed for plants located at the plant site tleabpenating below
the thresholds noted in paragraph 3, Part VII, VA. In the viewhefSecretariat,
paragraph 3 thresholds apply to the plant site with amounts of eatdratiéx
Schedule 2 chemical at any plant being a contributor to the pient During
inspections, the State Party provided inspection teams an acgassitk operating
below the noted thresholds and to the records associated with plantieact
involving the Schedule 2 chemicals without prejudice to their position on the issue.

Access and plant/plant site delineation

7.16 There were eight uncertainties recorded by inspection teamg thei period under
review as a result of the lack of access to other partseobthedule 2 plant sites to
verify the absence of Schedule 1 chemicals. Five uncertainfiesvere recorded by
inspection teams were due to the lack of access granted tdgebat were deemed
necessary by the inspection team to confirm the non-diversion of ttlarate
Schedule 2 chemical(s). In two State Parties, accese#as deyond the declared
Schedule 2 plant was not granted because of differences in thpretaéon of
paragraph 25, Part VIl and its references to paragraph 51, Rdirthieé Verification
Annex. All these matters have since been resolved, and from mid 2001 unti
31 December 2002, no reconcilable issues in relation to delineation mépm@ction
team’s access to components of Schedule 2 plant sites have arisen.

Initial inspection mandate

7.17 A State Party had objected to the language provided in the inspeatidiate tasking
the inspection team to collect data for the conclusion of thetjaatjreement when
the State Party did not intend to conclude a facility agreenmenthfit particular
facility. In view of the Secretariat, inspection teams maguhs a facility agreement
with the inspected State Party during inspections with a vieyativer the necessary
information that may be required to conclude the facility agregnaad inspection
teams may highlight differences between the views of the t@gateand those
expressed by the inspected State Party. The Secretanat this as information or
data collection and document developed on site are being treatetsasleaft. The
actual negotiations to finalise the draft facility agreenaetnot conducted on site,
however, and thus a decision on whether a facility agreement mag meteded will
not be taken by the inspection team during the inspection. AdditiotladlyState
Party in question also expressed reservations to the languagpoiraded in the
inspection mandate regarding collection of data to determingsthefrthe site to the
object and purpose of the Convention, as opposed to tasking the inspectidtseédam
to determine the risk of the site to the object and purpose of the @mme Here
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again, it is the view of the Secretariat that such a determination cannot badrizu=
by inspection teams during inspections, but instead, that such detéamishould be
made within the Secretariat whose expertise and resourcefhetiogeth the data
collected by the inspection teams can be used to provide for arhamdad and
consistent application of risk estimates.

Low concentration limits

7.18 Since EIF, different concentration limits were used by difteStates Parties for the
coverage of mixtures containing Schedule 2 chemicals. This leffécedes in the
identification and declaration of Schedule 2 facilities. Initiahe Secretariat had no
knowledge about the specific regulations adopted by different $latdes which, in
response to a Conference decision (C-II/DEC.7, dated 5 December 199)aéye
provided the necessary information, either through their communicatiotisough
submission of their annual declarations. This information covered niagional
decisions on low concentration limits in relation to Schedule 2 pitas and AND
declarations.

7.19 The low concentration limits for Schedule 2 chemicals that vepted by States
Parties ranged from zero to 30%, resulting in an unequal implemnoentait the
declaration obligations between States Parties, both in terthe pfants sites and the
AND. During the initial period after EIF, inspection teams obskembat different
low concentration limits had been applied in different declarationsidentical
industrial processes. An associated problem was whether theadtates in captive
use should be considered for declaration. In accordance with the €w&etecision
on this issue (C-V/DEC.19, dated 19 May 2000), the States Padiesraquired to
use, as of 1 January 2001, 30% as the concentration limit for midargaining
Schedule 2B chemicals. The limit for Schedule 2A/A* chemicatgicues to remain
under consideration of States Parties under the industry clustertetnoss. The
SAB, which was requested to comment on this issue, stated thaipleable low
concentration limit for Schedule 2A/A* chemicals should be deteminamethe basis
of the regulatory intent (compare SAB/IV.1, dated 6 February 2001)s i3$ue has
remained unresolved, as does the related issue of captive use andheir\ahd how
low concentration limits are to be applied.

7.20 The definition of boundaries of production have been a problem for Statess P
since EIF in determining how to declare Schedule 2 and 3 chemical pooduc
Basically, the issue is whether to delineate the production boundacaad the
reactor (unit) or around the reactor, including all the ancillgrymnent necessary to
yield the isolable or isolated scheduled chemical. This can mgkeatdifference in
a decision whether to declare or not, especially when low caoatent limits are
applied. After several consultations in the Industry Cluster, asidacwas adopted
that the production of a Schedule 2 or Schedule 3 chemical is understood, f
declaration purposes, to include all the steps in the production of acaheémany
units within the same plant through chemical reaction, including asgceted
processes (e.g. purification, separation, extraction, distillatiomefining) in which
the chemical is not converted into another chemical. The exastenaf any
associated process (e.g. purification, etc.) is not required to beetbc The same
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7.21

7.22

7.23

7.24

decision amplified definitions of how to declare processing and consumipt
Schedule 2 plants (EC-31-DEC.7, dated 11 December 2002).

Captive use

The term “captive use” refers to a facility producing achaleel chemical that will be
consumed in a subsequent process step on site without the isolatiorSchéwiled
chemical from the process configuration, i.e. the chemical igrggd and then
consumed without being isolated from the process stream, or from any equiprdent, a
the chemical is neither purified nor stored. This is not an uncomnuustrial
practice during production of intermediates and scheduled chemi€alsing this
reporting period inspection teams had observed differences in tHaratiens
associated with Schedule 2 chemicals that were consumed captively.

The issue of the declaration of Schedule 2 and 3 chemicals prodbetios being
consumed by captive use have been raised in individual VIRs since 199@s It
discussed with the concerned States Parties, and taken up in theyirduster
consultations under the auspices of the Council. As noted above,ubeissaptive

use is closely linked in the views of some State Partieshéoigsue of low
concentration limits. A draft decision incorporating the languafgeubparagraphs
3.2.2. (a) and (b) of the Declaration Handbook that combined the issue of besindari
of production and captive use was circulated (EC-XXIV/DEC/CRP.5, ddate
3 April 2001) to all States Parties. Consultations continued through 2a@2awi
decision being taken on boundaries of production (see above) but no consassus w
reached on the issue of captive use. Consultations in the IndustsyerCiill
continue in 2003.

Reporting criteria on rounding rules

Inspection teams noted differences in the manner in which $atess rounded
declared quantitative information on Schedule 2 and 3 chemicals. DsEISH

rounding rules in the industry cluster in relation to Schedule 1, Sch@dwead
Schedule 3 declarations and transfers of Schedule 1 chemidais & decision in
2000 which provides guidance for States Parties and the SecrgE&rixtiX/DEC.5,

dated 7 April 2000) regarding application of the rounding rules.

Status of facility agreements under Part VII of the Verification Anrex:

For the period between EIF of the Convention and 31 December 2002, the Council
approved five facility agreements. One more facility agreeinas been submitted to

the Council for consideration and approval. It should also be noted thagea la
number of draft facility agreements (59) are still pending wititeS Parties for their
review and consideration, while five draft facility agreememnésteeing prepared by

the Secretariat, which will subsequently forward them to the StatessRantieerned.
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SCHEDULE 3 CHEMICALS AND FACILITIES
Declarations

The declaration requirements under Part VIII of the Veriboathnnex can be
divided into two parts: (a) declaration of AND for the previousrude year on the
quantities produced, exported, and imported of each Schedule 3 cheogether

with a quantitative specification of imports and exports for each country irt;cwvel

(b) declaration of plant sites producing Schedule 3 chemicals @fbvwennes per
annum. AND for Schedule 3 chemicals will be discussed subsequentyhér with

Schedule 2 AND.

As of 31 December 2002, States Parties declared total produé€tiohedule 3
chemicals in excess of 3.5 million tonnes per annum whereas, appi@yima
0.4 million tonnes of export/import of Schedule 3 chemicals per annunbéea
declared.

As of 31 December 2002, 34 States Parties had declared 497 gamirsducing

Schedule 3 chemicals above the declaration threshold, of which 437 ifdanvere

found to be above the verification threshold. Eighty-two percent3g0) of the

declared and inspectable plant sites are located in seven Baties, each of which
has 10 or more Schedule 3 plant sites. The total number of declareaipts grew
marginally, from 395 to 497.

Issues in relation to Schedule 3 declarations

Late submission of ADAA covering Schedule 3 chemical activitiesng the next
year may create a “declaration data gap” for inspection plaratitige beginning of
that year. The Secretariat has repeatedly reported tootlneciCon this issue, which
relates to the provision of paragraph 3, Part VIII of the VetificeAnnex, requiring
that Schedule 3 plant sites be selected for on-site inspections basiseof ADPA
for the previous year or of ADAA for the following year (EC-XX{6, dated

2 October 2000; and EC-XXII/DG.11, dated 5 December2000; and paragraph 36 of

EC-XXVII/DG.10, dated 4 December 2001).

The impact of this ADAA problem on the verification activitieshef Secretariat may
be reduced if an understanding could be agreed upon that: (a) Stdtes Rl
continue to submit their declarations on anticipated activities os fimaccordance
with their obligations under the Convention, and (b) until the annual decfaxat
anticipated activities regarding a plant site activity ienesd, the Secretariat would
tentatively base its inspection planning on the previously declaredmiation
regarding the same plant site (e.g. the information provided in the ADPA).

Prompted by the discussions of the issue of the late submission of ADAA, taedate
timing of submissions of the ADAA for the year 2002, involving Schedule 3
chemicals, improved considerably in 2001, as compared to the situa000n By

31 December 2001, 33 of the expected 34 States Parties, under Paof YH#
Verification Annex, had submitted their ADAA for 2003. By comparison, under
Part VIl of the Verification Annex, 30 of the expected 32 Statetid® had provided
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8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

their ADAA 2992, Schedule 2 chemicals. In terms of plant sites, freADAA for
2002, the Secretariat had received information covering more tB%h & the
Schedule 3 plant sites and 100% of the Schedule 2 plant sites thahsperetable at
that time.

Transfers of Schedule 3 chemicals

In relation to transfers of Schedule 3 chemicals to States mypt@ahe Convention,

the Conference at its Sixth Session called the attention dbtdtes Parties to their
obligation to require end-use certificates in accordance withrefairements of

paragraph 26, Part VIII of the Verification Annex  (C-VI/DEC.10 edat
17 May 2001). It urged the States Parties to adopt their nationalatemi and

administrative measures, as appropriate, and to inform the Setrethout the

measures taken, in accordance with paragraph 5 of Article VII. oAs
31 December 2002, an update of the survey of the contents of all submmssidas
under paragraph 5 of Article VII showed that 42 States Partizdydaw required

end-use certificates for transfers of Schedule 3 chemicalsatesShot party. The
Conference further decided that, without prejudice to the right ofState Party to

adopt a more restrictive approach, the requirements for end-useatedi were not

required:

(@) for products containing 30 % or less of a Schedule 3 chemical; and

(b)  for products identified as consumer goods that had been packed fosatgail
for personal use, or that had been packed for individual use.

In relation to paragraph 27, Part VIII of the Verification Annakich requires the
Conference to consider the need for other measures regardingrmsarfsEchedule 3
chemicals to States not party to the Convention, informal consulsatvere held in
the industry cluster. No conclusions had been reached by 31 December 2002.

Boundaries of Production and Captive Use:

As noted in the discussions about the Schedule 2 regime, a decsslmeehaadopted

by the Council in relation to boundaries of production that the production of a
Schedule 2 or Schedule 3 chemical is understood, for declaration putpdsehkjde

all the steps involved in the production of a chemical in any unttinmhe same
plant through chemical reaction, including any associated pracésse purification,
separation, extraction, distillation, or refining) in which the chaiii not converted
into another chemical. The exact nature of any associated p{ecgspurification,
etc.) is not required to be declared. The same decision adpiife definitions of
how to declare processing and consumption in Schedule 2 plants. (EC-31/DEC
dated 11 December 2002). Consultations about captive use continued in thwy indus
cluster into 2003.

Verification activities under Part VIII of the Verification Annex

During the period between EIF and 31 December 2002 the Setreteniucted
100 Schedule 3 inspections, which began in 1998. Only two uncertainties were
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identified during one inspection which referred to, the verificatiorhefabsence of
Schedule 1 chemicals and the purposes of production. Both these issiges w
clarified during the reporting period. In all other Schedulespections, mandated
inspection aims were achieved, and no major issues were encountered.

8.11 As reported in subparagraph 4.10.of Part | of the Status ImplernerR&gport (SIR)
to the Council at its Sixteenth session (EC-XVI/HP/DG.1, dated®&ust 1999), the
random selection methodologies used by the Secretariat foticele€ Schedule 3
plant sites for inspections in 1998 and during early 1999 were a ohgsacern to
some States Parties. These were related to the inclustbe Secretariat’'s database
of declared, as opposed to inspectable Schedule 3 plant sites, which could
theoretically result in the selection of a State Party wdidmot have any inspectable
Schedule 3 plant sites, and the removal of States Parties frasatdizase after their
selection for inspection purposes, This could reduce the probabilityrfioe States
Parties to be selected for inspection, particularly if theyl&uapge numbers of declared
Schedule 3 plant sites. In light of these concerns from Staities? the issue of
selection of Schedule 3 plant sites was included for discussion in the industey. clust

8.12 The consultations held on this issue resulted in a consensus anmesgPatées in
support of a two-stage computer-assisted modified random seleatbodology. In
the first step, a State Party is selected on the basisadéetion probability factor that
is calculated on the basis of 0.5 times (the square root of the noftemspectable
plant sites) plus 1. A facility is then selected fromimdipectable facilities declared
by this State Party by random selection, whereby the protyabili selecting a
particular plant site is dependent on the factors listed in sulfyppfa 14(b) of
Part VIl of the Verification Annex. This methodology was adoftedhe Council at
its Sixteenth Session (EC-XVII/DEC.7, dated 1 December 1999) anbdeasused
since 1999 to select Schedule 3 plant sites for inspection.

8.13 Due to the aforementioned fact that the receipt of ADPA foptéeous calendar
year is not required until 31 March, the selection must awaitstadleshment of an
inspectable Schedule 3 plant site database; this means tltéibsslavill be made in
the second quarter of the year. Through the end of 31 December 2082ctbtriat
had directed that repeat selections of Schedule 3 plant sitesl $lgodeferred until a
greater number of Schedule 3 plant sites had received an inspethandirective
may be reconsidered in the light of discussions in the IndustryeClostthe same
issue in relation to the selection of OCPF plant sites to be inspected.

Status of Facility Agreements under Part VIII of the Verification Annex

8.14 As of 31 December 2002, no State Party had requested & fagildement for a
Schedule 3 plant site.

Aggregate National Data

8.15 The declaration of AND is stipulated in paragraph 1 of ParaMll paragraph 1 of
Part VIII of the Verification Annex. For States Partieshwdeclarable facilities, this
AND complements the information provided in the facility declarst. For States
Parties without declarable facilities under Parts VIl and,\lut which engage in
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activities involving scheduled chemicals, the import data submiiteder these
provisions are the sole source which the Secretariat can udatéomonitoring. In
principle, AND is useful to validate data contained in facilitycldeations, and
illustrates past transactions between States Parties invoseigedule 2 and 3
chemicals. It does not, however, provide for the actual monitoringobf sansfers.
AND is the only declaration source for the Secretariat latiom to transfers of
scheduled chemicals to States not party.

8.16 The declaration of AND serves as a confidence-building measareombination
with other means stipulated under the Convention (prohibitions in relation to Schedule
2 chemicals effective 29 April 2000, end use certificates ftie@ae 3 chemicals),
they are also intended to address CW-proliferation concerns.

8.17 Schedule 2 AND includes annual data on the production, processing, ptosum
import and export of each Schedule 2 chemical, including a quantitpgedisation
of annual exports and imports per country involved. AND for SchedulerBichls
relates to production, exports and imports only, but the provisions arewvisther
identical to those for Schedule 2 chemicals. AND data for produgirmeessing,
and consumption have their equivalent in the data available from Seh2duwid 3
plant site declarations.

8.18 The Secretariat has noted that both the States Parties involaedansfer had not
always provided the required data. Furthermore, the information eeclay
exporting and importing States Parties regarding their Schatsdbedule 3 transfers
often did not match, even when both parties that were involved, provided the
transfer data. Approximately 78 % of the export/import data dardelcby the end
2002 did not match. The Secretariat reported this issue to the Council
(EC-XXIII/S.1, dated 12 January 2001). The Secretariat compheddgregate
production figures declared by States Parties with the meiemtormation available
from open sources, which had indicated further significant differentteappeared
that the lack of widely accepted common standards on the methodseatinglland
calculating such information has made the assessment of subimittenation rather
difficult.

8.19 One such issue is that States Parties had different indiget as to the
requirements for national aggregation data that was submittedN&s The
Convention does not establish any rules to that end (it speaksnoufds” only).
Some States Parties have chosen to apply the same threshdliseasised for
facility declarations when their AND is being collected and stibtch On the other
hand, some States Parties essentially aggregate all theadatlable to them,
irrespective of the amounts involved.

8.20 The Secretariat had already reported to the Council (EC/%XI] dated
12 January 2001) that the discrepancies for Schedule 2 and Schedule 3 shamical
the highest for those chemicals which were traded in high volumes.

9 Either because only one of the two States pairigdved submitted any data, or because the amsount
declared by two States Parties involved differedroye than 20%.
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8.21 Both States Parties and the Secretariat identified sdaetats that contributed to
either the absence of AND declarations, or to mismatches thaftrredcin

declarations of transferred amounts of Schedule 2/Schedule 3 clemical

An assessment is depicted in the chart below.
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8.22 The relative impact of each of the factors identified could netlizbdly determined
during the period under review. However, it is likely that some iaddit factors may
be identified based on the inputs received from States Partiesview of the
Secretariat, some of the factors mentioned above, particlharigifferent calculation
methods used by States Parties, could be resolved within the foaknent/
Convention. The Secretariat views the current degree of incongisteat is
observed regarding declared AND quantities as significant. sSeateties have lately
begun to take steps to provide more precise declaration data.

8.23 Recognising that a common approach to AND declarations wassamgceStates
Parties under the direction of the Council within the framework of Itlgeistry
Cluster held consultations on the issue. A decision was reachieti addressed

AND for the production, processing, consumption, import and export of Schedule 2

chemicals and the import and export of Schedule 3 chemicals (C-7ABE@ated

10 October 2002.) No decision could be taken on Schedule 3 Production AND

declarations and consultations on this issue will be continued in 2003.

8.24 The enacting and/or further improvement of implementing legislatiod
administrative measures by States Parties should improviniing tand accuracy of
the data collected which, together with decision C-7/DEC.14, dat€@ttiber 2002
should resolve some of the mismatches in AND as noted above.
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9. OTHER CHEMICAL PRODUCTION FACILITIES
Declarations

9.1 The declaration requirements under Part IX of the VerificatiomeA are
significantly different from those defined in Parts VI, VII, VI of the Verification
Annex. Under Part IX of the Verification Annex, no annual declamatif anticipated
activities is required. The Secretariat has interpreteaigpaph 3 of Part 1X to mean
that after the declarations for plant sites producing DOC/PSkichks above the
declaration threshold have been submitted in the initial declaratiosobmission
of the information is required until a change has occurred amadraml update needs
to be submitted. It should be noted that one State Party haallfodisagreed with
this position, and two other State Parties, through their delegatiores,elxpressed
their view that an opportunity must be made for submission of an upatdteyear at
the same time as the ADPA, and that therefore, similar toatbe of Schedule 3 sites,
OCPF plant sites would only be liable for selection for inspectfter 31 March of
any given year, and provided they exceeded the inspection threshbilel previous
calendar year. This would create a delay in the ability ofSteretariat to select
OCPF plant sites until after the first quarter of the year.

9.2 By the end of period under review, 60 States Parties hadetbdd 17 plant sites
producing DOC/PSF chemicals above the declaration threshold, and &8 Feties
declared 3,990 plant sites above the verification threshold. 83% of ¢teedkeand
inspectable plant sites are located in 10 States Parties.

Verification activities under Part 1X of the Verification Annex:

9.3 A total of 97 OCPF inspections were conducted during the period uemew,
which began on 29 April 2000. The inspection procedures were those described in the
Secretariat non-paper dated 5 April 2000, entitled “lllustrative ktspe Procedures
for Inspection of DOC/PSF Plant Sites”; these procedures apdar function
satisfactorily during the period under review. No uncertaintiesiroed during
inspections. Issues requiring further attention were primiaritglation to corrections
needed in the declared data.

9.4  During these inspections, States Parties disclosed the nami® ahemicals
produced at the inspected plants and provided production records to mspeatns
to assess the quantities produced in the previous year. In thefaase inspection
where the production records were not available, consumption recordfiefor t
intermediate consumed to produce polymers was provided; in another base the
inspected State Party did not want to disclose the production détg,cathisumption
data was provided to the inspection team as an alternative.leViéleof technical
information assessed during the inspections varied, but was alwéggeatto allow
inspection teams to determine that the activities at thesegesitwere in accordance
with the provisions of the Convention.

9.5 Although the Convention provides for access to the plant(s) under tlse ofule
managed access, and to the rest of the plant site after thetatsjstate Party has
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agreed to this, in practice, during the reporting period litttierdince was observed
by inspection teams between managed access to the plantsraed acgcess to the
rest of the plant site, granted by the inspected States Parties.

The majority of the OCPF inspections took place at sites wit@ plants at which
there was no production of PSF chemicals. Many of these itxiltere dedicated to
chemicals produced in bulk such as urea, methanol, formaldehyde andalinga
benezene sulfonate (soap). These, in opinion of the Secretariat littte relevance

to the non-proliferation interests of the Convention. On the other handwieeee
some PSF facilities within the OCPF plant sites that pesdesulti-purpose plants
with features that could provide a platform for the production of Schedhtdicals.

The Secretariat and States Parties recognised thaiuitdwe more productive to
focus on the selection of those facilities from all declar€PP plant sites. The
developments in relation to selection of OCPFs for inspectiorbeiliscussed later
in this report.

Issues in relation to Inspections of OCPFs

Production by synthesis:

Inspection teams observed that some States Parties haveedidelalities that
produced chemicals using biologically or biochemically mediated mesesThere is
no consensus amongst States Parties on the question of whether RdDGset
“produced by synthesis” should include those chemicals that are prodyced
biological and/or biochemically mediated process. This issueet@sed to the SAB
for its assessment and recommendation. The SAB concluded thatubesfmuld be
the chemical that is produced and not on the method employed bwdhty fto
produce it and that facilities producing DOCs using biologicallgiated processes
should also be declared. A group of experts from the StatessPaidmissed this
issue and disagreed with this conclusion. The Council concurred wittetheof the
expert group, but also noted the Director-General’s view thassioe ishould be kept
under review (paragraph 13.1 of EC-XIX/6, dated 3 May 2000; and EC-X3XD
dated 14 March 2000).

Random selection process

Since OCPF inspections were budgeted for in the Programme wagetB2000

(C-IVIDEC.23, dated 2 July 1999), the Secretariat and States s iartive Industry

Cluster considered ways in which to implement the provisions of @griadrl of Part
IX of the Verification Annex, that provides for the random selectbidDOC/PSF

plant sites for inspection using three distinct weighting facexaifable geographical
distribution, information available to the Secretariat on thediglant sites, and the
States Parties’ proposals on a basis to be agreed upon).

After several months of discussion, a two stage random seleaibiodology was
adopted in which, like for Schedule 3 plant sites, the State Payselected first,
followed by the selection of a plant site from the pool of dediglant sites within
the State Party (EC-XIX/DEC/CRP.11, dated 4 April 2000). AngteStParty’s
probability of selection was proportional to: the cube root of the nurobets
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inspectable facilities; the facility’s production range; anbetler the plant site
contained any PSF plant, and it was inversely proportional to thbarurhtimes the
plant site had been selected in the past. This procedure wasintdeNovember
2001, when the Secretariat, in order to enhance the geographic distribbhioged
the first stage of the selection methodology to a totally randegecteon of States
Parties.

9.10 The second stage of the selection methodology had resultedsaietigon of a large
number of facilities that were dedicated to the production of kaoyjene chemicals
in plants which, in the view of the Secretariat, had littlevahce to the Convention.
Therefore, the Secretariat undertook studies (a Secretariat penguathis issue was
distributed during the Industry Cluster meeting held on 8 October 2001ig¢h w
resulted in a plant site selection methodology that uses weidghttays that lead to a
higher probability that medium-range production facilities, which are chéyniare
relevant, will be selected. Some of the factors used in the rasdl@ction process
are: a weighting factor of seven accounting for the preserie8efplants on the plant
site, and the use of higher weighting factors for SITC product dodgsoduct types
relating to chemicals of higher relevance to the intere$tshe Convention’s
verification system. To minimise the chances of a Statey Paihg reselected, an
inverse proportionality was added for facilities that had previousgnhbnspected.
This methodology increases the probability of selecting releviastfsom 12% using
the methdology described in EC-XIX/DEC/CRP.11, dated 4 April 2000 to 40%.
The Director-General approved the Secretariat's use from NoveB@fH of this
second-stage methodology. In addition, the Council, at its Twenty-SeSeasion,
recognised that this plant site selection methodology wildl lea an improved
weighting factor for those OCPFs that are most relevathet@onvention (paragraph
13.3 of EC-XXVII/3, dated 7 December 2001.

9.11 None of the OCPF selection methodologies used by the Setrelanizg the
reporting period included the use of information available to thee&ei@mt (see
paragraph 11(b) of Part IX of the Verification Annex, other thanagedlinformation,
or proposals by States Parties as foreseen under subparagrapbf PHt)IX of the
Verification Annex. However, States Parties, in addition to providorgments and
national papers in relation to the Secretariat’'s two-stagbadelogies, have made
contributions in relation to the incorporation of paragraphs 11 (b) and)laf (
Part IX of the Verification Annex.

9.12 Belgium provided a national paper (dated 17 January 2000) that suggested
paragraph 11(c) of Part IX of the Verification Annex might be implementexityng
to the first stage of the Secretariat’s two stage selegtiocess a factor which would
increase the probability that a State Party would be selecsddlon secret ballot
nominations of State Parties by other States Parties.

9.13 The United States of America, in its non-paper (dated 22 Januarys2@@@sted a
computer-assisted methodology which directly selected plantfsiteaspection, in
contrast to the two-stage methodologies in which the State fardeselected first,
followed by the selection of the plant sites. In this methodologypribleability that a
plant site would be selected was based on the weighting fachots.aecounting for
one-third of the total. The first was a geographic weightajor related to the
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number of inspectable OCPFs in a given State Party; the secandelated to
information available to the Secretariat, including non-declaredniaton; the third
was based on nomination points for specific OCPF plant sites

The paper from the United States of America was followed onréhMe02 by a
Swiss paper that proposed a two-stage computer assistedosetaethodology, the
process of which is similar to the current methodology usethé\Secretariat, but
with significant differences in the weighting factors usedtfa selection of States
Parties. The first stage assigned higher selection probabiiti&tates Parties that
were not receiving inspections under Parts VI, VII, or VIl of Wezification Annex.
The provisions of paragraph 11(c) would be incorporated into the first stape
process by assigning higher probabilities to State Partieqadldasubmitted either no
declarations or late declarations or that had been nominateddrySitties Parties, in
accordance with the previously described Belgian proposal. ABeirSécretariat
methodologies, the second stage after the States Parties haselead would be
the selection of the OCPF plant site(s) per selected Btaty, using exclusively
declared information.

These proposals by States Parties were under discussionndusiey Cluster at the
close of the period under review and consultations were scheduled to cantinue
2003.

As noted under the section on selection of Schedule 3 plant sitespection, the
Secretariat’s policy has been not to re-inspect OCPF pléeg #hat have been
reselected. This was implemented because very few of the taislge©CPF plant
sites have yet been selected. However, it must be pointed outehanited States of
America’s selection methodology paper, noted in paragraph 9.13 abovepmesvisi
repeat inspections in a given year, and thus this policy may bewezliby the
Secretariat or by the Council in the future.
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Annex 2
Inspection Summary, EIF to 31 December 2002
Data as of EIF + 2074
31 December 200210
NUMBER OF NUMBER INSPECTOR
INSPECTIONS OF SITES DAYS
COMPLETED
ACW 20 16 564
CWDF 306 23 50,181
CWPF 267 63 5,286
CWSF 184 33 6,380
DHCw1 4 0 291
OCPF 97 97 1,856
EDCW2 1 0 10
OoCw 43 26 917
SCHED1 107 33 1,934
SCHED2 198 183 5,827
SCHED3 100 100 1,014
TOTAL 1,327 574 75,160 |

10 Note: 1 Inspector Year = 1 Inspector per 1 daplent day (including travel days).
Inspector Days for ongoing inspectians estimated values.
51 State Parties have been inspectee &lF.
*. None of these inspections take place at sitastiave not received an inspection in the past.

11 Destruction of hazardous CW
12 Emergency destruction of CW



Annex 3
Inspection Summary EIF 1997 — 31 December 2002

STATE PARTY ACW CWDF CWPF CWSF DHCW DOC EDCW oCcwW SCHED1 SCHED2 SCHED3 TOTAL
ALGERIA 3 3
ARGENTINA 4 4
AUSTRALIA 1 3 1 4 9
AUSTRIA 1 1 2
BELARUS 2 1 3
BELGIUM 2 2 3 1 3 11
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 2 2
BRAZIL 1 2 3 6
BULGARIA 2 1 1 4
CANADA 5 2 5 12
CHILE 2 1 3
CHINA 16 2 1 10 21 9 59
COSTA RICA 1 1
CROATIA 4 4
CZECH REPUBLIC 5 2 7
DENMARK 1 1
ESTONIA 2 2
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA 2 1 2 5
FINLAND 3 7 2 12
FRANCE 10 6 5 18 7 47
GERMANY 15 29 7 51
HUNGARY 1 4 5
INDIA 38 21 13 4 2 7 85
IRAN 2 5 1 1 9
IRELAND 2 3 5
ITALY 2 5 23 3 33
JAPAN 5 1 4 4 24 8 46
LITHUANIA 1 1
MEXICO 2 1 3
MOROCCO 2 2
NETHERLANDS 1 4 7 2 14
NEW ZEALAND 2 1 3
NORWAY 4 5 1 10
PANAMA 1 1
POLAND 1 5 3 9
STATE PARTY ACW CWDF CWPF CWSF DHCW DOC EDCW oCcwW SCHED1 SCHED2 SCHED3 TOTAL
REPUBLIC OF KOREA 102
ROMANIA 3 3 6
e g ?%
QD |
Q3 e
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o wo
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RUSSIAN FEDERATION 35 106 35 3 185
SAUDI ARABIA 2 2
SINGAPORE 2 2 1 5
SLOVAK REPUBLIC 3 4 1 8
SLOVENIA 3 8
SOUTH AFRICA 2 6 1 9
SPAIN 4 3 3 10
SWEDEN 1 4 1 1 6
SWITZERLAND 3 11 3 17
TURKEY 3 1 4
UKRAINE 5 5
UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN 20 9 12 5 52
AND NORTHERN IRELAND
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 219 86 75 13 31 434
UZBEKISTAN 1 1 2

1,327




Annex 4

LIST OF CHEMICAL AGENTS DECLARED AND DESTROYED (as of 31 December 2002)

COMMON NAME

. ) CONVENTION Quantity Declared | Quantity Destroyed
IUPAC Name of Chemical of Chemical
Schedule (MT) (MT)
Category 1
O-isopropyl methylphosphonofluoridate GB (sarin) Sch.1: A (1) 15,048.127 5,078.600
O-pinacolyl methylphosphonofluoridate;
. . GD (soman) Sch.1: A (1) 9,174.667
(O-(1,2,2-trimethylpropyl)-methylphosphonofluoridat
O-ethyl N,N-dimethyl Phosphoramidocyanidate GA (1ap Sch.1: A (2) 2.283 0.379
O-ethyl S-2-diisopropylaminoethyl methyl phosphdroliate VX Sch.1: A(3) 4,032.136 323.677
O-isobutyl-S-[2-(diethylamino) ethyl] methylthiopsghonate VX Sch.1:A(3) 15,557.937
0O-ethyl S-2-(dimethylamino)ethyl methylphosphonotate EA 1699 Sch.1: A (3) 0.002
sulfur mustard, mustard gas, H, HD, mustal
bis(2-chloroethyl) sulfide L 9 Sch.1: A (4) 13,838.813 467.150
gas in oil product
. . ) . . . . _ Sch.1: A (4)
mixture of bis (2-chloroethyl) sulfide and 2-chleihoyldichloroarsine mixture of mustard gas and Bte Sch.i: A (5) 273.259
mixture of bis (2-chloroethyl) sulfide and 2-chlgnayldichloroarsine in 1,2- mixture of mustard gas and lewisite in Sch.1: A (4) 71.392
dichloroethane dichloroethane Sch.1: A (5) '
2-chlorovinyldichlorarsine =
lewisite, L Sch.1: A (5) 6,744.645
methylphosphonyl difluoride
DF Sch.1: B (9) 443.967 3.791
O-ethyl O-2-diisopropylaminoethyl methylphosphonite QL Sch.1: B (10) 46.227 0.477
mixture of 60% bis (2-chloroethyl) sulfide and 4®4(2-chloroethylthioethyl) ethe HT Sch.1: A (4) 3,535.536
Mixture of 72% isopropyl alcohol and 28% isopropylae OPA non-scheduled 730.545 460.859
unknown unknown 4.641 0.001
toxic waste (degraded sulfur mustard) 0.94
Total Category 1 69,505.117 6,334.934
Category 2
2-chloro-ethane -1-ol 2-chloroethanol Non-scheduled 302 131.819
bis(2-hydroxyethyl) sulfide thiodiglycol Sch.2: B (13) 51 51.000

) ) abed
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COMMON NAME

. ) CONVENTION Quantity Declared Quantity Destroyed
IUPAC Name of Chemical of Chemical
Schedule (MT) (MT)
carbonyl dichloride phosgene Sch.3:A(1) 10.616 0.966
Total Category 2 363.616 183.785
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Annex 5
DECLARABLE AND INSPECTABLE SCHEDULE 2 FACILITIES
(as of 31 December 2002)
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Annex 6

DECLARABLE AND INSPECTABLE SCHEDULE 3 FACILITIES
(as of 31 December 2002)
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Annex 7

DECLARABLE AND INSPECTABLE DOC/PSF FACILITIES
(as of 31 December 2002)
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Annex 8

STATUS OF SUBMISSION BY STATES PARTIES OF INITIAL DECLARATI ONS AND NOTIFICATIONS

Information as of 31 December 2002
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Convention Articles/Parts of Natioqal Nationa[ N“mbef o
No. State Party Entry Into Force e 1 Authority |Implementing| Points of
the Verification Annex 0D 3 4
Details Legislation Entry
1 |Albania 29-Apr-97 11, VI v?>
2 |Algeria 29-Apr-97 I, VI v 1
3 |Argentina 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
4 |Armenia 29-Apr-97 [, Vi v 1
5 |Australia 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 3
6 |Austria 29-Apr-97 1, VI v v 1
7 |Azerbaijan 30-Mar-00 I, VI v
8 |Bahrain 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
9 |Bangladesh 29-Apr-97 I, VI v
10 [Belarus 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
11 [Belgium 29-Apr-97 1, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 3
12 [Benin 13-Jun-98 [, VI
13 |Bolivia 13-Sept-98 I, Vi v
14 |Bosnia and Herzegovina 29-Apr-97 [, v, VI v
15 |Botswana 30-Sept-98 i, Vi
16 |Brazil 29-Apr-97 i, Vi v v 3
17 [Brunei Darussalam 27-Aug-97 1, VI 2
18 [Bulgaria 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
19 [Burkina Faso 07-Aug-97 1, VI v 2
20 (Burundi 04-Oct-98 1] v
21 |Cameroon 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
22 |Canada 29-Apr-97 I, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 6
23 |Chile 29-Apr-97 [, Vi v v 1
24 |China 29-Apr-97 I, V, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 1




Information as of 31 December 2002

Convention Articles/Parts of Nation_al National_ '\'“”_‘bef of
No. State Party Entry Into Force e 1 Authority |Implementing| Points of
the Verification Annex D S 3 4
Details Legislation Entry
25 |Colombia 05-May-00 1] v
26 |Cook Islands 29-Apr-97 [, VI v 1
27 |Costa Rica 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
28 |Cote d’lvoire 29-Apr-97 1] v 1
29 |Croatia 29-Apr-97 I, VI v v 3
30 |Cuba 29-May-97 [, VI v v 1
31 |Cyprus 27-Sept-98 i, VI v 3
32 |Czech Republic 29-Apr-97 1, VI v v 1
33 |Denmark 29-Apr-97 I, VI v v 1
34 |Dominica 14-Mar-01 I, VI v
35 |Ecuador 29-Apr-97 [, VI v 1
36 |El Salvador 29-Apr-97 I, VI v
37 |Equatorial Guinea 29-Apr-97 1, VI
38 |Eritrea 15-Mar-00 i, Vi
39 |Estonia 25-Jun-99 I, Vi v v 1
40 |Ethiopia 29-Apr-97 [, VI v 1
41 |Fiji 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
42 |Finland 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
43 [France 29-Apr-97 I, v, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 17
44 |Gabon 08-Oct-00 [, VI v
45 |Gambia 18-Jun-98 1, Vi
46 |Georgia 29-Apr-97 I, VI v v 1
47 |Germany 29-Apr-97 1, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 5
48 |Ghana 08-Aug-97 [, VI v
49 |Greece 29-Apr-97 [, Vi v 3
50 [Guinea 09-Jul-97 [, VI
51 |Guyana 12-Oct-97 [, VI v
52 |Holy See 11-Jun-99 [, VI v 1
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Information as of 31 December 2002

Convention Articles/Parts of Nation_al National_ '\'“”_‘bef of
No. State Party Entry Into Force e 1 Authority |Implementing| Points of
the Verification Annex D S 3 4
Details Legislation Entry
53 [Hungary 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 2
54 |Iceland 29-Apr-97 1, VI v v 1
55 |India 29-Apr-97 I, 1v, v, Vi v v 1
56 |Indonesia 12-Dec-98 I, VI v
57 |Iran (Islamic Republic of) 03-Dec-97 1, v, Vi v 1
58 |Ireland 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 2
59 |Italy 29-Apr-97 I, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 6
60 [Jamaica 08-Oct-00 I, Vi v 4
61 |Japan 29-Apr-97 1, V, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 5
62 [Jordan 28-Nov-97 i, Vi v 1
63 |Kazakhstan 22-Apr-00 [, VI v
64 [Kenya 29-Apr-97 [, Vi v 2
65 |Kiribati 07-Oct-00 Il
66 [Kuwait 28-Jun-97 I, Vi v
67 |Lao People’s Democratic 29-Apr-97 I, VI
Republic
68 [Latvia 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
69 |Lesotho 29-Apr-97 I, VI v
70 [Liechtenstein 24-Dec-99 [, VI v
71 |Lithuania 15-May-98 1, VI v v 1
72 |Luxembourg 29-Apr-97 1, Vi v v 1
73 [Malawi 11-Jul-98 [, VI
74 |Malaysia 20-May-00 I, VI
75 |Maldives 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
76 [Mali 29-Apr-97 I, VI v
77 [Malta 29-Apr-97 [, Vi v v 4
78 [Mauritania 11-Mar-98 1, Vi
79 |Mauritius 29-Apr-97 [, VI v 1
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Information as of 31 December 2002

Convention Articles/Parts of Nation_al National_ '\'“”_‘bef of
No. State Party Entry Into Force e 1 Authority |Implementing| Points of
the Verification Annex D S 3 4
Details Legislation Entry
80 |Mexico 29-Apr-97 [, Vi v v 1
81 |Micronesia (Federated States ¢f) 21-Jul-99 1, VI
82 [Monaco 29-Apr-97 i, Vi v v 1
83 |Mongolia 29-Apr-97 [, VI v 1
84 [Morocco 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 8
85 |Mozambique 14-Sept-00
86 |Namibia 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
87 [Nauru 12-Dec-01
88 [Nepal 18-Dec-97 1] v
89 |Netherlands 29-Apr-97 I, VI v v 6
90 |New Zealand 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
91 |Nicaragua 05-Dec-99 I, Vi
92 |Niger 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
93 |Nigeria 19-Jun-99 1] v 2
94 (Norway 29-Apr-97 1, Vi v v 2
95 [Oman 29-Apr-97 I, Vi v v 1
96 [Pakistan 27-Nov-97 1, VI v v 1
97 |Panama 06-Nov-98 I, VI, VA-IV(B) v v
98 |Papua New Guinea 29-Apr-97 l, Vi
99 |Paraguay 29-Apr-97 1, VI v
100Peru 29-Apr-97 1, Vi v v 1
101 Philippines 29-Apr-97 i, VI v 2
102Poland 29-Apr-97 I, Vi v v 3
103 Portugal 29-Apr-97 i, VI v 3
104 Qatar 03-Oct-97 [, VI
105Republic of Korea 29-Apr-97 1, VI v v 1
106/Republic of Moldova 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
107|Romania 29-Apr-97 I, Vi v v 2
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Information as of 31 December 2002

Convention Articles/Parts of Nation_al National_ '\'“”_‘bef of
No. State Party Entry Into Force e 1 Authority |Implementing| Points of
the Verification Annex D S 3 4
Details Legislation Entry
108Russian Federation 05-Dec-97 I, 1Iv, V, Vi v v 1
109 Saint Lucia 29-Apr-97 1, VI
110 San Marino 09-Jan-00 i, VI v v
111Saudi Arabia 29-Apr-97 I, VI v
112 Senegal 19-Aug-98 VI
113 Seychelles 29-Apr-97 1]
114 Singapore 20-Jun-97 1, VI v v 1
115Slovakia 29-Apr-97 I, VI v v 2
116/Slovenia 11-Jul-97 [, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 1
117|South Africa 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
118 Spain 29-Apr-97 i, VI v v 2
119 Sri Lanka 29-Apr-97 [, VI v 1
120 Sudan 23-Jun-99 [, VI v
121Suriname 29-Apr-97 1]
122/ Swaziland 29-Apr-97 [, VI v
123 Sweden 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 2
124 Switzerland 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
125Tajikistan 29-Apr-97 [, VI
126The former Yugoslav Republic 20-Jul-97 RY 3
of Macedonia
127|Togo 29-Apr-97 [, VI
128Trinidad and Tobago 24-Jul-97 I, VI
129Tunisia 29-Apr-97 1, VI v 1
130 Turkey 11-Jun-97 I, VI v v 2
131 Turkmenistan 29-Apr-97 Il
132Uganda 30-Dec-01
133 Ukraine 15-Nov-98 I, VI v v 1
134 United Arab Emirates 28-Dec-00 [, VI
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Information as of 31 December 2002

Convention Articles/Parts of Nation_al National_ '\'“”_‘bef of

No. State Party Entry Into Force e 1 Authority |Implementing| Points of
the Verification Annex oD S 3 4
Details Legislation Entry

135United Kingdom 29-Apr-97 I, v, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 6
136|United Republic of Tanzania 25-Jul-98 1]
137|United States 29-Apr-97 1, Iv, V, VI, VA-IV(B) v v 2
138 Uruguay 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
139 Uzbekistan 29-Apr-97 [, VI v v 1
140 Venezuela 02-Jan-98 [, Vi
141Viet Nam 30-Oct-98 [, VI v 3
142'Yemen 01-Nov-00 1l
143Yugoslavia 20-May-00 [, v, VI v 1
144 Zambia 11-Mar-01
145Zimbabwe 29-Apr-97 1, VI v v 1

Articles of, and Parts of the Verification AnnéXA) to, the Convention, which are referenced ifs tbolumn, denote the types of chemical
activities declared by a State Party in its initlatlaration, e.g. CW-related activity under Agglll, 1V or V, or chemical industry activity unde
Article VI. An empty cell indicates that an initideclaration has yet to be submitted. Informaiiothis column is provided in conformity with
the requirements of the OPCW confidentiality regime

Ref.: Article VII, paragraph 4.

Ref.: Article VII, paragraph 5.

Ref.: Verification Annex, Part Il, paragraph 16.

The mark ¥ " in a cell denotes that the information requirgdthe Convention has been provided by the Statty Raquestion, while a blank cell
indicates that such information has yet to be rexki
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