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Mr Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen,

In 1899, 26 nations attending the First Hague Peace Conference dexlaretiibition
against the use of poison gas, marking the birth of a dream of & iwavhich such weapons
would be banned forever. Almost one hundred years later, on 29 April #risfydiiment
of that dream became a reality with the entry into force of @memical Weapons
Convention. It is thus an immense privilege and honour for me to becagpeak to you
today as the first Director-General of the Convention’s implemgritody - the Organisation
for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons and to inform you about the stidcessich of
the momentous task of eliminating chemical weapons.

Why does the Chemical Weapons Convention hold such promise when previowsshefiert
been less than successful? The answer lies in its unique gualitis the first multilateral
treaty to be simultaneously comprehensive, non-discriminatory and abéifi It is
comprehensive in that it aims to eliminate an entire categomeapons of mass destruction
within specific pre-determined time-frames. It is non-disaratory in that all States Parties
to the Convention, without exception, relinquish the right to engage inhanyical weapons
related activities. The Convention is verifiable in that it provifigson-site inspections,
including short notice challenge inspections to clarify and resolvejaestions concerning
possible non-compliance.

It is therefore evident that the Convention has broken new ground in tloey hedt
disarmament and the elimination of weapons of mass destruction. idledgaver more than
20 years, the text of the Convention was adopted by the Conference omddismt in
Geneva in a time of hope and optimism. The Cold War had just ended aacsphoth real
and perceived, were falling, paving the way for precisely this ¢§peeaty - negotiated on a
multilateral basis, as opposed to the bipolar accords with whichahié was more familiar.
This in part explains its impressive membership for so young alateral instrument:
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eighty-seven states were party to the Convention upon its entryonce fNow, 100 states
have ratified or acceded and a further 67 have signed the Convention. mhesns of

membership, it is now second only to the Nuclear Non Proliferationy] kghich by the way
had only 47 ratifying states as it entered into force.

The Convention is not only evidence of a new era in internationalorealiut it is also an
important part of the momentum in the field of disarmament whichvtré&l has witnessed
over recent years. Successful implementation of the Chemicagbdlie Convention will be

a key component in the further development and strengthening of a nascadéerbr
international regime to prevent the proliferation of weapons of ihessuction and ensure
confidence regarding their elimination. The Organisation for tlediBition of Chemical
Weapons faces unprecedented challenges as it embarks on the intgiemeof the
Convention. No other international agency of its kind has been constitutedomvide a
mandate. | am happy to be able to be here among you today, however, Hrad aliough

it is indeed early days yet, work is going according to plan and hopes for the future latre brig

Lying at the heart of the Convention is the unique system it sr&ateerify compliance with

its provisions. Essentially, the success of the Convention will depetite®uccess of the
verification regime. | am happy to inform you that solid progressblean registered in the
first six months of operations. During the preparatory phase, it haa &ssumed for
budgetary and planning purposes, that only three states, the Russiaatiéedand the

United States and one unnamed other would declare possession of chesajgahs. In

fact, already seven states have declared either possession datathesapons or the
capability to produce them. This list does not include the other ddclawssessor of
chemical weapons, the Russian Federation, which has yet to rBtifis, a clearer picture is
already emerging about the quantity and locations of chemical weaptwisies, past and

present, in the world - an essential step in the process of thei@velmination of this class
of weapon.

The Secretariat continues to receive a steady flow of infoomé&tbm the States Parties. As
of 30 September, it has received initial declarations from 63sJeatgies. In addition, other
required notifications, such as notification of a state’s Nationdhdity, points of entry for
inspections and standing diplomatic clearance numbers are also ee@ied. Intended
transfers of specified highly toxic chemicals produced in smalhtgies for protective,
medical, pharmaceutical or other peaceful purposes (so called “SeHedtkemicals”) are
also now being declared to the OPCW so that such chemicals can be tracked.

Progress has also been solid as regards the second leg of the Conventimdsamesystem

- on-site inspections. The very first OPCW inspection was launchetl June 1997, just
over a month after entry into force. This took place in the UnitateSat a facility which
had been in the process of destroying its stockpiles of chemicaplon®at the time the
Convention entered into force. Altogether, 80 initial inspections ands isive been
conducted on the territory of 17 states. This includes both chemical weapons relktied fac
and facilities producing Schedule 1 chemicals. The Convention reqgbaegshe initial
inspection of facilities of this type should be completed withinnsonths of its entry into
force, an onerous requirement but nevertheless, one we aim to achievaddition,
permanent monitoring of chemical weapons destruction operations is upddrihkaee CW
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destruction facilities in the United States. More than 100 ingpectvill be completed
before the end of the year.

The OPCW has also been working hard to actively assist stat@®mplementing the
Convention nationally. The declaration requirements for States®aftir example, are
extremely complex and some states have experienced difficutmampiling the requisite
information. Nonetheless, as a result of the combined efforts ¢ésSRarties and the
Secretariat, the momentum has been maintained and the situaticggaadsr national
compliance with all provisions of the Convention continues to improve.

While the verification system forms the core of the work of tH&C®@/, there are other
important tasks to be undertaken, a critical one being the impleimenétArticle XI of the
Convention (Economic and Technological Development). The intimateoredatp between
disarmament and non-proliferation commitments on the one hand, and fuee aind
cooperation for peaceful purposes on the other, is reflected in thideAand it is thus
essential that the careful balance is preserved as the Conventigoiemented. In addition
to providing training courses for personnel of national authorities $0 psrmit them to
properly and effectively implement the Convention at a national |¢hel Secretariat is
working on a number of projects and programs aimed at promoting techoaagration
between States Parties.

None of this is to say that we are without challenges. One ohtis¢ important of these is
the need to develop a culture of transparency as regards the work of the OHEWIe that
the Convention itself requires that confidential information be pratemtd it is true that it
was this reassurance which allowed such an intrusive verificatgians to be accepted in
the first instance. But the preservation of confidential informatiathe field of chemical
industry needs to be balanced with the need to be as open and transpposdilde about
activities in the military field. | have therefore urged&tihtes Parties to strive to overcome
their traditional reluctance to be open, not only to the OPCW but @igee toutside world,
about chemical weapons related matters. If we are to haveetipility as a body capable
of overseeing the elimination of chemical weapons, we must beapletide information
on the Organisation’s activities, and the progress being made infyohgnand destroying
chemical weapons stockpiles and programmes. Our mandate is tot matédential
information, not to perpetuate secrecy. As Director-General ofOREW, one of my
paramount objectives is to transcend these difficulties. Therel@a&dy signs that this is
happening. India, for example, publicly declared its chemical weambai®d activities
while making declarations to the OPCW. Forty-five out of 49 StR@ties which had
submitted their initial declarations by 28 July 1997 agreed to theseel®ef general
information about their declarations. The fact that some of thages shave taken these
courageous decisions in spite of the fact that they perceive caideeecurity threats in
their respective regions highlights their commendable long-rangenviisat only through
personal example and truly global action will the Convention be alaehieve its ultimate
goal of complete universality. | believe that actions such as #mescommendable in their
own respect, and contribute towards demonstrating that the Conventioned imdiking in
a successful manner.

Another fundamental challenge is to promote universality of the ConvenAdneady the
prognosis is good - four of the five permanent members of the UniteédnBle&Security
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Council are States Parties, and the Convention captures the ovemghehajority of the
world’s chemical industry. Unfortunately, some key states remaside, and in that regard
my utmost priority is to facilitate ratification of the Convemtiby the Russian Federation.
With 40,000 agent tonnes of chemical weapons, the presence of the Resigaatién is
essential if the Convention is to fulfil its aim of eliminatimpemical weapons in a
comprehensive manner. The presence of the Russian Federation iegtme Is also
important because of its role in the overall global security amadabecause it is one of the
five permanent members of the Security Council. Reflecting iy@oritance of their
participation, a number of states have offered to assist in thectest process once Russia
is on board. There is progress: The question of ratification iseoBuma’s agenda for the
period 8-22 October. [, and other senior officials travelled to Mosastmhonth to discuss
the matter with the Russian authorities. | am happy to reporhivat is a clear desire on the
part of the Russian Federation to join this Convention. Given the widsgof other states
to assist Russia financially, and the political will which has been demonstratieel Byssian
authorities to join the Convention, | am optimistic that a positive wdteoccur and that we
will see the Russian Federation as a fully fledged membeneofOPCW by the Second
Session of the Conference of the States Parties.

The OPCW'’s efforts in this regard will have to be complemented by thdil’and collective
actions by its Member States. From among the 67 signatorg,stiageratification of the
CWC by the Russian Federatianll have by far the most dramatic impact on the prospects
for the Convention’s ultimate future success. Russia is currémdylargest declared
possessor of chemical weapons in the world, it has one of the lelhgesical industries, is a
permanent member of the UN Security Council and a member of tBe Gty firm
conviction is that its ratification of the CWC will pave the wlay a number of other
ratifications, including those of states neighbouring Russia, whigbresent are clearly
awaiting a political signal from Moscow. The fact that muystfiofficial visit as
Director-General was to the Russian Federation - stillreagigy state, rather than a Member
State of the OPCW - is a measure of the very highest prighitgh | attach to early Russian
ratification of the CWC.

As the Russian Parliament is finalising its debate on CWiizedion, the next few days will
become the litmus test of whether Russia intends to live up tteatkership role on
international security and disarmament issues, or whether ichabbse what is, in my view,
the dangerous path of isolationism. | firmly believe that the Bagseople through their
representatives in Parliament will make the right choice, an@€dmeention will be ratified
now. This is the only outcome which will be consistent with the prgsgquirement for
Russia to integrate - both politically and economically - withrést of the world and not
distance itself from it.

There is no basis whatsoever to question Russia’s support of the Conwadias belief
that the CWC will be instrumental to strengthening Russia’ematisecurity. To start with,
the signing of the CWC in 1993 would have been impossible without theatiRussian
involvement. Chemical weapons are now excluded from the Russiaarynildctrine. The
Russian leadership, including President Yeltsin, has on many occasiditmed its strong
commitment to the CWC. The Russian Parliament on a number oi@tsasiost recently
in April 1997, made important declarations in support of the CWC. The Bated, in
particular, that it “recognises the great international impoetaviche CWC ratification by
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Russia”, “the need to completely exclude the possibility of the use of chemiqadng2aand
“‘intends to make a contribution to the implementation of the Conventionis’godhe

outcome of the ratification debate in Moscow - eagerly awar@ahd the world - will be, of
course, the ultimate test of the validity of these statements.

The Russian Duma has listed four basic concerns which are begigeden the ratification

debate. These were summed up in its Address to the First Seti@enConference of the
States Parties of the OPCW in April 1997. | have recentlytemrito the leadership of the
Russian Parliament setting out my views on each of the four ispémpics of concern

contained in that important document. | believe they will have beeruh&dpthe members

of Parliament in making the right choice in favour of the CWC ratification.

First and foremost among them is the issue of funding for the déstruaf chemical
weapons and the related possibility that Russia might not be atxdeniglete destruction of
its chemical weapons on time

Member States of the OPCW are well aware of the need fnnational assistance for the
destruction of the Russian chemical weapons. The United States arydcountries in
Europe have already announced their offers of help. | believe theimiag Russia ratifies
the CWC - the scope of international assistance will incréasaccordance with the
commitments already made once the Russian CW destruction progra@sisiewell
underway. Some critics contend that international assistance basfanot been sufficient.
However, others see it as seed-corn to provide a jump-start to the destruction project.

| believe it is too early to say at present whether or not Russi be able to complete
destruction of its CW stockpile within the time frames estabtisby the Convention. While
one can not predict the future with certainty, if Russia implemengbligations under the
Convention in good faith, and still would be prevented from completing destrudt its
stockpile due to reasons beyond its control, such force majeure ciatwestwill of course
be taken into account by other Member States. It would run counter $pithiexnd, in this
particular case, to the letter of the CWC to punish a Statg Which is willing to comply
with its obligations under the Convention, but is unable to do so for veryfispaed
objective reasons.

That said, legally speaking, concerns over the costs of destruatiootdirectly linked to
the decision on whether or not Russia should ratify the CWC. Russp@duned to destroy
its chemical weapons anyway. The Parliament has recently ddtiefederal law on
destruction of chemical weapons and the President signed the Dmaoreking the Federal
programme for the destruction of chemical weapons. Therefore, ttnecties of chemical
weapons in Russia is already the law of the land. If Russia chtmskestroy its chemical
weapons stockpile being part of the OPCW it will most probably eéhpyproadest possible
international support and assistance, which it most certainlyatilhave, should it decide to
stay outside the CWC. In the latter case - to comply witbvits internal decisions - Russia
will have to destroy its chemical weapons on its own and in allHied also being subject
to economic sanctions under the Convention. The only real budgetary consegfutree
decision to ratify the CWC, therefore, would be the costs of Rasparticipation in the
OPCW. These costs will be modest, especially compared withadvantages of
membership, including trade in chemicals.
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The second concern mentioned in the Duma’s Address relates to the blitbercosts of
verification of the Russian CW facilities which in accordancth wirticles IV and V of the
Convention has to be borne by Russide final decision on which categories of costs would
have to be reimbursed by the inspected State Party to the OPICl¢ wiade at the second
session of the Conference of States Parties scheduled from leesnbey. If Russia
becomes an OPCW Member State by then it will be able togaltycipate in the taking of
this important decision.

The Secretariat of course is mandated to apply the Convention'satoii regime in a
balanced way in all Member States. There can be and will besaontination against any
country in this regard. Nor there will be procedures particufaslpuring one State over
another. Furthermore, the OPCW will carry out its verificatiaesian in the most cost-
effective way possible, consistent with the requirements of the @bome If such cost
effective schemes, in particular sequential inspections, are ingodube amount of
reimbursement which Russia will have to pay to the OPCW forication of its CW
facilities in 1998 - provided the Secretariat's assumptions aboututinder of the relevant
Russian facilities are correct and that the destruction schidsal@ot changed - would be
indeed modest - probably of the order of not more than 3-4 million US slol@epending
on the outcome of the decisions to be taken in the near future, hopefilyheiRussian
participation, this amount may be reduced even further. As for the Russiabuwtant to the
regular OPCW budget in 1998, it would most likely not exceed 4 millisrdbllars. All in
all, we are talking about an annual total contribution of less than $10 million.

The third concern deals with the requirements for conversion of théaRdssmer chemical
weapons production facilities | indicated to the Russian parliamentary leadership that |
believe the real magnitude of this problem has been vastly estggers Russia seems to
only have 5 former chemical weapons production facilities. Stillissiye deserves to be
judged on its own merits.

The very fact that the Convention permits conversion of former chemieapons
production facilities indicates that conversion is viewed as a nteaalfeviate not worsen
economic difficulties. It is for this purpose that the Convention doesrewptire the
destruction of standard buildings and standard equipment at such formecatheeapons
production facilities. Only those features of buildings and itemegofpment which are
characteristic of chemical weapons production facilities and wdiftdr from the prevailing
commercial chemical industry standards need to be destroyed. Abkefdrequency of
subsequent inspections of converted facilities, it will be deternsokly by the degree of
risk the converted facility poses to the purposes of the Convention. ighhhéa re-inspect
such facilities can not and will not be abused by the Secrettiie more so because the
Convention provides effective means to guard against any such abuse.

One request for conversion from a current State Party, whiclhavi# to be decided upon in
accordance with the Convention at the December session of the Coafédranalready been
endorsed by the Executive Council. In doing so the Council has taken gdonadhe
economic need to convert the facility in question and to retain stabd#dings which
formerly housed a chemical weapons production plant. The logic of the iCodecision
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should allay the Russian concerns about conversion and, thus, send an impattant a
reassuring signal to Russia.

Finally, Russia - being the largest declared chemical weapossgsos and a country with a
sizeable chemical industry - clearly deserves a prominent pladee OPCW. | am
convinced that timely ratification of the Convention will provide Russigh ample
opportunities to assume a position in the Organisation commensuratésveitatus. Timely,
means now, immediately, otherwise Russian inspectors will not leetalbe recruited,
Russians nationals will be unable to compete for the remaining vpoatg within the
Secretariat and, last but not least, Russia will have no pldhe gtecision making process of
the OPCW. Instead it will have to rely on a bilateral arreregg, under conditions which
may well not be as advantageous as those established under therCak&rito be able to
ensure the international community that the Russian domestic chevempon destruction
law is being observed. Russia will not enjoy the benefits of a waivergime under which
every Member State is treated on equal grounds. | do not see wRysbmn Government
and the Duma would wish to opt for such an alternative, not even for fha@asons, when
the obvious way - offered to them by the international community an@R@&WV itself - is
immediate ratification. Such action will ensure that Russible to continuing playing a
prominent role in world affairs. | appeal to those who represerirtissian Federation to
send this sincere message back to Moscow now, today, immediatelg bsf Organisation
is left with no alternative but to give up on the matter of Rugsaaticipation in this noble
cause. | also appeal to all States of the OPCW, in partithdamajor players, to help the
Duma to understand the potential gains, both political and financial, cefeaating the
ratification process. | ask them to signify once again, thepgpeginess to help alleviate this
burden inherited by the present Russian administration and its finanos¢quences, thus
helping to ensure the success of our commitment to a world fréewfiical weapons, which
is the foundation stone on which our infant Organisation is built. In doitlgose Member
States will be demonstrating their true commitment to thist, fitruly multilateral,
disarmament treaty.

Timing is, therefore, critical. In accordance with the Conventipnévisions Russia will

become a full member of the OPCW 30 days after it depositssiteiment of ratification of

the Convention here in New York with the UN Secretary-General.refdre, in order to

ensure that Russia participates and has the right to vote onttlsraduring the December
session of the conference, its instrument of ratification should be itpo® later than

31 October.

The successful launch of the OPCW verification regime on one handhanBussian
ratification of the CWC on the other will be the two most importewelopments in global
chemical disarmament in 1997. When both have materialised the imdeahaiommunity
will be able to look with more certainty at the prospect of ergahe world free of chemical
weapons.

There are some other key states whose ratification is afsartamt to the universality of the
Convention and we are doing all in our power to bring them within the ®ldoan as
possible. With regard to states that have not even signed the Convestiwsil] continue
our efforts to stress the political, economic and technological berfijoining. As the
number of States Parties increases, chemical weapons willogeegsively delegitimised
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and, by the same token, political constraints on their development wsubstantially
reinforced.

In assuming the responsibility of the post of Director-Generah@®QPCW, | did so in the
firm belief that the way forward was to promote transparencyoped-mindedness and to
lead a lean and dynamic organisation. My first six months ineoffave further persuaded
me of the importance of this approach. In the coming months, | wilk wWaelessly to
promote and sustain transparency as regards States Parlii@sy ractivities affected by the
Convention. | will also do everything in my power to assist and enc®uteg Russian
Federation to ratify the Convention - an essential step in the Comventng-term success
and viability as a disarmament regime. There is a grehtofiderd work ahead. At this
juncture, however, it is appropriate to pause and reflect that sheifirmonths in the life of
the Chemical Weapons Convention have shown that a multilateral dsannhagreement
can, and in fact is, working - something which | assume is thersinlesire of all countries.
This Convention, a first in many respects, is a major boost for similarseffioother fields of
disarmament and for this we can be justifiably proud.



