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THE US CHEMICAL  INDUSTRY STAKE  IN
THE CHEMICAL  WEAPONS CONVENTION

Frederick L Webber
President and Chief Executive Officer
Chemical Manufacturers Association

Now that Hungary has deposited the 65th ratification to
the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), the treaty will
enter into force with or without the participation of the
United States.  And as long as the United States stays out-
side the international agreement it helped to create, US jobs
and businesses will suffer.  Early Senate ratification of the
treaty must be a high priority for the administration, for
Congress, and for industry.  Morally and ethically, the
CWC’s ban on chemical weapons is right.

The Senate set aside consideration of the CWC in Sep-
tember, largely because critics of the CWC mounted an in-
tensive effort to scuttle this historic arms control agreement.
Critics said the treaty is bad for business and misrepre-
sented the scope and impact of the treaty.  CMA’s represen-
tation of the industry — and the leadership of other
chemical trade associations like the Synthetic Organic
Chemical Manufacturers Association (SOCMA) — were
challenged.

The impact of US non-ratification of the CWC is so se-
vere that the CMA has written to President Clinton urging
him to seek Senate consideration of the treaty at the earliest
opportunity next year.  In the interim, CMA will be work-
ing to debunk the notion that the CWC will have a negative
impact on US commercial interests.

The US chemical industry will pay a heavy price if the
US does not ratify the Convention.  Contrary to what the
critics contend, the United States cannot simply ignore this
new international non-proliferation regime and expect that
commercial interests will remain unaffected.  It’s easy to
see why.

The chemical industry is the United States’ largest ex-
porter.  US chemical companies have consistently made a
positive return to the trade balance, chalking up some $21
billion in surplus last year alone on export sales of more
than $60 billion.  More importantly, US chemical firms are
part of a global industry — one third of the industry is for-
eign-owned, while chemical companies lead US direct in-
vestment overseas.  To suggest that the Senate can insulate
the chemical industry from any impact the CWC might

TOXIC  CHEMICALS :  A M ULTILATERAL
EXPORT–IMPORT SYSTEM

Graham S Pearson
HSP Advisory Board†

The world growth in trade in chemicals during the 1960s
and 1970s has led to increasing concerns about the risks of
using hazardous chemicals and thus to the recognition of
the need to exchange and make available information about
such chemicals.  It is easy for those engaged in the analysis
of arms control and proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction to see export and import control regimes as evolv-
ing from the obligations arising from arms control treaties
and for some states to argue that such regimes inhibit inter-
national trade despite the absence of evidence to substanti-
ate this.1  It is important to recognize the growing pressures
for a cleaner and healthier environment that are promoting
greater controls of chemical (and biological) materials
which may present a hazard to human health or the environ-
ment.

This article outlines the development of a multilateral
export-import system for banned and severely restricted
toxic chemicals which has National Authorities in 148
countries administering a voluntary export-import system
which is currently at an advanced stage of being negotiated
as a legally binding instrument.  It is already the subject of
a legally binding European Community Regulation.  Fi-
nally, the possible relationship of this export-import regime
for hazardous chemicals to the obligations of states parties
under the Chemical Weapons Convention is considered.
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have by failing to ratify the Convention simply ignores the
reality of the global marketplace.

There are clearly trade implications to abstaining from
participation in the CWC.  The Convention forces parties to
halt business in Schedule 2 materials with non-parties, ef-
fective three years from entry-into-force.  The parties will
consider a similar requirement for Schedule 3 chemicals
within five years of entry-into-force.  In the interim, parties
must obtain end-user certificates from non-parties.  Parties
are also free to impose other export control and trade mea-
sures if they promote the purpose of the Convention.

CMA estimates that at least $600 million a year in US
export sales will be directly affected once the CWC’s trade
ban goes into effect.  The total may well be higher.  Several
CMA member companies conduct a significant percentage
of trade in organophosphate chemicals, totaling several
hundreds of millions of dollars each year.  The organo-
phosphates are Schedule 2 chemicals, and are the founda-
tion for many important agricultural chemicals.  That sector
of the industry exports some $9.2  billion in goods annually.
The US government insisted on the trade sanctions as a
means to force rogue nations to the table, yet the United
States may be the first to feel the sting and stigma of re-
maining outside the Convention.

Of more immediate concern is that parties to the CWC
will not have to wait for the treaty’s trade ban in order to
sanction trade in US chemicals.  Many countries have a
long history of denying US businesses access to their home
market.  Each year, the Office of the US Trade Representa-
tive issues the National Trade Estimate report, detailing the
barriers to free trade imposed by other countries.  It is very
likely that some US trading partners will use the treaty as a
means to suspend or otherwise burden trade with the United
States in the chemicals regulated under the CWC.

Some critics have argued that the only reason CMA sup-
ported the CWC was because we see new market opportu-
nities for dangerous chemicals in countries where we do not
now trade.  They have said that the US chemical industry
supports the CWC because it will do away with the Aus-
tralia Group, the 30-nation anti-proliferation effort in which
the United States has a leading role.  The first statement is
repugnant.  The second is simply wrong.  The Australia
Group will not be disbanded.  The CWC does not lower the
bar on US export controls — it helps raise the export control
bar for other nations to the high standards set by our govern-

ment, and in the Australia Group.  The CWC will be a pow-
erful new tool to aid US non-proliferation policy, and the
chemical industry will continue its long-standing support of
those policies.

Yet another impact lies in the fact that many of the
treaty’s most important regulatory details have not yet been
decided.  If the US does not ratify the CWC by 29 April
1997, the United States will have no voice in deciding the
final scope of the treaty, and will not be represented in its
executive decision-making body.  Details such as the re-
porting and record-keeping requirements, the composition
of the international inspectorate, and the reach of the
treaty’s inspection protocols remain to be decided.  In order
to ensure that the treaty’s requirements are firm but fair to
business, and implemented similarly in every member
country, it is imperative that the US government be an ac-
tive participant in those decisions.

CMA and organizations like SOCMA worked hard to
ensure that the treaty imposed reasonable burdens on com-
mercial interests.  We supported narrowing the scope of the
treaty by advocating the complete exemption of facilities
that have nothing to do with chemical weapons.  For exam-
ple, polymer and oligomer producers, refineries, and explo-
sives producers are not subject to the treaty.  The threshold
limits for declarations and inspections were designed, in
part, to avoid impacting small businesses, while focusing on
those facilities that could be turned to illegal weapons pro-
duction.  The 1,800 producers (not consumers) of discrete
organic chemicals in the United States will need only to
complete a page-and-a-half-long form to comply with the
CWC.  We carefully gauged the potential effect of the
CWC on industry, and negotiated a treaty that deters illegal
proliferation activity and respects commercial interests.

The debate surrounding US participation in the CWC
says a lot about the US chemical industry.  It says that the
industry is committed to the ethic outlined in our Responsi-
ble Care program for continual improvement in health,
safety and environmental protection.  The debate shows that
our industry is committed to product stewardship, and the
obligation to ensure the safe use of our products.  And re-
gardless of what arguments are launched against the Con-
vention on grounds that industry is adversely affected, the
administration and Congress should know one thing —
CMA will continue to fight for the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention because it is the right thing to do. 

Forthcoming events

The BWC Ad Hoc Group will reconvene
for its sixth session on 3–21 March 1997,
its seventh session on 14 July–1 August,
and its eighth session on 15 September–3
October, in Geneva.

The Chemical Weapons Convention will
enter into force on 29 April 1997.

The first session of the Conference of the
States Parties to the CWC currently seems
likely to convene in The Hague on 6 May
1997 for a three-week period.

The seventh and eighth workshops of the
Pugwash Study Group on Implementation
of the CBW Conventions are provisionally
scheduled to take place during June and
September 1997 in Noordwijk and Geneva.

Continued from page 1
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United Nations Consolidated List
Following the growth in world trade in chemicals in the
1960s and 1970s, the Governing Council of the United Na-
tions Environment Programme (UNEP) in 1977 urged gov-
ernments to take steps to ensure that potentially harmful
chemicals, which are unacceptable for domestic purposes in
the exporting country, are not permitted to be exported
without the knowledge and consent of appropriate authori-
ties in the importing country.2

Some five years later, the UN General Assembly “aware
of the damage to health and the environment that the contin-
ued production and export of products that have been
banned and/or permanently withdrawn on ground of human
health and safety ... is causing in the importing countries”
and “considering that many developing countries lack the
necessary information and expertise to keep up with devel-
opments in this field” requested that the UN Secretary-Gen-
eral prepare and regularly update “a consolidated list of
products whose consumption and/or sale have been banned,
withdrawn, severely restricted or not approved by Govern-
ments.”3  This list is prepared and regularly updated jointly
by the UN, the World Health Organization and the UN En-
vironment Programme/International Register of Potentially
Toxic Chemicals (UNEP/IRPTC).4 

This is part of a continuing effort in the United Nations
system aimed at disseminating information internationally
on products harmful to health and the environment.  It pro-
vides information on restrictive regulatory decisions taken
by governments on pharmaceutical, agricultural and indus-
trial chemicals, and consumer products.  The fourth edition
covers regulatory actions taken by 92 governments on over
600 products, and its introduction notes that “It is important
to realize that all pharmaceutical and chemical products are
potentially harmful if not correctly used”, and that “The list
does not include many widely used industrial chemicals to
which occupational exposure limits have been assigned by
national authorities, and on which information is available
on ILO  [International Labour Organization] and
UNEP/IRPTC publications.”  In order to ensure that the list
focuses on products harmful to health and the environment,
criteria for the inclusion of products were developed in
1985 and transmitted to governments for their comments.
These criteria, revised in the light of the comments re-
ceived, are reproduced in an Annex to the Consolidated
List.  Those for chemical products are “Banned”, “With-
drawn” and “Severely restricted”, defined as:

Banned — A product that has been prohibited for all uses
nationally in one or more countries by final government
regulatory action because of health or environmental rea-
sons.

Withdrawn — A product formerly in commerce that has
been withdrawn for all uses nationally in one or more coun-
tries by final voluntary action of the manufacturer because
of health or environmental reasons.

Severely restricted — A product for which virtually all uses
have been prohibited nationally in one or more countries by
final government regulatory action because of health or en-
vironmental reasons, but for which certain specific uses re-
main authorized.

The London Guidelines
UNEP in 1987 adopted5 the London Guidelines for the Ex-
change of Information on Chemicals in International Trade6

which were aimed at enhancing the sound management of
chemicals through the exchange of scientific, technical,
economic and legal information.  Special provisions were
included regarding “the exchange of information on banned
and severely restricted chemicals in international trade,
which call for cooperation between exporting and import-
ing countries, in the light of their joint responsibility for the
protection of human health and the environment at the
global level.”  In adopting these guidelines, UNEP also
identified additional measures required to enable importing
countries to give or withhold their consent to particular ex-
ports following receipt of adequate information from ex-
porting countries and that such measures, based on the
principle of Prior Informed Consent (PIC) should be incor-
porated into the London Guidelines as expeditiously as pos-
sible, which was done in 1989.7

The amended London Guidelines provide a mechanism
for importing countries to formally record and disseminate
their decisions regarding the future importation of chemi-
cals which have been banned or severely restricted in the
exporting countries and outlines the shared responsibilities
of importing and exporting countries and industries in en-
suring that these decisions are heeded.  The introduction
states that “Although these Guidelines have not been pre-
pared specifically to address the situation of developing
countries, they nevertheless provide a framework for the es-
tablishment of procedures for the effective use of chemicals
in these countries.  Implementation of the Guidelines
should thus help them to avoid serious and costly health and
environmental problems due to ignorance about the risks
associated with the use of chemicals, particularly those that
have been banned or severely restricted in other States.” 

The PIC procedure is being implemented jointly by the
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the UN which
leads for pesticides and UNEP through the IRPTC (Interna-
tional Register of Potentially Toxic Chemicals) which leads
for chemicals.  Each participating country — of which, as
of 30 June 1996, there are 148 — nominates a Designated
National Authority (DNA) to serve as a focal point for the
operation of the PIC procedure.  Some countries have des-
ignated one authority for all chemicals while others have
designated two, one with responsibility for pesticides and
the second for other chemicals.  The DNA is generally a
government department or office responsible for broad pol-
icy decisions with the authority to decide which chemicals
may be used in the country.  In the UK, it is the Chemicals
and Biotechnology Division of the Department of the Envi-
ronment while in the USA it is the Assistant Administrator,
Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency.8

The functions of the DNA in respect of the import of
banned or severely restricted chemicals are to receive infor-
mation on exports from exporting states, to transmit re-
quests for further information as required to exporting
states, to advise and assist import control authorities, to
strengthen national decision-making procedures and import
control mechanisms, to ensure that decisions apply uni-
formly to all import sources and to domestic production of

Continued from page 1
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chemicals for domestic use, and to encourage that chemi-
cals subject to PIC be purchased only from sources in ex-
porting countries which are participants in that procedure.
Insofar as exports of banned or severely restricted chemi-
cals are concerned, the function of the DNA is to ensure the
provision or transmittal of information on exports, to re-
spond to requests for information from other states, espe-
cially as regards sources of precautionary information on
the safe use and handling of the chemicals concerned, to
communicate PIC decisions to their export industry, and to
implement appropriate procedures, within their authority,
designed to ensure that exports do not occur contrary to the
PIC decisions of participating importing countries.

Participating countries provide information on control
actions they have taken to ban or severely restrict chemicals
by completing a Notification of Control Action form which
gives competent authorities in other states the opportunity
to assess the risks associated with the chemical and to make
timely and informed decisions thereon having regard to
local environmental, public health, economic and adminis-
trative conditions.  The minimum information to be pro-
vided is the chemical identification/specification of the
chemical, a summary of the control action taken and the
reasons for it and whether additional information is avail-
able.  The reasons supporting the control action should be
based on a national review of scientific data, information or
analysis which indicate whether use under expected condi-
tions within the country may give rise to an unacceptable
risk to human health or the environment.  Any chemical
banned or severely restricted in at least one country after 1
January 1992 is eligible for inclusion in the PIC procedure;
any chemicals banned or severely restricted prior to that
date which have been the subject of control actions taken in
five or more countries may also be eligible.

Once a chemical has been identified for inclusion in the
PIC procedure, a Decision Guidance Document (DGD) is
prepared by FAO/UNEP and sent to each participating
country (through the DNAs) together with an Importing
Country Response form.  The DGD provides a summary of
toxicological and environmental characteristics, known
usage, possible exposure routes, measures to reduce expo-
sure and regulatory actions taken by some countries to ban
or severely restrict the chemical, with corresponding rea-
sons for their actions.  The DGD is intended to help govern-
ments assess the risks connected with the handling and use
of the chemical and to make more informed decisions about
future import and use taking into account local conditions.
The DNA then completes the Importing Country Response
form indicating whether to accept import, refuse import or
allow import under certain conditions.  The response is sent
to the FAO/UNEP Secretariat who summarize the import
decisions and circulate these to DNAs every six months.
Governments of exporting countries shall, upon receipt of
importing countries decisions, transmit them to their indus-
try.  In addition, this information is also included in the reg-
ular updates of the Consolidated List of Products whose
Consumption and/or Sale have been Banned, Withdrawn or
Severely Restricted.

The aim of the PIC procedure is to ensure that a banned
or severely restricted chemical is not exported without the
consent of the importing country.  The guidelines require

that if an export is planned of a chemical banned or severely
restricted in the exporting state, then the exporting state
should ensure that the DNA of the importing state is pro-
vided with relevant information to remind the importing
state of the original notification by the exporting state of
control action and to alert it to the fact that an export is
planned.  The minimum information to be provided is a
copy of the information provided at the time of notification
of the control action, the indication that an export of the
chemical will occur and an estimate of the quantity to be ex-
ported annually as well as any shipment-specific informa-
tion that might be available.  Such information is to be
provided to the state of final destination and to
UNEP/IRPTC.  It is also clear that the PIC procedure is ap-
plied to chemicals that have multiple use.  For example, the
six-monthly PIC circular of import decisions for some
chemicals has in the column headed “Final Decision on Im-
port” the words “Prohibit for plant protection use” and then
in the column headed “Conditions for Import” has the
words “For uses other than plant protection, written autho-
rization is required for import”.9  The banned and severely
restricted chemicals thus far subject to the PIC procedure
are pesticides and industrial chemicals; some 17 groups are
already the subject of DGDs and a further 17 are currently
having DGDs prepared for them.10  In some cases, a spe-
cific chemical is the subject of a DGD such as
fluoroacetamide, parathion or ethylene oxide, whilst other
DGDs apply to a group of chemicals such as mercury com-
pounds and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), except mono-
and dichlorinated.

EU regulation
In the member states of the European Union (EU), Council
Regulation (EEC) No 2455/92, which was adopted in 1992,
requires exporters of chemicals which are banned or se-
verely restricted in the EU to provide information to import-
ing countries about these chemicals.11  This regulation
implements the UNEP/FAO PIC scheme in the EU.  Conse-
quently it is a legal requirement for an exporter to provide
the Designated National Authority of the member state in
which it is located with information about the export from
an EU member state to a third country for the first time of a
chemical subject to the regulation no later than 30 days be-
fore the export is due to take place.  The Designated Na-
tional Authority has then to ensure that the appropriate
authorities of the country of designation receive notification
at least 15 days before export;  copies of the notification are
to be copied to the Commission which shall forward it to the
designated national authorities of the other member states
and to UNEP/IRPTC.  The notification provides informa-
tion about the identity of the chemical, information on pre-
cautions to be taken, summary of the regulatory restrictions
and the reasons for them, the expected date of first export,
country of designation, use category (whether plant protec-
tion product, industrial chemical or consumer chemical)
and the estimated amount of the chemical to be exported to
the destination country in the next year.  The regulation re-
quires the exporter to comply with the decision of the coun-
try of destination participating in the PIC procedure.
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The Rio Summit
The United Nations Conference on Environment and De-
velopment held in Rio de Janeiro from 3 to 14 June 1992
(the Earth Summit) reaffirmed the Declaration of the
United Nations Conference on the Human Environment
adopted at Stockholm on 16 June 1972, and “working to-
wards international agreements which respect the interests
of all and protect the integrity of the global environmental
and developmental system, recognizing the integral and
interdependent nature of the Earth, our home”  proclaimed
a set of principles, several of which related to the protection
of the environment:12

Principle 4.  In order to achieve sustainable development,
environmental protection shall constitute an integral part of
the development process and cannot be considered in isola-
tion from it.

Principle 10.  Environmental issues are best handled with
the participation of all citizens, at the relevant level.  At the
national level, each individual shall have appropriate access
to information concerning the environment that is held by
the public authorities, including information on hazardous
materials and activities in their communities, and the oppor-
tunity to participate in the decision-making process.....

Principle 11.  States shall enact effective environmental
legislation.  Environmental standards, management objec-
tives and priorities should reflect the environmental and de-
velopmental context to which they apply.  Standards
applied by some countries may be inappropriate and of un-
warranted economic and social cost to other countries, in
particular developing countries.

Principle 15.  In order to protect the environment, the pre-
cautionary approach shall be widely applied by States ac-
cording to their capabilities.  Where there are threats of
serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific cer-
tainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-ef-
fective measures to prevent environmental degradation.

Principle 25.  Peace, development and environmental pro-
tection are interdependent and indivisible.

These principles are amplified in a series of chapters and
programme areas; for each the bases for action, objectives,
activities and means of implementation are addressed.
These include:

Chapter 6.  Protecting and promoting human health

Chapter 8.  Integrating environment and development in de-
cision making

Chapter 15.  Conservation of biological diversity

Chapter 16.  Environmentally sound management of bio-
technology

Chapter 19.  Environmentally sound management of toxic
chemicals, including prevention of illegal international traf-
fic in toxic and dangerous products.

Within these chapters there are areas addressing the protec-
tion of people and the environment such as:

Reducing health risks from environmental pollution and
hazards (Chapter 6 Section F)

Enhancing protection of the environment (Chapter 16, Sec-
tion C)

Enhancing safety and developing international mechanisms
for cooperation (Chapter 16, Section D)

Expanding and accelerating international assessment of
chemical risks (Chapter 19, Section A)

Information exchange on toxic chemicals and chemical
risks (Chapter 19, Section C)

Prevention of illegal international traffic in toxic and dan-
gerous products (Chapter 19, Section F)

Of particular interest, are various sections of Chapter 19
(Prevention of illegal international traffic in toxic and dan-
gerous products).  Thus Section C on information exchange
has the objectives of promoting intensified exchange of in-
formation on chemical safety, use and emissions among all
involved parties and of achieving “by the year 2000, as fea-
sible, full participation in and implementation of the PIC
procedure, including possible mandatory applications
through legally binding instruments”.  Section F notes that
there is currently no global international agreement on traf-
fic in toxic and dangerous products.  However, it is noted
that there was international concern that illegal interna-
tional traffic in these products is detrimental to public
health and the environment, particularly in developing
countries as acknowledged by the UN General Assembly in
resolutions 42/183 and 44/226.13  It goes on to say that fur-
ther strengthening of international and regional coöperation
is needed to prevent illegal transboundary movement of
toxic and dangerous products.  The following activities are
detailed:

Governments, according to their capacities and available
resources and with the cooperation of the United Nations
and other relevant organizations, as appropriate should:

a.  Adopt, where necessary, and implement legislation to
prevent the illegal import and export of toxic and dangerous
products

b.  Develop appropriate national enforcement programmes
to monitor compliance with such legislation, and detect and
deter violations through appropriate penalties.

A legally binding PIC procedure
The UNEP Governing Council at its meeting in May 1991
adopted  Decision 16/35 on Toxic Chemicals requesting
further urgent action be taken to strengthen the legal basis
of the amended London Guidelines, taking into consider-
ation experience gained in the implementation of the
Guidelines and the PIC procedure.14  At the UNEP meeting
in May 1995, decision 18/12 was adopted to develop an in-
ternationally legally binding instrument for the application
of the PIC procedure.15  This resolution followed consider-
ation of a report by the Executive Director of UNEP which
noted that one of the objectives of Section C of Chapter 19
of Agenda 21 was to achieve by 2000 full participation in
and implementation of the PIC procedure, including possi-
ble mandatory applications through legally binding instru-
ments.16  Decision 18/12 authorized UNEP in conjunction
with FAO to convene “an intergovernmental negotiating
committee with a mandate to prepare a legally binding in-
strument for the application of the prior informed consent
procedure for certain hazardous chemicals in international
trade.”  The resolution also called for the convening of “a
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diplomatic conference for the purpose of adopting and sign-
ing an internationally legally binding instrument for the ap-
plication of the prior informed consent procedure for certain
hazardous chemicals in international trade, preferably not
later than early 1997.”  The first meeting of the intergovern-
mental negotiating committee was held in Brussels in
March 1996 under the chairmanship of Ms Rodriguez of
Brazil.17  This session made rapid progress, agreed quickly
on the rules of procedure, and completed a preliminary re-
view of a draft outline of the future agreement.  A working
group chaired by Mr Rawal of India was established to fur-
ther clarify which groups of chemicals might be included in
the future agreement.  The second meeting was held in Sep-
tember 1996 in Nairobi, Kenya which made further prog-
ress producing 24 pages of draft convention text with most
of the articles having been extensively discussed.  Whilst
substantial progress was made, further detailed consider-
ation is needed of various aspects of the instrument.  A third
meeting is envisaged early in 1997 with the final meeting
and the diplomatic conference to be held later in 1997 in
Rotterdam, hosted by the Government of the Netherlands.

Further measures
UNEP Governing Council decision 18/12 also required the
convening of a government-designated group of experts to
consider what further measures are needed to reduce the
risks from a limited number of hazardous chemicals.  This
expert group met in April 1996 in Copenhagen and identi-
fied a number of health and environmental problems that
might require global action:  risks of persistent organic pol-
lutants (POPs); occupational risks in handling chemicals or
pesticides; lack of training and education; lack of national
legislation governing hazardous chemicals and pesticides;
pollution of the environment by hazardous chemicals;
dumping of hazardous chemicals; stocks of obsolete pesti-
cides, including those received in the form of aid; lack of
health- and safety-related information on chemicals and
pesticides; risks of mixtures containing hazardous chemi-
cals; access to confidential information concerning chemi-
cals, products and mixtures; ease of trade and internal
distribution of chemicals and pesticides; inability of small-
scale industry to implement agreed procedures and regula-
tions; lack of capacities to monitor and address problems
identified and to ensure adequate implementation of agree-
ments and procedures; need for technical and financial as-
sistance; and technology transfer.18  Four broad headings
were used to focus the discussion: inadequate capacity of
developing countries to handle issues of hazardous chemi-
cals and pesticides; disposal of unwanted stocks of pesti-
cides and other chemicals; insufficient information for
chemical management decision-making and action; possi-
ble need to ban and phase out certain chemicals; recommen-
dations were adopted by the Group of Experts under each of
these headings for the UNEP Governing Council to con-
sider at their next meeting early in 1997.

Framework convention on chemicals
At the Group of Experts meeting, a proposal was made by
Belgium and the Netherlands, which received broad sup-
port, concerning possible benefits from a framework con-

vention on chemicals which would provide an integrated in-
ternational legal mechanism concerning the management of
hazardous chemicals.  The concept of a framework conven-
tion stemmed from recognition of the ongoing negotiations
not only towards an internationally legally binding instru-
ment for the implementation of the PIC procedure but also
that the UNEP Governing Council had,19 in decision 18/32,
set in train consideration which might lead to an appropriate
legal mechanism on persistent organic pollutants.20  Fur-
ther, the mandate for the Group of Experts was to consider
what other measures might be needed within or beyond the
PIC procedure and which might lead to additional require-
ments for legally binding instruments.  Consequently a
framework convention could be helpful.  The Group of Ex-
perts invited UNEP, FAO and the Intergovernmental Forum
on Chemical Safety (IFCS)21 to seek the views of govern-
ments on this issue for consideration at the next meeting in
January 1997 of the UNEP Governing Council.  The IFCS,
which is the international body that is pursuing the achieve-
ment of the objectives of Chapter 19 of Agenda 21 of the
Rio Summit, is currently seeking views from governments
which it will receive by 20 December 1996.  The Group of
Experts also expressed the view that consideration of such a
framework convention on chemicals should not impede
progress of current or possible future negotiations to man-
age hazardous chemicals.  There would appear to be bene-
fits from such a framework convention in chemicals as it
could obviate the need for separate secretariats for each le-
gally binding instrument.  There could be administrative ef-
ficiencies and improved coördination as, for example, some
of the PIC chemicals are also persistent organic pollutants
(POPs).  As a Special Session of the the UN General As-
sembly will be held in June 1997 to consider developments
five years on from the Rio Summit, there could be political
and presentational pressures to move towards a framework
convention on chemicals.

Recapitulation
There is thus a regularly updated Consolidated List of Prod-
ucts Whose Consumption and/or Sale Have Been Banned,
Withdrawn, Severely Restricted or not Approved by Gov-
ernments  which provides information on the restrictive
regulatory decisions regarding over 600 products.  This is
complemented by a multilateral export-import system for
hazardous chemicals in international trade currently involv-
ing some 148 countries;  countries which have not yet
agreed to participate have been invited to do so.  The system
requires that information be provided to an importing coun-
try prior to an export of a potentially hazardous chemical so
that the importing country can decide whether to accept, re-
fuse or allow under certain conditions the import of the
chemical.  The decision of the importing country is commu-
nicated to the UNEP/FAO Secretariat who in turn informs
the other participating countries by means of six-monthly
updates.  Consequently, there is considerable transparency
in the operation of the export-import system, which has
been successfully applied to multi-use chemicals for which
one use may be banned.  The system functions through Des-
ignated National Authorities in each of the 148 countries.
The current system is voluntary although it is legally bind-
ing in the European Union and work is well advanced in
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drafting an international legally binding instrument which
should be adopted in 1997.  Consideration is being given in-
ternationally to whether to draw up a framework conven-
tion on chemicals under which the various internationally
legally binding instruments would sit.  This is planned to be
considered by the UNEP Governing Council at their meet-
ing in January 1997.

The Chemical Weapons Convention
The Chemical Weapons Convention in Article I requires
states parties to undertake never under any circumstances to
“transfer, directly or indirectly, chemical weapons to any-
one”.  This is amplified in Article VI which requires States
Parties to “adopt the necessary measures to ensure that toxic
chemicals and their precursors are only developed, pro-
duced, otherwise acquired, retained, transferred, or
used...for purposes not prohibited under this Convention”.

As the entry into force of the CWC will be on 29 April
1997, it is timely to give some thought to what measures
might be appropriate to implement these obligations.  Cur-
rently, 30 states participate in the Australia Group which
was founded in 1985 and informally coördinates the mea-
sures taken by these states to constrain trade in chemicals,
equipment and technologies that may be misused for chem-
ical (and biological) weapons purposes.  The countries par-
ticipating in the Australia Group have undertaken to review
their national export controls in the chemical-weapons field
in the light of the implementation of the CWC.

In considering how the obligations of the Convention
may be met,  it needs to be recognized that legally-binding
instruments are likely to be agreed in the coming 12 months
which will address the export and import of banned or se-
verely restricted chemicals.  It is noted with interest that the
UNEP/IRPTC Legal File which has become a repository
for regulatory information relating to banned and severely
restricted chemicals has in its 1994 publication22 included
the CWC as one of the global conventions concerning
chemical substances.  As the chemicals which may be mis-
used as chemical warfare agents are both banned and poten-
tially hazardous chemicals there would appear to be a logic
in considering the extent to which the Prior Informed Con-
sent procedure might be utilized to meet the obligations
under the CWC.  It will be recalled that hazardous chemi-
cals which have been banned or severely restricted in 5 or
more countries may be eligible for inclusion in the PIC pro-
cedure.  This procedure involves the Designated National
Authorities in the participating countries and thereby pro-
vides considerable transparency both in the exporting and
the importing country as well as internationally through the
UNEP/IRPTC Secretariat.

The chemical warfare agents and precursors would ap-
pear to meet the banned or severely restricted criteria and
the former are certainly chemicals that present dangers to
human health and the environment.  These dangers were
recognized by the UNEP Governing Council in 1991 when
they considered a report23 on the effects of chemical weap-
ons on human health and the environment and adopted a
resolution24 which considered that “chemical warfare not
only represents a most serious threat to human health and
life but also has an anti-environmental dimension, which
could attain the level of mass or even total destruction of

ecosystems.”  There would seem to be no difficulty in pro-
viding the summary of toxicological and environmental
characteristics and other information required to generate
the Decision Guidance Document required under the PIC
procedure.  One of the pesticides for which a Decision
Guidance Document is currently being prepared is para-
thion which is chemically closely similar to the G nerve-
agents.  However, hazardous chemicals for which
Designated National Authorities have indicated no current
use or manufacture are not given a high priority for inclu-
sion in the PIC procedure and a list of chemicals is included
in the regular updates for which Decision Guidance Docu-
ments will not, for the time being, be prepared;  should use
or production of any of them be resumed in future, then
their inclusion in the PIC procedure would be reconsidered.
It might therefore be appropriate to include chemical war-
fare agents for which there is no commercial use or produc-
tion in this list of chemicals.  Other CW agents and
precursors for which there is commercial use and produc-
tion could be considered for inclusion in the PIC procedure.

As there are likely to be an increasing number of inter-
national conventions or internationally legally binding in-
struments relating to chemicals such as the PIC procedure,
the POPs, the Montreal Protocol on chlorofluorocarbons
and the UN Basel Convention on the control of transbound-
ary movements of hazardous wastes and their disposal as
well as the CWC, there would be advantage in the UNEP
Governing Council considering a framework convention on
chemicals  to envisage one that could embrace all the cur-
rent and future conventions and legally binding instru-
ments.  It is possible that some governments in responding
to the IFCS might wish to suggest that consideration be
given to the inclusion of the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion as one of the conventions under the proposed frame-
work convention. This should lead to improved
transparency and increased confidence internationally
about potentially hazardous and toxic chemicals.  There
might in due course be benefit in a single national authority
being responsible for the implementation of the various
conventions and legally-binding instruments on chemicals.
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CWC Non-Signatory States
Angola

Botswana
Egypt
Eritrea
Libya

Mozambique
Sao Tome & Principe

Somalia
Sudan

Bhutan
Iraq

Jordan
Kiribati
Lebanon

Niue
North Korea

Palau
Solomon Islands

Syria
Taiwan
Tonga
Tuvalu

Vanuatu

Bosnia-Hercegovina
Macedonia, FYR of

Yugoslavia

Antigua & Barbuda
Barbados

Belize
Grenada
Jamaica

Suriname
Trinidad & Tobago

Andorra

As of 22 November, 160 states have signed the CWC,
66 of which have deposited instruments of ratification
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Progress in The Hague Quarterly Review no 16

Building the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons

The Chemical Weapons Convention will enter into force
on 29 April 1997, 180 days after the deposit by Hungary on
31 October 1996 of the 65th instrument of ratification.  Dis-
appointingly the two declared chemical weapons possessor
states, the Russian Federation and the United States, have
yet to ratify the Convention, but it is widely hoped that they
will do so, if not before entry into force then shortly after-
wards.  Both countries have repeatedly affirmed their inten-
tion to be among the original states parties.

In any event, with the deposit by Hungary, the Prepara-
tory Commission entered the second and final phase of its
work in the Hague.  Now, in addition to completing the
tasks already assigned to it, it must deal with a range of lo-
gistical and practical matters leading up to entry into force.
One particularly urgent project will be to start training the
inspector trainees; accordingly prospective trainees and
training centres were immediately advised that training will
start in January.  Another immediate task will be to com-
plete arrangements for the First Session of the Conference
of the States Parties, which has to be convened not later
than 30 days after entry into force of the Convention.  There
seems to be a widely shared view, although no formal deci-
sion has yet been taken, that the First Session will start on 6
May 1997.  The session could run for approximately three
weeks, although that question, too, remains open.

The next plenary session of the Commission is sched-
uled for 16–20 December.  Hopefully, the imminence of
entry into force will spur member states not only to decide
on practical arrangements during the session but also to re-
solve outstanding issues, particularly in areas such as indus-
try declarations and challenge inspections.

Actions by the Secretariat

On 18 September, the Executive Secretary, Ian Kenyon, ad-
dressed the Centre for European Policy Studies in Brussels
on progress of ratification and entry into force of the Con-
vention.  He visited Japan during 14–19 October, where he
delivered the keynote address at the regional seminar on in-
dustrial verification, and met with government and chemi-
cal industry officials.  Later in the same month, Mr Kenyon
visited the Netherlands Antilles to address participants of
the National Authority training course and met with gov-
ernment officials.  On 24 October, the Executive Secretary
addressed the First Committee of the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly in New York, expressing concern in the
course of his speech about the continuing uncertainty as to
when the United States and the Russian Federation will rat-
ify the Convention.  The President of the Republic of Kenya
received him in the Hague on 17 November 1996 to discuss
the forthcoming entry into force of the Convention.  The
President confirmed that the Convention would soon be dis-
cussed in the Cabinet which will accelerate the internal rat-

ification process.  Mr Kenyon visited the Russian Federa-
tion during 19–22 November 1996.  Other senior officials
of the secretariat visited various member states.

Training Courses for Personnel of National Authorities
With the assistance of the Government of the Netherlands,
the Secretariat conducted a five-day training course in the
Netherlands Antilles for personnel of National Authorities
from 28 October to 1 November 1996.  This course fol-
lowed the approved syllabus for a five-day training course
(Annex 2 to PC-XII/B/WP.4).  A three-week course for
personnel of National Authorities, funded by the Govern-
ment of Ireland, is currently being conducted (18 November
to 6 December) in Tanzania.  The Harvard Sussex Program
made a series of presentations on Legal Rights and Obliga-
tions under the Chemical Weapons Convention.

Inspector Recruitment Process An offer of training was
sent to the trainees selected for Training Group A on 7 No-
vember 1996.  So far, 134 trainees have accepted the offer
of training and none have declined.  At the time of sending
out the offers, 52 out of 159 trainees were from 20 non-rat-
ifying states.  107 trainees came from 38 ratifying states.
31 percent came from the Western European and Others
Group, 27 percent from Asia, 20 percent from Eastern Eu-
rope, 13 percent from the Latin American & Caribbean
Group and 9 percent from Africa. These figures are subject
to change should some trainees decline the offer of training,
in which case, the subsequent vacancies will be filled either
by candidates on the reserve list for Training Group A, or
alternatively candidates from Training Group B, for which
recruitment is continuing.

Training As mandated by the Commission at its fourteenth
session, a combined meeting of Working Groups A and B
has decided when inspector training is to start.  In the week
6–13 January (“week zero”), trainees will undergo pre-
training induction activities in the Netherlands.  On 13 Jan-
uary trainees will start courses in Module 1 of the General
Training Scheme the Netherlands, moving to other training
centres to complete their Module 1 training from 20 January
to 28 February 1997.  Module 1 training will be conducted
at four training centres.  A total of forty trainees will be
trained at the centres in France (French Training Centre for
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, Paris) and India (De-
fence Research and Development Establishment, Gwalior).
Eighty students will be trained in the Netherlands at the Air
Force Royal Training Institute  at Woensdrecht, and forty
students will be trained at the US Army Chemical School,
Ft. McClellan, Alabama.

Module 2 training will be conducted from 3 March to 9
May with Module 3 training starting on 12 May and finish-
ing on 30 May.  This is one month after entry into force and
one day after the 30-day deadline imposed by the CWC for
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the Secretariat to notify states parties of the names, nation-
alities and ranks of the inspectors and inspection assistants
proposed for designation.

In the course of the intersessional period, the Secretariat
continued with its preparations for training.  In particular, a
Workshop on Trainee Performance Evaluation was held on
29 October, attended by representatives and training-centre
staff of France, Germany, India, Netherlands, Switzerland,
UK and USA.  The participants discussed performance
evaluation by the training centres and the Secretariat for
Modules 1 and 2.  Module 1 students will be evaluated by
means of a combination of multi-choice questions and final
examinations.  For Module 2, no final decisions have been
made as regards evaluation but the Secretariat stressed the
importance of a final examination or a final report so that
there will be a written record of the trainee’s acquired level
of course knowledge.

The Secretariat is now working on logistical arrange-
ments for the training courses, such as ensuring that visas
are issued by those member states providing training, ar-
ranging travel for the trainees, finalizing contracts with the
training centres, completing the procurement of equipment
for training and transporting it to the centres.  A formal
opening ceremony of the training scheme will be held at
Woensdrecht in the week commencing 13 January 1997.

Third Communications Workshop The Secretariat held
a Third Communications Workshop during 7–8 October
1996 to update member states on developments since the
Second Communications Workshop held in November
1995.  The workshop focused on methods of communica-
tion between the OPCW and states parties, in particular on
how electronic methods of communication can be used in
conjunction with other methods.  The Secretariat provided
participants with an update on the current status of im-
plementing the information management system necessary
to receive and process data after entry into force.  Plans
have been developed for a verification information system
as well as an electronic document management system and
bids for these have been solicited by the Secretariat.  The
first version of a draft Notification Handbook, which will be
a compilation of notification forms to be used in inspection-
related communications between the Secretariat and the Na-
tional Authorities, was distributed to participants.
Participants expressed interest in a Trial Communications
Exercise to test communication links, declaration and noti-
fication formats, and operating procedures at both the Sec-
retariat and National Authorities.

Actions in Brussels

On 18 September the Executive Secretary briefed delega-
tions in Brussels on progress with ratifications and in partic-
ular those of the United States and the Russian Federation.
On 20 November the Deputy Executive Secretary, Mr
Umer, met with the Minister of Cooperation and Integration
of Niger to discuss the Convention and was assured of an
early ratification by Niger.  Mr Umer met with the Prime
Minister of Mali the following day and was advised that
Mali intends to ratify the Convention in the near future.  On
the same day Mr Umer briefed delegations from the ACP

Group and the Latin American and Caribbean Group on the
work of the Committee on Preparations for the First Session
of the Conference of the States Parties.  Following trigger
point on 31 October, a press conference was arranged by the
Secretariat on 4 November in Brussels, in coöperation with
the Belgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  Finally, on 25 No-
vember the Executive Secretary briefed participants on the
Convention at a meeting in NATO for its members and rep-
resentatives of the Partnership for Peace.  As is usual, the
Secretariat plans to hold a briefing in Brussels on the inter-
sessional activity of the Preparatory Commission prior to
the fifteenth session of the Commission which is scheduled
to commence on 16 December.

Actions by member states

Asian Seminar on National Implementation of the
Chemical Weapons Convention for Industrial
Verification This was held during 16–17 October in
Makuhari, Japan, organized by the Ministry of International
Trade and Industry of Japan, the Japan Chemical Industries
Association and the Provisional Technical Secretariat.  The
seminar focused on reviewing declarations and inspection
procedures for industry, as well as general preparations by
industry for implementing the Convention.

Schedule 1 facility trial inspection Sweden conducted a
trial inspection at its Schedule 1 facility during 19–20 No-
vember.  The trial was part of the on-going coöperation
project between Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden and
the United Kingdom.  The purpose of the trial was to test
the inspection procedures which have been developed for
Single Small Scale Facilities and other Schedule 1 facilities
as well as the draft model agreement.  Secretariat staff and
representatives of other member states were invited to par-
ticipate and a report on the trial will be made available.

Actions by subsidiary bodies of the Commission

Committee on Preparations for the First Session of
the Conference of the States Parties   The committee
held five formal meetings during this reporting period, on
10 and 12 September, 15 October, 8 and 13 November
1996, in addition to a number of informal consultations.
There is not yet final agreement on the invitation list, one
issue being the observer status of signatory states and non-
signatory states.  Another issue is attendance by interna-
tional organizations and non-governmental organizations
but there does seem to be general consensus that a limited
number of organizations, which have a demonstrated inter-
est in the Convention or related fields should be permitted
to attend the plenary sessions of the First Session but with
no right to address the meeting.  Invitations will be sent by
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, the depositary
of the Convention.  The committee has also been working
on the Draft Provisional Rules of Procedure for the Confer-
ence and the Executive Council.  Another issue which re-
mains to be resolved is the precise timing and duration of
the session although there does seem to be support from
most delegations to start the session on 6 May 1997 for a
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three week period.  The committee will meet again before
the fifteenth plenary and, if it has not completed all its work
in that time, it will request authorization by the Commission
to continue its work during the period prior to the first ses-
sion of the Conference of the States Parties.

Committee on Relations with the Host Country    The
committee held two formal meetings during the reporting
period, in addition to a number of informal consultations.
At its first meeting, on 13 September, the committee was
updated on progress with the OPCW building and problems
with the implementation of some of the privileges and im-
munities provided for in the Headquarters Agreement be-
tween the Preparatory Commission and the host country.
The committee was also apprised of the recent opening of
the Laboratory and Equipment Store.  The second formal
meeting of the committee was convened on 22 November
during which it was reported that work on the OPCW build-
ing is within budget and on target.  The need to secure in-
terim accommodation was discussed with a general
consensus emerging that to rent the Aegon building oppo-
site the Netherlands Congress Centre is the best option.
Administrative, practical and logistical preparations for the
First Session of the Conference of the States Parties is the
new item on the committee’s agenda.  The committee con-
sidered the Conference space requirements for delegations,
media and non-governmental organizations as well as other
media requirements.  An information handbook is being
prepared.

Combined Meetings of Working Groups A and B
Working Groups A and B held several combined meetings
during this reporting period, in the course of which reports
were made on the work of the various expert groups.  At its
meeting on 13 November, in accordance with the authority
delegated to the combined meeting by the Commission at
the fourteenth plenary session, it was agreed that training of
inspectors should start on 13 January 1997.  The working
method of the Commission was also discussed at this meet-
ing, in particular whether any adjustments should be made
now that the Commission is in the final stage of its work.
The meeting decided to continue this discussion at its next
meeting, scheduled for 29 November, and in the meantime
the chairman of the Commission is to continue consulta-
tions with member states.  The chairman reported that con-
sultations with member states on the need to convene a
meeting of the Commission in connection with trigger point
indicated that since the trigger point had occurred later than
expected in the intersessional period, such a meeting would
now be too close to the fifteenth session.

Working Group A

Finance Group This group met on 23–27 September
1996 and elected Mr Cals of the Netherlands to chair the
group following the resignation of Mr Lal of India.  The
group considered proposals and procedures for the transfer
of funds in Parts I and II of the 1996 Budget and recom-
mended that the proposed transfers be approved.  The group
undertook an extensive review of the 1997 draft Budget of
the Commission and the 1997 draft OPCW Programme of

Work and Budget.  The group observed that, given the un-
certain circumstances, a review focusing on general princi-
ples and the overall structure was most appropriate as far as
the OPCW draft budget was concerned.

The group considered a United Kingdom paper on ac-
counting procedures and an Austrian paper on the method-
ology for the budgeting and accounting of staff costs.  The
draft OPCW Financial Rules were reviewed again by the
group, and some amendments were recommended.  The
group also considered a draft protocol regarding the transfer
of assets, liabilities, records and functions from the Com-
mission to the OPCW.

Expert Group on Programme of Work and Budget
This group held two meetings during the reporting period.
Its first meeting was on 25 September during which the
group considered the proposed transfer of funds between
Parts I and II of the 1996 Budget.  The group recommended
that Working Group A, with some exceptions, approve the
transfers.  The group’s second meeting was held on the fol-
lowing dates: 9, 10, 14, 15, 17, 18, 21–24, 30 October, and
1, 6 and 8 November 1996.  The group elected Mr Casás of
Uruguay as its new chairman and devoted much of its time
to the 1997 Programme of Work and Budget of the Com-
mission.  Following extensive negotiations, the group fi-
nally approved a much-amended draft ad referendum, that
is, it was agreed that in the event no objection to the budget
was received by the Secretariat by 15 November, Working
Group A should recommend to the Commission at its fif-
teenth session that the budget be approved. (No such objec-
tion was received and it is therefore anticipated that the
budget will be duly approved at the forthcoming plenary
session.)

The total annual 1997 Part I Budget is Dfl 27.3 million
— compared to Dfl 24.8 million for 1996.  However, be-
cause the Convention will enter into force on 29 April 1997,
the Commission will not operate for the full twelve months
of 1997.  As the Budget had been prepared for an entire fi-
nancial year, most items are prorated on a five-twelfths
basis. (Four months prior to entry into force and one month
for the period after entry into force during the First Session
of the Conference of the States Parties.)  The entire budget
cannot be prorated because some items are not divisible,
such as purchase of equipment and costs directly related to
sessions of the Commission.   The prorated Part I Commis-
sion Budget for 1997 is Dfl 13.2 million.  This amount is in
addition to the already agreed 1996 Part II budget amount-
ing to Dfl 30.4 million to cover additional activities such as
training and expansion of Secretariat staff between trigger
point and entry into force of the Convention (i.e., 31 Octo-
ber 1996 to 29 April 1997).

In the course of its meetings, the group also received the
draft 1997 Budget for the OPCW and agreed that Working
Group A should consider it as a matter of priority.  A partic-
ular problem is the concern about the basic assumptions
adopted by the Commission in 1994, inter alia, that (1) both
the United States and the Russian Federation would be
among the first 65 states to deposit their instruments of rat-
ification and that (2) the 1990 chemical-weapons Bilateral
Destruction Agreement between the two countries, cover-
ing the verification of their chemical-weapons-related sites
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would be operational, thereby enabling the Executive
Council to decide to limit verification at these sites to com-
plementary monitoring.  Although these are still the formal
assumptions of the Commission, some delegations have ex-
pressed concern that they may have already been overtaken
by events or might not be borne out.  The lack of certainty
makes planning for verification activities and resource re-
quirements extremely difficult.

Addressing these concerns, the Secretariat issued a dis-
cussion paper entitled Verification Resource Requirements:
Variations on a Theme, stating that whilst the Commission
has yet to change any of the planning assumptions pre-
viously adopted, prudence dictates contingency planning
because of the implications for the budget of the OPCW on
any changes to the assumptions.  The Secretariat paper sets
out in detail the likely impact of two different scenarios:  on
the one hand, if the United States and the Russian Federa-
tion are states parties at entry into force but there is no bilat-
eral agreement in force, and on the other hand, if neither
country is a state party to the Convention at entry into force
or for the first year thereafter.  In the first scenario, 210 in-
spectors will be needed for the inspections required to be
undertaken in the first six months after entry into force.  In
the second scenario, the number required is 88.  It is not
possible to predict at this stage which of the two scenarios is
the most likely.  The Secretariat has estimated that an addi-
tional Dfl 30 million will be needed for the increased num-
ber of inspectors and inspection equipment but these
estimates will need to be discussed depending on the cir-
cumstances.  The group requested that the necessary time
be allocated during this intersessional period as well as dur-
ing the plenary session.  It may be recalled that so far, the
Secretariat has planned on the assumption that the Russian
Federation and the United States will ratify the Convention
before entry into force, and the bilateral agreement between
the two countries will be in place, requiring 140 inspectors
at entry into force and an additional 71 inspectors, six
months later.

As well as dealing with the budgets, the group received
and reviewed an updated Secretariat background paper on
the budgetary and financial issues related to the transition
from the Preparatory Commission to the OPCW, but no
agreement was reached.

Expert Group on Data Systems The group held infor-
mal consultations on 18 and 25 September 1996.  The Task
Force on Data Systems met during 2–3 October and a for-
mal meeting of the expert group was convened on 4 Octo-
ber.  However, the group did not issue a report on its work.

Expert Group on OPCW Headquarters and other
Agreements This group met on 7–9 October and contin-
ued to work on the draft OPCW Headquarters Agreement.
Although there is consensus on most provisions in the draft
agreement, some differences remain to be resolved.  The
group agreed to meet again on 4 December with the aim of
completing work on the draft.  The group also discussed the
draft agreement between the United Nations and the OPCW
(for example, Article XIV.5 requires a relationship between
the OPCW and the United Nations) as well as the draft bi-
lateral Agreements on Privileges and Immunities of the

OPCW (required between each State Party to the Conven-
tion and the OPCW pursuant to Article VIII.51).

Consultations on Visa Matters These were held on 12
September 1996 for the fifth time.  Agreement was reached
on the form which will be used to provide visa information
in advance about inspector trainees to those countries pro-
viding training courses.  The aim of this form is to expedite
the collection of visas within the limited time available.
The type of travel document to be used by OPCW officials,
inspectors and inspection assistants has still to be deter-
mined, although there does seem to be a convergence of
views towards acquiring the United Nations Laissez Passer
(UNLP) as opposed to a tailor-made OPCW travel docu-
ment.  In the course of the consultations it was agreed that
the travel document, whatever its nature, will be for official
use only, and used in conjunction with a national passport.
Further, the document should be recognizable to all states
parties and the OPCW should guarantee the security of any
such travel documents.  The Secretariat has made informal
contact with the United Nations Secretariat to clarify the
legal and financial conditions under which the OPCW could
acquire, purchase and use the UNLP for its officials in the
event that the Commission opts for this choice.  The Secre-
tariat was requested to continue this contact.

Working Group B

Expert Group 1 on Chemical Weapons Issues    This
group met on 9–10 September, 26 September and 28–29
October.  At its first meeting, the group agreed to elect Per
Runn of Sweden as chairman of the group and then ad-
journed the meeting for informal consultations which con-
centrated on the draft model agreement for Chemical
Weapons Destruction Facilities.  At the meeting on 26 Sep-
tember, the group discussed the installation of continuous
monitoring instruments on the basis of a chairman’s discus-
sion paper dated 23 September 1996.  The group also dis-
cussed chemical weapons buried after 1 January 1977 or
dumped at sea after 1 January 1985, again assisted by a
chairman’s paper on the issue.  When the group met for its
October meeting, it continued these discussions but no for-
mal agreement was concluded.

Expert Group 2 on Chemical Weapons Issues    This
group met on 23–24 September and elected Graham Cooper
of the UK as its chairman.  The group held an initial discus-
sion on criteria to determine the acceptability of a converted
chemical weapons production facility for the production of
highly toxic chemicals on the basis of a non-paper issued by
the chairman.  The group agreed to return to the issue at its
next meeting.  The group also briefly considered a discus-
sion paper entitled Quantification of the Destruction End-
Point for Chemical Weapons as well as non-papers on
procedures for non-continuous chemical weapons destruc-
tion operations.  The group also met on 31 October to con-
tinue its work, but did not issue a report.

Expert Group on Old and Abandoned Chemical
Weapons This met twice during the reporting period.
The first meeting was held from 30 September to 1 October
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and the second on 4–5 November 1996.  Usability of chem-
ical weapons produced between 1925 and 1946 was on the
group’s agenda once again, but still no agreement has been
reached.  Costs of verification of old chemical weapons and
their destruction and a regime to govern abandoned chemi-
cal weapons also need to be agreed on, but despite further
discussions the group made no progress.

Expert Group on Chemical Industry Issues   This met
twice during the reporting period, for the first time on 16, 17
and 19 September and for the second time on 11, 12 and 14
November 1996.  At both meetings, the group worked on
the Model Agreement for Schedule 1 Facilities, considering
a revised “Initial Chairman’s Version of a Draft Model for
Facility Agreements for Schedule 1 Facilities” which had
been updated since the group’s meeting in May.  The group
reached no further agreement on the draft despite other pro-
posed amendments and additions.

The Verification Annex of the Convention stipulates
that the number, intensity, duration, timing and mode of in-
spections for Schedule 1 facilities will be based on the risk
to the object and purpose of the Convention.  Accordingly,
the group’s chairman has prepared a non-paper which dis-
cusses the risk factors required to be taken into account by
the Convention.  These include the types and quantities of
chemicals involved, the characteristics of the facility in
question (i.e., engineering layout: multi-purpose, dedicated
or research laboratory) and the nature of the activities car-
ried out at the facility.  The group discussed the non-paper
in detail, and a revised version incorporating the comments
of the group will be circulated to member states for further
consideration.

The group has yet to agree on a number of matters relat-
ing to industry declarations.  These include: what thresh-
olds should be applied to industry for declarations relating
to mixtures containing Schedule 2 or 3 chemicals in low
concentrations; how to report aggregate national data; how
to define discrete organic chemicals; and how to deal with
biological/biologically mediated processes.  The group
once again reviewed some of these issues in the course of
its meetings, but no further agreement could be reached.
This is a matter of substantial concern because if there con-
tinues to be no consensus in the Commission, states will
have to decide unilaterally on what basis to prepare their
declarations.

The group reviewed some proposed adjustments to the
industry sections of the draft Declaration Handbook, now
in its sixth draft. Although the draft handbook has not yet
been formally approved, and some issues still require agree-
ment, member states may nonetheless find the draft a valu-
able support in preparing initial declarations.

Lastly, the group received a Secretariat background
paper on identifying scheduled chemicals for statistical and
regulatory purposes.  This paper describes the World Cus-
toms Organisation’s recommendation that the Harmonised

Coding Convention be amended to include the substances
covered by the Chemical Weapons Convention.  This rec-
ommendation was discussed at the September meeting of
the WCO Review Subcommittee but no decision was made.
The next possible date for an amendment is not until the
year 2002.  The paper goes on to explain that the Secretariat
intends to issue a listing of the Convention’s Schedules 2
and 3 with the addition to each chemical or family of chem-
icals of the appropriate 6-digit HS Code Subheading as well
as the 8-digit Combined Nomenclature Code.  These codes
will facilitate future states parties in compiling statistical
data on exports and imports as well as implementation of
trade regulations required under the Convention.

Expert Group on Technical Cooperation and
Assistance This met on 5, 7, 18 and 19 November 1996.
The group received a draft chairman’s paper describing the
outstanding issues before the group and setting out some
proposals for dealing with those issues. The areas consid-
ered in the paper relate to trade regulations, international
coöperation, information on national programmes for
chemical weapons protective purposes and the stockpiling
of protective equipment for assistance purposes.  Although
the group discussed all of these issues, it was unable to
agree on a report.

Expert Group on Confidentiality This met on 1 and 3
October 1996 and elected Mr Belaid of Algeria to serve as
chairman.  Prior to this meeting, the group had not met
since June 1995 when work on the draft OPCW Policy on
Confidentiality was completed.  At the October meeting,
work was resumed on the remaining tasks which include,
inter alia, how and by whom jurisdiction should be exer-
cised in cases of breach of confidentiality as well as com-
pensation for losses caused by a breach.  A chairman’s
non-paper, setting out practical steps for implementing the
draft Confidentiality Policy, was prepared for the meeting
and discussed by the group.  The non-paper is to be revised
by the chairman on the basis of comments made in the
course of the meeting.

Expert Group on Challenge Inspection   This met on
20–21 November 1996 but did not issue a report.  Four
agenda items remain for discussion:  operational require-
ments for challenge inspection equipment; cost aspects in
case of abuse of the right to request a challenge inspection;
timing of the notification of challenge inspections and de-
veloping illustrative lists of activities in challenge inspec-
tion; and illustrative elements of the document on the
preliminary factual findings as well as inspection reports.

This review was written by Treasa Dunworth, the HSP
researcher in The Hague.
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News Chronology August through November 1996

What follows is taken from the CBW Events data-base of the Sussex Harvard Information Bank, which provides a fuller
chronology and more detailed identification of sources.  See Progress in The Hague (above) for coverage of OPCW-related
developments.  The intervals covered in successive Bulletins have a one-month overlap in order to accommodate late-received
information.  For access to the data-base, apply to its compiler, Julian Perry Robinson.

1 August North Korean production of chemical weapons [see
22 Mar 95, 9 Feb and 18 Mar] is the subject of a long article in
Jane’s Intelligence Review “based on recently available mate-
rial and interviews with defectors”.  By Joseph Bermudez, the
article describes North Korean infrastructure for chemical-
weapons acquisition, cautioning, however, that, although the
description “suggests a very clear link between doctrine, re-
quirements and production, with distinct lines of communication
and chains of command, this is probably not the case”.  On cur-
rent capabilities-in-being, the article says: “At present, it is ex-
tremely difficult to arrive at accurate estimates of annual DPRK
chemical-agent production or CW stockpiles.  There are two
basic arguments.  One view suggests low levels while the other
takes the opposite tack.  Both, however, generally agree that
the DPRK’s potential for chemical-agent production is signifi-
cant.”  The article then describes the two views and concludes:
“Taking into account all the arguments, current unclassified es-
timates suggest an annual production potential of 4,500 tons in
peacetime and 12,000 tons in wartime (although it is unclear
whether this is weapons or agent tons).  Concerning CW stock-
pile levels, it was believed in 1989 that the KPA had stockpiled
‘180–250 tons of chemical weapons of several kinds’.  Current
estimates suggest the KPA has now stockpiled 1,000–5,000
tons of CW: the majority of these weapons are believed to be
filled with mustard, phosgene, sarin and V-agents.”

1 August In Geneva, at the Conference on Disarmament in
plenary session, the head of the Iranian delegation, Ambassa-
dor Nasseri, states that the Chemical Weapons Convention “is
at serious risk of turning into a chemical weapons non-prolifera-
tion treaty” because the two major players “are still staying on
the sidelines playing only the role of cheerleaders”
{CD/PV.743}.  He submits as a CD working paper the Iranian
paper (PC-XIV/12) for the recent plenary session of the OPCW
Preparatory Commission, The consequences of an entry into
force of the Chemical Weapons Convention without the United
States of America and the Russian Federation, which had pro-
posed a special high-level conference to examine, among other
things, “issues related to preparations and implementation
under various scenarios” {CD/1414}.

3–13 August In Iraq, UNSCOM conducts its 29th chemical-
weapons inspection, UNSCOM 140.  The purpose is to begin
verification of the latest “full, final and complete disclosure” sub-
mitted by Iraq on its past chemical-weapons programme, doing
so in accordance with the joint programme of action agreed by
UNSCOM and Iraq some six weeks previously [see 19–22 Jun].
However, UNSCOM subsequently reports that Iraq had refused
to “undertake a serious review of the Commission’s concerns
during UNSCOM 140”, thus contravening the joint programme
of action.

The UNSCOM report includes the following: “The issues
chosen for this first verification mission were for the most part
based on documents retrieved from Iraq.  The Commission has
evidence that chemical warfare agents and munitions were pro-
duced in 1989.  Iraq has consistently denied this.  In addition,
the Commission believes that production of different types of
chemical weapons was also carried out in the first half of 1990.
These findings have a serious impact on the material balance of
these weapons.  Furthermore, the Commission has concerns
related to undeclared facilities where equipment from Muthanna
was evacuated before January 1991 and the unilateral destruc-
tion conducted secretly by Iraq in the summer of 1991, when,
among other items, chemical warheads for Al-Hussein missiles
and nerve agent VX precursors were allegedly destroyed.”
{S/1996/848}

4 August In Israel, Yediot Aharanot reports, according to Ag-
ence France Presse {4 Aug}, that a British publication will to-
morrow be reporting that “Israel has produced nerve gas and
has prepared the means to obtain chemical and bacteriological
weapons”.  The British publication referred to is a Jane’s de-
fence review, and is presumably the impending Jane’s Sentinel
security assessment of the Eastern Mediterranean.  [Note: If so,
the original reporting is misleading, for what is in fact published
on the subject by Jane’s Sentinel is a summary of past reports
of Israeli CBW-weapons capability, none of them either self-ev-
idently authoritative or non-speculative or previously unpub-
lished.  The summary itself presents no opinion one way or the
other.]

5 August President Clinton, during what has been billed as a
major foreign-policy address at George Washington University,
urges the US Senate to advise and consent to US ratification of
the Chemical Weapons Convention, noting that the treaty re-
quires elimination of stockpiled chemical weapons that could
otherwise become available to terrorists. {DPA 5 Aug}

6 August President Clinton’s Advisory Committee on Gulf
War Veterans’ Illnesses [see 9 Jul], meeting in Denver, hears
testimony from more than a dozen Gulf veterans.  The commit-
tee is told by the Defense Department’s Persian Gulf Veterans’
Illness Investigation Team that there is still no “positive evi-
dence” that US forces were exposed to CW agents during the
war. {Denver Post and Rocky Mountain News 7 Aug}  A paper
which the team has just posted on the Internet (at the GulfLink
website [see 9 Feb], http://www.dtic.dla.mil/gulflink), Coalition
Chemical Detections and Health of Coalition Troops in Detec-
tion Area, reviews information on the seven reported in-theatre
detections of CW agents by Czechoslovak and French units, all
of them during the period 19–25 January 1991 [see 1 May].  It
describes two of the detections as “credible”; the other five it
says were “not as thoroughly substantiated” but “cannot be dis-
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counted”.  The paper notes that there were no impacts of Scud
missiles in the area until after the period of the detections. {New
York Times 22 Aug}  [See also 4 Jun, UK]

7 August The US Arms Control & Disarmament Agency re-
leases the administration’s latest annual report to Congress on
arms control treaty compliance [see 13 Jul 95].  The report says
that “it is highly probable that Syria is developing an offensive
biological warfare capability”, and that it “remains likely that the
Egyptian capability to conduct biological warfare continues to
exist”.  Iranian, Iraqi and Libyan biological-weapons pro-
grammes are noted.  The report also says that China “remains
noncompliant” with the Biological Weapons Convention, and
that Russian biological research facilities engaged in legitimate
work “may be maintaining the capability to produce biological
warfare agents”.  Russian compliance with the 1989 Wyoming
Memorandum of Understanding on chemical weapons is again
[see 13 Dec 95] stated to be incomplete, and the “incomplete
and misleading” Russian declaration of 1992 under the BWC
confidence-building measures [see 31 Aug 92] is said still to re-
main uncorrected. {Washington Times 8 Aug, Jane’s Defence
Weekly 21 Aug}

7 August USACDA Director John Holum addresses the anti-
terrorism benefits of the Chemical Weapons Convention [see
also 5 Aug] in his opening remarks at a news conference.  He
goes on to tell reporters that there are “several offices on the Hill
that are engaged in a vigorous campaign to generate opposition
to the treaty and, unfortunately, they’re doing it in a way that
doesn’t give due regard to the facts”.  He continues: “For exam-
ple, they’re claiming that 8,000 or 10,000 or very large numbers
of companies are affected, and they’re going state by state put-
ting out press releases saying that breweries and cosmetics
companies and dry cleaning establishments are all going to be
subject to a huge new regulatory burden.  That’s total non-
sense, and they know it.  We’ve made clear to the committee
that something around 140 companies nationally are likely to
have some significant implication in the Chemical Weapons
Convention, including routine declarations and inspections, be-
cause they deal in significant quantities of controlled chemi-
cals.” {Federal News Service transcript}

Director Holum is here reacting to what has become, over
the past two months, an increasingly active behind-the-scenes
campaign led by Senators Helms, Kyl and Lott to rally votes
against Senate ratification of the treaty [see 13 and 28 Jun].
Chemical & Engineering News {5 Aug} has just reported hear-
ing from an unidentified Senate staffer that “as many as 28 sen-
ators” are now likely to vote against ratification; but it also
quotes an unidentified administration official as describing that
estimate as “highly inaccurate.  There are only 5 votes on re-
cord against the treaty.”  That official reckons the likely nay
votes as 10–15 — well short of the 34 votes needed to defeat
ratification.

8 August In Uganda, the rebellious Lord’s Resistance Army
issues a statement in Nairobi saying that the Ugandan Army
has imported a number of self-piloting military aircraft from a
western country with which it intends bombarding the northern
region with chemical weapons [see also 19 Mar]. {AFP 8 Aug}

8 August In Germany and Belgium, police seize papers in
raids on 14 premises, and arrest the managing directors of two
German companies, after a two-year German investigation into
illegal export to Libya during 1990–93 of $2.1 millions-worth of

equipment said to have been adapted for the manufacture of
nerve gases [see also 31 May and 4 Jun].  An international ar-
rest warrant has been issued for a Lebanese-born German,
Berge Balanian, who is known to be a purchasing agent for the
Libyan government and who is believed to have organized and
coördinated the transaction.  None of this becomes public
knowledge until a Südwestfunk television report ten days after
the raids {Frankfurter Rundschau 19 Aug}, whereupon the vari-
ous German authorities involved announce details. {Frankfurter
Rundschau 20, 21 and 22 Aug, Stern and New York Times 22
Aug 96, AFP 25 Aug}  The two people under arrest are Detlef
Crusius and Udo Buczkowski, managers of companies in the
Mönchengladbach area.  The adapted equipment is said to
have been assembled there and then shipped to Libya via Ant-
werp by the state-run Libyan maritime shipping agency.  It soon
transpires that Balanian had had dealings with the Federal Ger-
man intelligence service, the BND.  Spiegel reports a Syrian
connection, too.  The chairman of the Parliamentary Control
Commission, Wilfried Penner, announces an investigation.
There is talk, later, of a Swiss connection: of a Swiss lawyer act-
ing for the Brussels front-company E.C.S. that had organized
the transportation of the goods, identified as Siemens compu-
terized control equipment, from Antwerp to Libya. {Frankfurter
Rundschau 7 Oct}

8 August The US Defense Department Persian Gulf
Veterans’ Illness Investigation Team posts a short paper on the
Internet [see also 6 Aug] reviewing literature on health conse-
quences of exposure to low levels of organophosphorus CW
agents [see 1 May, 8 May UK, 25 Jun US Senate and 25 Jun
US House].  The paper concludes “that there is no credible evi-
dence for chronic illnesses caused by exposure to organophos-
phate nerve agents at concentrations too low to produce signs
or symptoms of acute anticholinesterase poisoning and that
such a process cannot be reasonably advanced as having a
role in Gulf War illnesses”. {http://www.dtic.dla.mil/gulflink/
finalagt.htm}

9 August Saudi Arabia deposits with the UN Secretary-Gen-
eral its instrument of ratification of the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention [see 9 Aug 93], becoming the 61st signatory state to do
so.

9 August Libya calls for an urgent meeting of the Arab
League ministerial council “following information that the Israeli
enemy possesses chemical and bacteriological weapons, in-
cluding toxic gases, developed in a factory in the Negev desert”.
{AFP 9 Aug}  The convening of such a meeting requires that it
be requested by at least two of the League’s 22 member-states
and that at least two-thirds then give their approval for it.  Iraq
later backs Libya’s call.  Egypt, reaffirming that it will not sign
the Chemical Weapons Convention until Israel joins the nu-
clear-weapons Non Proliferation Treaty {MENA 15 Aug in BBC-
SWB 17 Aug, Cairo Al-Akhbar 16 Aug}, asks that the issue be
placed on the agenda of the League’s regular ministerial council
meeting on 14 September, a proposal which is said in Cairo to
have wide support within the League. {AFP 18 Aug}

9 August In Moscow, USACDA director John Holum arrives
for the first session of the special joint Russo–US group which
the Chernomyrdin–Gore Commission established in July as a
new channel for high-level talks on chemical-weapons issues
[see 15–16 Jul].  ACDA tells reporters that he will be visiting
Volgograd “to address issues of chemical weapons production
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facilities” [see 8 Jun 95].  Among the senior Russian officials
participating in the talks is Yuri Baturin in his capacity as head
of the Interdepartmental Commission on Chemical Disar-
mament. {Washington Post and Reuter 9 Aug}

US State Department spokesman Nicholas Burns explains
the visit to reporters in terms of the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention: “Holum’s trip is an attempt by us to try to once again get
the attention of the senior levels of the Russian leadership, both
in the Foreign Ministry as well as in the Defense Ministry, as
well as in the Kremlin, and to see if we can’t have a better and
faster route towards...mutual ratification of this very important
treaty”.  Spokesman Burns appears to exclude the possibility
that the US government will be furnishing any extra funding for
the Russian chemdemil programme: “I think at this point we’re
confident that with the infusion of Nunn–Lugar funds [see 21
May] over a multi-year basis that the Russian government does
have the capability to deal with this problem and to meet the
commitments that it will undertake once this treaty is ratified”.
{Federal News Service transcript}

9 August The New York company Commodore Applied Tech-
nologies {PR Newswire 28 Jun} announces that its proprietary
Solvated Electron Technology process has successfully de-
stroyed pound quantities of all CW agents in the US stockpile,
and that it is embarking on a mutually owned joint venture with
Teledyne Inc to pursue chemdemil on a worldwide basis.  The
two companies have estimated that the international market for
chemical-weapons disposal and related services is in excess of
$80 billion over the next 10–20 years [see also 12 Jun, BICC].
{Business Wire 9 Aug}

10–15 August In Aspen, Colorado, the Aspen Strategy Group
meets to examine post-Cold-War threats posed by proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction.  Participating are several se-
nior US officials, including Defense Secretary William Perry,
under the chairmanship of Senator Sam Nunn and Ken Dam.
Points of consensus subsequently reported by the group in-
clude: “The ASG believes that the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction constitutes one of the greatest threats the
United States faces in the post-Cold War era.  Accordingly, con-
trolling WMD proliferation is among our top national security
policy priorities.”  Among the “variety of steps that should be
taken to lessen risks” the report includes ratification of the
Chemicals Weapons Convention, on which it says:  “Congres-
sional ratification of the CWC is long overdue.  While this treaty
will not eliminate all CW threats, it does provide significant ben-
efits — not least the assurance that foreign governments will be
obligated to monitor terrorist threats.  Some complain about the
treaty’s enforcement provisions.  But the CWC will soon
achieve the ratification by the 65 governments that are required
for it to go into effect.  The ability of the United States to propose
modifications and qualifications to the enforcement provisions
depends on its being one of the countries ratifying its adoption.
Staying out of the treaty, moreover, could place our chemical
firms at a commercial disadvantage.  Others are concerned that
the CWC will not cover the most critical cases, i.e., those in
which national governments are determined to develop chemi-
cal weapons and seek to evade controls.  This may be true, but
dealing with these cases will require the effort of international
coalitions, and the cooperative process of enacting the CWC
will facilitate the establishment of such coalitions.  The treaty
would also establish international norms for compliance and
monitoring, providing objective goals for these coalitions.  In
light of these benefits, the ASG urges the Congress expedi-

tiously to ratify the CWC.”  The report goes on to recommend
further measures for dealing with chemical and biological WMD.
{Congressional Record 3 Oct pp S12284-5}

11 August In Tabriz, Iran maintains for biological-weapons
purposes [see also 10 May] stocks of the causative agents of
anthrax and botulism, and it also maintains capacity for produc-
ing more stocks quickly, according to unidentified Israeli
sources quoted in the London Sunday Times {11 Aug}.  The
newspaper continues: “Both the CIA and the Israelis believe
that military scientists working for the Islamic regime in Tehran
have developed a deadly BW aerosol that can be carried by a
terrorist.  Although they will not be able to put biological weap-
ons on long-range ballistic missiles before the end of the de-
cade, they can deliver them with Scud missiles, according to
Israeli sources, and they have a system for dropping them from
Soviet-era Sukhoi attack aircraft.”  Israeli sources are subse-
quently reported in Jerusalem as regarding terrorist use of CBW
weapons as a remote danger in comparison with other forms of
terrorist attack {Israeli Channel 2 television 12 Aug in BBC-SWB
14 Aug}.

11 August The US Defense Department, in its investigation of
the ‘Gulf War Syndrome’, is preparing to mail a questionnaire to
all members of the Army’s 37th Engineer battalion who had
been in the vicinity of Khamisayah in southern Iraq when the
battalion destroyed weapons-bunkers there in March 1991 [see
21 Jun, see also 9 Jul], so the New York Times {11 Aug} re-
ports, stating that the questionnaire will inquire into the health of
the veterans since the war.  The Times has in the meanwhile
interviewed 37 of the battalion veterans, and reports that 27 of
them say they have suffered serious but unexplained health
problems since the war.

12 August Bougainville Revolutionary Army commander Sam
Kauona issues a statement charging the Papua New Guinea
Defence Force with “using chemical bombs against the people
of Bougainville” [see also 27 Mar 93], characterizing this as
“genocide and biological warfare” {AFP 12 Aug}.  The charge is
denied by the PNGDF Chief of Staff, Colonel Jack Tuat, who
suggests in a radio interview that the accusation may have
been provoked by his force’s use of screening or signalling
smoke: “It is dangerous if it is set off and you are close to it, yes,
it can then endanger people.  I think it might have been
used...but chemical bombs..., even white phosphorus, we don’t
use at all.” {Radio Australia external service 14 Aug in BBC-
SWB 17 Aug}

Some two months later, a spokesman for the Bougainville
Revolutionary Army, Moses Havini, repeats the allegation that
the PNGDF has been dropping chemical bombs on Bougain-
ville civilians.  Speaking in Sydney, he says that the effects of
the bombs, some dropped by helicopter, “have been irritation
and also serious burning”.  He says that the bombs have been
supplied by Israel under cover of assisting PNG authorities with
fisheries surveillance.  The Israeli embassy in Wellington
strongly denies his assertion. {Radio New Zealand International
30 Oct in BBC-SWB}

13 August In Salt Lake City, Utah, US District Court Judge
Tena Campbell denies the injunction sought by the Chemical
Weapons Working Group and others against start-up of the
chemdemil incinerator at Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Fa-
cility [see 22 July–2 Aug].  Her ruling states that the plaintiffs
had not shown that the projected incineration would endanger
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people living near the facility.  It also says that “for individuals
living closest to TOCDF, the risks resulting from continued stor-
age are 100 times greater than the risks resulting from disposal
operations”. {Greenwire and Department of Defense news re-
lease 14 Aug, Reuter 20 Aug}

14 August In Australia, the report of the multinational Can-
berra Commission for the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons [see
26 Nov 95] is presented to Prime Minister John Howard.  Aus-
tralia is expected to submit it to the imminent new session of the
UN General Assembly. {London Guardian 15 Aug}  Considered
at some length in the report, and rejected, is the proposition that
nuclear weapons can have value in deterring the use of CBW
weapons.  The report says that the solution to concerns about
CBW weapons lies instead in “the strengthening and effective
implementation of and universal adherence to the Chemical
Weapons Convention and the Biological Weapons Convention,
with particular emphasis on early detection of untoward devel-
opments”, adding that the “response to any violation should be
a multilateral one”.

14 August In Japan, a petition by ten Chinese citizens is pre-
sented to the Prime Minister’s Office seeking compensation
from the Japanese government for sufferings from exposure to
chemical weapons abandoned in China by Japanese troops
after World War II [see 24 Jul].  The petition also seeks an apol-
ogy.  The ten Chinese citizens announce, through the head of
their legal team, that they will file a damage suit if their demand
— for Yen 2 million (about $18,500) for each of them — is not
met.  Their head lawyer, Susumu Hyodo, tells reporters: “It is
said that the number of Chinese victims of chemical weapons
left in China exceeds 2000.  The Japanese government should
compensate them and provide medication for them but also dis-
pose of the weapons quickly.” {Kyodo 14 Aug}  [See also 1 Jul,
Tokyo]

14 August India, within the Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear
Test Ban of the 61-nation Conference on Disarmament in Ge-
neva, declines to join a consensus that would enable the Con-
ference to transmit to the UN General Assembly an agreed text
for the projected Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty {CD/1425}.
The latest and most consensual draft of the treaty
{CD/NTB/WP.330/Rev.2} is subsequently distributed as a ple-
nary document of the CD at the request of Belgium {CD/1427}
and later as a UN General Assembly document at the request
of Australia {A/50/1027}.

14 August In the United States, the Secret Service is consult-
ing with the Army’s Chemical/Biological Anti-Terrorism Team on
how to protect the president from CB terrorism, so Jane’s De-
fence Weekly {14 Aug} reports.

16 August In Tokyo, a Foreign Ministry official tells reporters
that Japan plans to start a 10-year project in 1998 to dispose of
the chemical weapons abandoned in China by the Imperial
Army [see 24 Jul and 14 Aug].  Japanese officials hope to dis-
cuss details of the project with Chinese counterparts during a
planned working-level meeting later in the year [see 23 Jul].
The site of disposal plants remains undecided. {AFP and
Xinhua 16 Aug}

19 August NATO officials have nearly completed a study,
Minimizing Collateral Damage in Peace Support Operations, of
technologies available for cheap weapons that will minimize or

eliminate long-term effects on civilians, according to Aviation
Week & Space Technology {19 Aug}, whose report continues:
“Promising ideas include dispensing riot control chemical
agents from crop dusters”.  The report does not indicate
whether the NATO study is paying due regard to the Chemical
Weapons Convention [see also 13 Jun, Brussels].

20 August In the Philippines, the Senate votes unanimously
in favour of ratifying the Chemical Weapons Convention {UPI
20 Aug}.

20 August The US Defense Department has launched a $3.5
million study of the possibility that illness can result from low-
level nerve-gas exposure [see 8 Aug], so Long Island Newsday
{20 Aug} reports, saying also that the study was initiated after
the disclosure that the Iraqi weapons bunkers demolished by
US forces at Khamisiyah in March 1991 contained nerve-gas
rockets [see 21 Jun and 9 Jul].

21 August In South Africa, the chief of the National Defence
Force, General Georg Meiring, again declines to disclose cer-
tain particulars of “Project B” to a parliamentary commission,
the Public Accounts Committee, which is investigating im-
proprieties associated with the project [see 15 May].  Despite
the recent lifting of the project’s secrecy authorized by the Cab-
inet for the purposes of the investigation by the Office for Seri-
ous Economic Offences [see 10 Jun], General Meiring says that
divulging key details of Project B would be a “serious breach of
security”. {Reuter 21 Aug}  He is reportedly supported in this by
President Mandela and his deputy Thabo Mbeki, a circum-
stance which stimulates speculation that Project B falls within
the scope of an agreement reached within the Government of
National Unity that, in the interests of South Africa, details of
certain past covert operations should remain undisclosed {Af-
rica News 26 Aug}.  The Johannesburg Sunday Independent
subsequently reports that, during the final years of apartheid,
Iran and possibly Iraq as well had received chemical weapons
from South Africa, and that senior military personnel from the
South African chemical-weapons programme had visited Libya
several times [see also 27 Feb 95] {AFP 25 Aug}.   General
Meiring had previously said that the military had, under the title
Project Coast (another designation for Project B), established “a
defensive chemical-warfare ability through a series of front
companies” during those years {Xinhua 18 Aug}.

Asked by the committee about a foreign agent who had dis-
appeared with $1.6 million in state funds, General Meiring says
that the agent had been used to buy “very sensitive chemicals”
for Project B from an eastern European country, but the deal
had gone sour and the agent and the money vanished [see also
15 May] {Reuter 21 Aug}.

21 August UK Home Secretary Michael Howard authorizes a
general issue of CS-spray devices to police forces in England
and Wales.  His action follows a report by the Association of
Chief Police Officers on the results of six months of street-trials
of the weapon [see 18 Jan].  During the trials, CS spray had
been used 582 times.  Each person sprayed had been exam-
ined by a police surgeon.  The large majority had recovered
within 15 minutes.  Five had been taken to hospital but none
had suffered serious injury.  There had been one fatality [see 1
Mar].  An inquest on the fatality has yet to be held, but Secretary
Howard says: “All the scientific evidence shows that CS pres-
ents no serious risk to human health.  I am satisfied that this is
a safe substance.  There is no evidence that I have seen to jus-
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tify the proposition that it was the use of CS spray which re-
sulted in the unfortunate death of that man”. {London Times and
Daily Telegraph 22 Aug}  A number of police forces neverthe-
less decide against the weapon, at least for the time being, on
health grounds {London Guardian 28 Aug, London Sunday
Telegraph 8 Sep}.  There is concern, too, about the potential of
CS spray for abuse, and about the absence of proper Parlia-
mentary scrutiny of the trial results {London Independent 18
Sep}.  Hong Kong police are turning to an altogether different
type of chemical weapon: a canister that ejects, not an irritant
spray whose inhalation might bring about pulmonary ill-effects,
but an irritant foam using the active ingredient of pepper {South
China Morning Post 29 Sep}.

22 August In Cairo, officials of the Arab League say that, in a
report which will be submitted to the League foreign ministers’
meeting on 14 September [see 9 Aug], a commission of the
League will urge member-states to shun the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention until Israel joins the NPT.  The commission has
just concluded a two-day meeting. {UPI 22 Aug}

22 August In Moscow, Russian Foreign Ministry spokesman
Mikhail Demurin says: “Russia has confirmed its intention to join
the group of the first 65 states [to ratify the Chemical Weapons
Convention] as a country which has made a considerable con-
tribution to the drawing up of the convention, and intends to ori-
entate itself in the field of chemical disarmament exclusively on
its clauses and the mechanism of control envisaged by this doc-
ument”.  TASS {22 Aug} also reports him as saying: “Russia is
ready for all-round cooperation with other participants in the
Preparatory Commission...with the aim of searching for deci-
sions on procedures of control, conversion and other aspects of
the practical application of the convention banning chemical
weapons, which are now being elaborated in The Hague...  The
solution to these problems would promote the process of ratifi-
cation of this document by Russia.”  [See also 22 July, Russian
Federation]

22 August In Utah, at the Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal
Facility [see 13 Aug], large-scale chemdemil operations com-
mence in the continental United States with the incineration, in
a trial burn, of an M55 rocket containing sarin nerve-gas.  More
than 13,600 tons of CW agent held in more than a million muni-
tions or other containers — 44 percent of the US stockpile —
are stored at Tooele, and all are scheduled to enter the inciner-
ator between now and 2003.  The chemdemil facilities due to
come on line next are the incinerators on which work is now get-
ting under way at Anniston, Pine Bluff and Umatilla [see 3 May].
{Federal News Service transcript}

There is a plant shut-down three days and 205 rockets later,
when traces of airborne nerve-gas are detected within a sealed-
off area of the facility.  Operations resume on 30 August, plant
officials saying that the leak had endangered neither the public
nor the workforce. {AFP 26 Aug, New York Times 1 Sep}

23–24 August In Amsterdam, during the INES conference on
Challenges of Sustainable Development, a workshop on Chem-
ical and Biological Disarmament is convened by Professor Jirí
Matousek of the Czech Republic, with Dr Ralf Trapp of the
OPCW Provisional Technical Secretariat as local organizer.

24 August In Turkey, detectives of the Financial Department
arrest Emin Ekinci who, according to Hurriyet {27 Aug in FBIS-
WEU 27 Aug}, had been offering for sale small containers of

mustard gas and sarin nerve-gas.  The newspaper quotes un-
identified “experts” suggesting that the containers had been
ransacked from chemical depots of the former Soviet Union and
smuggled in, through Igdir, from Nakhichevan, the Azerbaijani
enclave in Armenia.

26 August The United Nations Secretariat distributes to
states parties to the Biological Weapons Convention a second
compilation of declarations received during 1996 in accordance
with the voluntary confidence-building measures {CDA/11-
96/BW-III/Add.1}.  In contrast to the 1995 total of 51, only 49
states parties have made declarations this year, but they in-
clude, for the first time, Bangladesh, Chile, Kuwait, Papua New
Guinea and Uganda.  Of the 139 states that are now parties to
the BWC, 72 have never participated in the confidence-building
measures. {BWC/CONF.IV/2}

26 August The United States discloses further particulars of
its former biological-weapons programme in an addendum to
the 1996 US declaration under the BWC confidence-building
measures [see 26 Aug, UN].  The disclosure is the most de-
tailed official account of the former programme yet to have ap-
peared in an open publication.  It makes reference to such
events such as the joint UK/US releases of anthrax, brucellosis
and tularemia bacteria in sea trials in the Caribbean during
1948–49, and the releases of Q-fever rickettsiae, tularemia bac-
teria and staphylococcal enterotoxin in the Marshall Islands dur-
ing the mid-1960s.  The disclosure states that the BW agents
for which production capacity was developed during the offen-
sive programme included the five just mentioned plus VEE
virus, Clostridium botulinum (presumably for its toxin), Aedes
aegypti mosquitoes and the moulds causing stem rust of wheat,
stem rust of rye and rice blast.  Work on anti-animal BW agents
(notably rinderpest, hog cholera and Newcastle disease) had
ceased in 1954.  A major technical advance noted, but not de-
tailed, in the disclosure is the development during the mid-
1960s of “stabilizing additives which significantly reduced
biological decay rates for liquid agents in low humidity environ-
ments”.

Some elements of the programme, however, escape men-
tion in the disclosure.  There is no explicit reference, for exam-
ple, to the long-range balloon BW weapon system for the
Strategic Air Command which by 1954 “represented about one-
sixth of all development effort that had been expended on bio-
logical warfare munitions”, according to an internal US Air Force
historical study.

26–28 August In Baghdad, UNSCOM Executive Chairman
Rolf Ekéus, accompanied by Nikita Smidovich [see 10–16 Jun
and 15–22 Jul], conducts a new round of high-level talks with
Iraqi officials.  The UN Security Council had issued a statement
just before his departure reminding Iraq of its obligation to give
UN inspectors “immediate, unconditional and unrestricted ac-
cess to any and all areas, facilities, equipment, records and
means of transportation which they wish to inspect, and Iraqi
officials whom they wish to interview” {S/PRST/1996/36}.  Ac-
cording to UN officials, Iraq had been continuing to obstruct UN
inspectors, most recently on 17 August {UPI 23 Aug, Interna-
tional Herald Tribune 27 Aug}.  Ambassador Ekéus tells report-
ers at the end of the talks that he had received “important
assurances” about access, and had in turn pledged that UN-
SCOM would, as agreed, respect Iraq’s sovereignty and secu-
rity concerns: “That means that we’re not going to inspect sites
where we do not suspect something”.  He says: “My report to
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the Security Council will not be totally favourable, but at least we
will avoid the crisis”. {AFP 28 Aug}  The Deputy Prime Minister
of Iraq, Tariq Aziz, tells the official Iraqi News Agency that he
had had “useful talks” with Ambassador Ekéus {UPI 28 Aug}.

UNSCOM later discloses that, during the talks, Ambassador
Ekéus had produced documentary evidence showing that Iraq,
contrary to its earlier statements, had manufactured chemical
agents during 1989 {S/1996/848}.

27 August A Sudan Airways flight from Khartoum to Jordan is
hijacked to London where the hijackers — seven Iraqi nationals
travelling with their families — request political asylum.  At least
one of the hijackers is believed to have been a technician work-
ing in what a subsequent report in the London Sudan Demo-
cratic Gazette describes as an Iraqi project to establish a
chemical weapons production facility on the site of a disused
ammunition factory near Khartoum, at Shajara.  The report,
which cites no source for its information, states that Iraqi advi-
sors on military matters and chemical weapons production have
worked in Sudan for the past five years [see also 15 Apr 91, 20
Nov 95 and 12 Apr]. {Africa News 17 Oct}

28 August The OPCW Provisional Technical Secretariat dis-
tributes an initial version of the Handbook on Chemicals, which
is to be Appendix 2 of the Declaration Handbook.  This draft
handbook notes “the most common chemical substances that
are covered under the three Schedules”, the aim being to assist
member states in identifying declarable activities.  The draft lists
400 chemicals by empirical formula and CAS number, assign-
ing to each one a chemical name (typically the CAS index
name) for indexing purposes, and specifying synonyms, includ-
ing common names.  A Version 2 will be issued in due course.

28 August The New York Times reports that an intelligence
information report widely circulated to US government depart-
ments and agencies in November 1991 had stated that the
stocks of Iraqi munitions at Kamisiyah Ammunition Storage Fa-
cility in southern Iraq which the US Army’s 37th Engineer Battal-
ion had blown up in March 1991 had contained chemical
munitions.  The Defense Department had publicized this possi-
ble exposure of US troops to chemical warfare agents two
months previously [see 21 Jun], but had said when doing so
that it had learnt of the episode only recently.

The document reported by the Times had been among
those which, in redacted form, the Department had posted on
its GulfLink website and then withdrawn [see 9 Feb].  Officials of
the American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars accuse
the Department of a cover-up which they say reinforces their
claims that CW agents could be responsible for Gulf War Syn-
drome:  “We’re just extremely sceptical of anything they say
now.  This situation is outrageous.” {New York Daily News 29
Aug}  Pentagon spokesman Michael Doubleday states: “The
Department flatly denies that there was ever an attempt to with-
hold information from either the troops or the public regarding
this matter”.  He adds: “The full relevance of the report, because
there was no such thing as Gulf War illness [yet being reported],
was not...recognised at the time”. {Washington Post 29 Aug}

29 August Cyprus, specifically the Greek Cypriot port of
Limassol, serves the Syrian chemical-weapons programme as
a transit point for imports of essential materials from Russia and
Cuba, according to unidentified “intelligence sources and offi-
cials” in Nicosia quoted by the Jerusalem Post {30 Aug}.  Re-
portedly responding to pressure on this and related scores from

the United States, Parliament had passed emergency legisla-
tion in July empowering authorities to seize shipments of goods,
with subsequent compensation of ship-owners, even if the
goods were not formally subject to export control.  Cypriot au-
thorities are reported to have been coöperating with Western
intelligence services in attempts, these past two years, to block
the use of ports such as Limassol and Larnaca as transit points
for importation of materials into the nuclear and CBW pro-
grammes of Syria and other countries, such as Iran. {Defense
News 4–10 Nov}

29 August In the German Bundestag, the Parliamentary Con-
trol Commission takes evidence from the president of the Fed-
eral Intelligence Service (BND), Hans-Jörg Geiger, during its
investigation of the claim by Berge Balanian, wanted in connec-
tion with illegal exports of CW-related equipment to Libya [see 8
Aug], that his deals with Libya had been known to the BND.
That Balanian had been a BND informer on Libyan affairs has
already been acknowledged by the BND, but it has denied
knowledge of his export deals.  It is later reported that the Com-
mission considers further clarification of the BND role to be nec-
essary, but that it has no proof of BND complicity in the
smuggling of poison-gas technology to Libya. {Focus 2 Sep in
FBIS-WEU 2 Sep, Frankfurter Rundschau 16 Oct in FBIS-WEU
16 Oct}

29 August In the United States, 53 top executives from the
country’s largest chemical corporations address a letter to
members of the US Senate urging ratification of the Chemical
Weapons Convention.  The letter includes the following: “The
chemical industry has long supported the CWC.  Our industry
participated in negotiating the agreement, and in US and inter-
national implementation efforts.  The treaty contains substantial
protections for confidential business information (CBI).  We
know, because industry helped to draft the CBI provisions.
Chemical companies also help test the draft CWC reporting
system, and we tested the on-site inspection procedures that
will help verify compliance with the treaty.  In short, our industry
has thoroughly examined and tested this Convention.  We have
concluded that the benefits of the CWC far outweigh the costs.
Indeed, the real price to pay would come from not ratifying the
CWC.  The treaty calls for strict restrictions on trade with na-
tions which are not party to the Convention.  The chemical in-
dustry is America’s largest export industry, posting $60 billion in
export sales last year.  But our industry’s status as the world’s
preferred supplier of chemical products may be jeopardized if
the US does not ratify the Convention.  If the Senate does not
vote in favor of the CWC, we stand to lose hundreds of millions
of dollars in overseas sales, putting at risk thousands of good-
paying American jobs.” {Congressional Record 5 Sep p S9959}

31 August In Japan, on Okushima island [see 5 Dec 94], a
symposium entitled From the Toxic Gas Island is attended by
some 200 historians and citizens. {Kyodo 31 Aug}

31 August In Iraq, government forces enter the UN-protected
Kurdish area north of the 36th parallel and occupy Irbil.  Deputy
Prime Minister Tariq Aziz states that the forces had been “in-
vited to come to the assistance of the Kurdish Democratic
Party” in its conflict with the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan.  Re-
sponding to this violation of the UN safe haven, the United
States declares an extension of the southern no-fly-zone in
Iraq; Britain and France join it in patrolling the extended zone.
And during 3–4 September, the United States launches 44
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cruise missiles from naval vessels and bomber aircraft in at-
tacks on 15 Iraqi air-defense sites and communications installa-
tions in southern Iraq. {London Daily Telegraph 5 Sep,
International Herald Tribune 9 Sep}  UNSCOM temporarily
grounds its air operations {UN Secretariat press briefing 4 Sep}.
There is a run on civilian gas-masks in Israel {International Her-
ald Tribune 4 Sep}

UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali announces
that he is delaying the deployment to Iraq of the UN personnel
needed there to implement the oil-for-food partial lifting of the oil
embargo agreed under Security Council resolution 986 (1995)
[see 20 May]. {UN press release 3 Sep}

2 September In Japan, a Tokyo court issues its ruling in the
first of a series of civil suits [see 14 Dec 95] filed against Aum
Shinrikyo cultists by 38 victims of the March 1995 nerve-gas at-
tack in the Tokyo subway.  Cult leader Shoko Asahara [see 24
Apr], Masami Tsuchiya [see 22 Apr 95] and Ikuo Hayashi are
ordered to pay $7.45 million in damages. {Boston Globe 3 Sep}

3 September India [see 14 Aug] deposits with the UN Secre-
tary-General its instrument of ratification of the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention, becoming the 62nd signatory state to do so.

3 September In Pakistan, an unidentified “official source” tells
the Islamabad News that the government is at an advanced
stage in establishing the National Authority required under the
CWC.  The authority is to be located within the Foreign Office
and probably headed by a senior military officer.  General
Headquarters has already deputed some of its officers to the
Foreign Office where they have started work collecting chemi-
cal-industry data. {Islamabad News 4 Sep in FBIS-NES}

3 September The UN Security Council conducts its 33rd 60-
day review of the sanctions imposed on Iraq [see 5 Jul], leaving
them in place. {Reuter 3 Sep}

5 September President Clinton’s Advisory Committee on Gulf
War Veterans’ Illnesses [see 6 Aug] conducts an open hearing
in Washington.  It receives a staff report setting out investiga-
tion findings and proposing recommendations for inclusion in
the Committee’s final report, which is due later in the year.  The
staff report recommends that the Defense Department investi-
gation of Gulf War illness be turned over to an independent
group: “DOD has conducted a superficial investigation of possi-
ble chemical and biological agent exposures which is unlikely to
provide credible answers to veterans’ questions”.  In reference
to the US Army’s March 1991 demolition of an Iraqi ammunition
dump containing chemical munitions [see 28 Aug], the report
says that evidence for CW-agent release at Khamisiyah is
“overwhelming” and that troop exposure within 25 kilometres of
the demolition-site “should be presumed”; all personnel who
had been within that area at the time in question — estimated to
be some 1100 US troops — should therefore be urged to enroll
either in the Persian Gulf Health Registry of the Department of
Veterans’ Affairs [see 14 Dec 94] or in the Comprehensive Clin-
ical Evaluation Program [see 2 Apr] of the Department of De-
fense.  The report also observes that troops may have been
exposed to low levels of CW agents at other sites, and is critical
of the relatively slight attention given by the Defense Depart-
ment investigators to evidence about such releases (such as
agent-detection reports in combat logs, and veterans’ oral his-
tory).

The Advisory Committee also hears from the Defense
Department’s senior health officer, Dr Stephen Joseph, who de-
fends his investigation against the fierce criticism that is now
being directed against it and asks the committee to recognise
his department’s “complete commitment to investigating the
possible causes of Persian Gulf illnesses in the context of its
support for all Gulf War veterans”. {Gannett 5 Sep, New York
Times and Dallas Morning News 6 Sep, Chemical & Engineer-
ing News 23 Sep}

The Committee is told that the Defense Department and the
Central Intelligence Agency are working on a computer model
that will estimate the possible dispersion of any CW agents that
might have occurred during the Khamisiyah demolition activi-
ties. {Defense Department news release 18 Sep}

5 September President Clinton’s Assistant for National Secu-
rity Affairs, Anthony Lake, writes to the ranking minority member
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Senator Claiborne
Pell, to keep him informed of the administration responses to
concerns raised by committee chairman Senator Helms.

On Russian chemdemil [see 21 Mar], the letter says: “The
Russians have clearly stated that the central problem they face
regarding the CWC is financing the cost of their CW destruction
program.  While requesting international assistance, the Rus-
sians have also made it clear, most recently in their plenary
statement in The Hague [see 22 Jul], that the program will be
financed primarily by Russia itself.  We and other countries
have indicated our willingness to address this outstanding con-
cern on an expedited basis, but we have continued to under-
score to the Russians that CW destruction is primarily their
responsibility and that any US assistance is contingent upon
approval by the US Congress.”

On the 1990 Bilateral Destruction Agreement [see 22 Jul],
the letter says: “The Russian Federation...has long expressed
concerns about certain aspects of this agreement and has not
agreed to detailed implementing procedures and updated pro-
visions to finalize the BDA.  We continue to press the Russians
at the highest levels on the need to resolve the outstanding CW
issues, and they agreed to a meeting with ACDA Director
Holum, which was held on August 10 [see 9 Aug].  They also
agreed to host a visit to Volgograd later this fall to address spe-
cifically the issue of conversion of production facilities.  While
the Russians have stated that they believe that the bilateral
agreements between Russia and the United States have ful-
filled their useful role, they have also stated that they will not
renege on the agreements they have made.”

On the 1989 Wyoming Memorandum of Understanding [see
7 Aug], the letter says: “While Russia has met its obligations to
participate in implementation activities...questions remain re-
garding certain aspects of the Russian data [provided under the
agreed information exchange].  We are continuing to press the
Russians at the highest levels on the need to resolve these out-
standing CW issues.” {Congressional Record 5 Sep p S9958}

5 September In the US Senate, which had reconvened two
days previously after its summer recess and which is due to
vote on ratification of the Chemical Weapons Convention within
the next ten days [see 28 Jun], Senator Claiborne Pell makes
public two letters concerning the treaty. {Congressional Record
5 Sep pp S9958-9}  One [see 5 Sep] is from the President’s As-
sistant for National Security Affairs, Anthony Lake.  It addresses
points made about Russian intentions by opponents of ratifica-
tion, and, in a classified enclosure, provides detailed answers to
questions raised by Senator Helms.  The other letter, sent to all
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senators, is from senior executives of more than 50 major US
chemical corporations [see 29 Aug].  It urges Senate support of
the Chemical Weapons Convention and quick action on legisla-
tion to implement it.

7 September President Clinton devotes most of his weekly
radio address to the Chemical Weapons Convention, pressing
for Senate ratification.  He says: “I urge the leaders of both par-
ties in Congress to pull together and pass this treaty.  It will
make life tougher for rogue states like Iraq.  Those few nations
that refuse to sign will find themselves increasingly isolated.
Tough new trade controls will prohibit anyone from selling them
ingredients for chemical weapons, making it more difficult for
them to build the weapons.  The treaty will increase the safety
of our citizens at home as well as our troops in the field.  The
destruction of current stockpiles, including at least 40,000 tons
of poison gas in Russia alone, will put the largest potential
sources of chemical weapons out of the reach of terrorists.  And
the trade controls will deny terrorists easy access to the ingredi-
ents they seek.” {US Newswire 9 Sep}

8 September The Pugwash Council, meeting in Lahti, Fin-
land, adopts a statement for the impending Fourth Review Con-
ference of States Parties to the 1972 Biological Weapons
Convention.  The statement recommends a nine-point action
plan, including the establishment of a deadline — “no later than
1998” — for completion by the Ad Hoc Group [see 15–26 Jul] of
a text for the projected “legally binding instrument” for strength-
ening the BWC.

8 September Russia has “quietly informed [President] Clinton
that unless America pays for the destruction of [its] 40,000-ton
stockpile of chemical weapons, Moscow will refuse to ratify” the
Chemical Weapons Convention [see also 5 Sep], so the Lon-
don Sunday Times {8 Sep} informs its readers.  The report,
which cites no sources, continues: “The Americans think that
the latest attempt at blackmail by Moscow has two purposes.
First, the huge sum [“$12 billion in subsidies”] being demanded
would be used, in part, to line the pockets of the many senior
officials who have grown rich from various defence projects
over the years.  At the same time, the Russians hope that the
threat of non-ratification will encourage the [US] Senate, which
is due to vote on ratification of the convention on friday, to op-
pose it.”

9 September Russian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin
and US Vice President Albert Gore conduct a lengthy telephone
conversation during which they discuss progress in the special
joint group established for high-level talks on chemical-weap-
ons issues [see 9 Aug].  Attributing sources in the Prime
Minister’s office, Itar-Tass {9 Sep in FBIS-SOV 9 Sep} further
reports that the discussion had included “joint projects in the
conversion of Russian defence chemical factories, supported
by American technologies and capital”.

9 September In the US Senate, Majority Leader Trent Lott
[see 7 Aug] announces that he has received a letter from Rich-
ard Cheney and some 50 other Bush and Reagan administra-
tion officials opposing ratification of the Chemical Weapons
Convention “unless and until it is made genuinely global, effec-
tive, and verifiable”.  Cheney had been US Secretary of De-
fense when the United States agreed the text of the
Convention, in 1992.  Senator Lott also announces receipt of a
letter from the National Federation of Independent Businesses

expressing concern that its small-business members may be-
come excessively burdened by the Convention. {Congressional
Record 9 Sep pp S10069-72}  The remarkable misinformation
about the Convention contained in both letters had evidently not
been noticed by their signatories.

Attracting wide attention outside the Senate as well as
within it, these letters represent the latest manoeuvres in the
political campaign against Senate ratification of the Convention.
The campaign is being conducted by a group of former Reagan-
administration officials — Frank Gaffney, Douglas Feith and
Kathleen Bailey — working in support of Senators Helms, Kyl,
Lott and their staffs {CQ Weekly Report 14 Sep, Chemical & En-
gineering News 30 Sep, John Isaacs in Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists Nov–Dec}.  Hitherto poorly regarded and little
heeded by supporters of the Convention, the campaign is now
displaying startling reach and subtlety.  As it enters its climactic
week, it is said to have mustered at least 25 (or between 10 and
28, on another account) of the 34 votes needed to block ratifica-
tion [see also 7 Aug]. {Chemical & Engineering News 9 Sep,
Los Angeles Times 13 Sep}

9–27 September In the Netherlands, a course for CWC Na-
tional Authority personnel is held at the Netherlands Defence
College, Ypenburg, with funding from the Netherlands govern-
ment and course-instructors from the OPCW Provisional Tech-
nical Secretariat, the Netherlands, Swedish and Swiss
governments, the TNO and the Harvard Sussex Program.

10 September In Tokyo, an exhibition on the use of chemical
weapons in China by the Japanese Imperial Army during the
period 1937–45 opens in Shinjuku Ward Citizens’ Gallery.  The
exhibition is organised by a civic group led by Noboru
Watanabe, and will later tour the country. {Kyodo 10 Sep}

10 September Portugal deposits with the UN Secretary-Gen-
eral its instrument of ratification of the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention, becoming the 63rd signatory state to do so.

10 September The UN General Assembly votes on an Aus-
tralian resolution to adopt the comprehensive nuclear-test-ban
treaty which India had blocked in the Conference on Disar-
mament [see 14 Aug].  The vote is 158–3 with 5 abstentions.
Bhutan, India and Libya are the opposing states; Cuba, Leba-
non, Mauritius, Syria and Tanzania are the abstaining states.
Article XIV of the treaty specifies, however, that the treaty can-
not enter into force without the participation of 44 specified
countries (ones currently identified by the IAEA as possessors
of nuclear research or power reactors and which were members
of the CD on 18 June), including India. {Trust & Verify Sep}

10 September In Cambridge, Massachusetts, a conference
on Chemical Demilitarization: The Risks of Inaction is convened
by the Defense and Arms Control Studies Program at the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology with the support of ICF Kai-
ser International Inc.  The keynote speech is by the US Army’s
Program Manager for chemdemil, Major General Robert Orton.

10 September In the US Senate, the Judiciary Subcommittee
on Constitution, Federalism and Property Rights holds a hear-
ing on constitutional implications of the Chemical Weapons
Convention.  A professor of law from California, John Yoo, tes-
tifies that “the implementation provisions of the Convention’s
verification procedures, as currently written, would violate the
Constitution and would be struck down by the Supreme Court
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because they represent an impermissible transfer of sover-
eignty from our national government to an international organi-
zation”.  A witness from the Cato Institute promoted by Senator
Kyl, Roger Pilon, addresses the Fourth Amendment aspects of
the treaty and argues that the Convention poses “insurmount-
able constitutional problems”.  These and associated conten-
tions, all of which had been considered at length during
negotiation of the treaty, are refuted in detail by Professor Barry
Kellman of the DePaul College of Law and by Richard Shiffrin
from the Department of Justice.  Also testifying is the Depart-
ment of the Army, which has been invited to describe the US
chemdemil programme. {FDCH Congressional Testimony 10
Sep}

10–20 September In Egypt, the main branches of the armed
forces take part in Badr 96, large-scale military manoeuvres de-
scribed as a “strategic military exercise” and including a cross-
ing of the Suez Canal.  Defence Minister Mohammad Hussein
Tantawi, speaking to reporters as the manoeuvres end, draws
attention to the participation of chemical-warfare units: “Chemi-
cal warfare had a key role in these exercises because of the
danger represented by the use of weapons of mass destruc-
tion... As long as there is a neighbouring country which has
weapons of mass destruction, we must carry out defensive
training aimed at facing up to the use of these weapons to re-
duce their dangerous effect”. {MENA 10 Sep in BBC-SWB 11
Sep, AFP 20 and 21 Sep}

11 September In the Netherlands, at Rijswijk, the OPCW Lab-
oratory and Equipment Store, now fitted up and staffed, is for-
mally inaugurated.  The facility will not itself be used for sample
analyses, but will instead coördinate analyses of inspection
samples within a network of Designated Laboratories around
the world.  The facility will also house, maintain, calibrate, issue
and track the equipment that will be used during inspections
and for the training of inspectors who will be specialists in ana-
lytical chemistry.  Data links have been installed between the
Secretariat and the facility.  Preparations are underway for eval-
uating the GC–MS instrumentation, which is planned to start
operation on 16 September, and for the Second Official Profi-
ciency Test to start on 14 October. {OPCW/PTS press release
12 Sep}

11 September US presidential candidate Robert Dole states
a position on the Chemical Weapons Convention.  He does so
in a letter addressed to Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott on the
eve of the Senate ratification debate.  The letter asks three
questions: “First, effective verification: do we have high confi-
dence that our intelligence will detect violations?  Second, real
reductions, in this case down to zero: will the treaty eliminate
chemical weapons?  Third, stability: will the treaty be truly
global or will countries like Iraq, Iran, Syria, Libya and North
Korea still be able to destabilize others with the threat of chem-
ical weapons?”  The letter then expresses concern that the
treaty safeguard US constitutional protections against unwar-
ranted searches [see 10 Sep, US Senate], and goes on to say:
“It is my understanding that the Senate will have the opportunity
to address these matters in debate and, perhaps, in amending
the Resolution of Ratification [see 25 Apr].  It is my hope that
President Clinton will assist you in resolving them.  If we can
work together, we can achieve a treaty which truly enhances
American security.”  This action by their presidential candidate
stimulates many previously uncommitted Republican senators
— 20–25 of them, according to a subsequent account — to join

the ranks of those opposing ratification [see 9 Sep, US Senate].
{Chemical & Engineering News 30 Sep}

A New York Times {15 Sep} editorial comments: “Imperiling
the Chemical Weapons Convention is trifling with the national
interest.  It is a measure of his desperation that Mr Dole would
seek to stir his becalmed campaign by blocking such an import-
ant and beneficial treaty.”

12 September In the US Senate, the majority and the minority
coöperate to vitiate the unanimous-consent agreement under
which the Senate would have considered ratification of the
Chemical Weapons Convention prior to 14 September [see 28
Jun].

Opponents of ratification had told Senate Minority Leader
Thomas Daschle that they would accept the treaty only if the
resolution of ratification were amended along the lines sug-
gested in the Dole letter [see 11 Sep].  A form of words to that
effect had been put forward.  It would prohibit the President
from depositing the US instrument of ratification unless (a) the
Director of Central Intelligence had certified that the treaty could
be verified with “high confidence” and (b) Iran, Iraq, Libya, North
Korea and Syria had all signed and ratified the treaty; killer
amendments, clearly.  Observing the increased strength of the
opposition, and being certain of only 54 of the 67 votes needed
for ratification, the Administration had decided, after a round of
high-level consultations, to try to have the vote called off.  White
House Chief of Staff Leon Panetta requested Senator Daschle
to seek the Senate Majority Leader’s agreement to this course
of action.  Even though the opponents were now reportedly
confident of between 34 and 46 votes, Senator Lott duly con-
curred, apparently in order to minimize political fallout for the
Dole presidential campaign — or perhaps because he was not
in fact sure he had at least 34 votes. {Washington Post and
Washington Times 13 Sep, John Isaacs in Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists Nov-Dec}

Earlier in the day, former Secretary of State James Baker
had spoken in support of ratification during testimony before the
Senate Armed Services Committee: “The Bush administration
had never expected a treaty to be completely verifiable and had
always expected there would be rogue states that would not
participate...  When you have a lot of countries that have signed
on to a treaty like that to eliminate these weapons, you have a
much stronger political mass that you can bring to the table in
any form, whatever it is, to talk about restraints and restrictions
and sanctions....  The more countries we can get behind re-
sponsible behavior around the world and that we can lead to-
ward responsible behavior, the better it is for us.” {New York
Times 13 Sep}

The US Chemical Manufacturers Association issues a state-
ment deploring the Senate decision to delay voting on the Con-
vention, but observing that the “delay will give treaty supporters
a chance to set the record straight, to demonstrate why this
treaty is in the national interest” [see also 29 Aug].  CMA
spokesman Owen Kean later tells reporters that, if the United
States does not join the Convention, its exports of chemicals
regulated by the treaty to countries that have joined would be
barred, thereby cutting off up to $600 million in exports. {Wash-
ington Post 14 Sep}

Senator Sam Nunn says: “I don’t think that enough high-
ranking people had come up from the administration to create
momentum [for ratification].  There was a pretty well-organized
effort...by the Republican right wing, and there was no counter
to it.” {CQ Weekly Report 14 Sep}  In a subsequent speech from
the floor of the Senate, he sets out in detail his strong support
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for ratification, ending with the following question: “Is the United
States more likely to reduce the dangers of the proliferation of
chemical weapons by joining the 63 countries that have already
ratified the CWC and the many others that will join after the 65th
ratification occurs, or is America’s security better served by re-
maining on the outside, by joining rogue regimes like Libya and
North Korea in ignoring this pathbreaking effort by 161 nations
to bring these terrible weapons under some degree of control?”
{Congressional Record 26 Sep}

There is little likelihood of the Senate rescheduling a vote on
the Convention in the immediate future.  Unless a vote is taken
before the end of the present Congress in January 1997, the
treaty will be returned to the Foreign Relations Committee.
How easily it will thereafter reëmerge onto the Senate floor [see
7 Dec 95] will be conditioned by the outcome of the impending
Presidential and Congressional elections. {John Isaacs in Bulle-
tin of the Atomic Scientists Nov–Dec}

13–20 September In Iraq, UNSCOM conducts its 40th biolog-
ical-weapons inspection, UNSCOM 157.  The purpose, as en-
visaged in the joint programme of action [see 19–22 Jun], is to
interview Iraqi personnel who had been involved in the
weaponization of BW agents and in the reported destruction of
BW munitions.  Such interviews have been conceived as part of
the effort to verify the latest Iraqi biological “full, final and com-
plete disclosure” and had been planned for two previous UN-
SCOM inspections.  Iraq, however, had blocked them.  Now,
following the visit of the Executive Chairman [see 26–28 Aug],
the interviews take place, UNSCOM later reporting that the in-
formation gained “proved valuable, though not always in agree-
ment with statements contained in the FFCD”. {S/1996/848}

14 September President Clinton speaks of the Chemical
Weapons Convention once again [see 7 Sep] during his weekly
radio address.  He observes that “the treaty seems to have got-
ten caught up in election-year politicking” [see 12 Sep].  He
notes the bipartisan support that nevertheless exists for the
treaty, and says: “I want the American people to know that I will
work with the Senate to pass the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion when a calmer political climate prevails”.

14 September In Uruguay, officials announce that the army
has bought ten Czech armoured personnel carriers adapted for
use under conditions of chemical or biological warfare. {CTK 16
Sep in BBC-SWB 19 Sep}

16 September Cameroon deposits with the UN Secretary-
General its instrument of ratification of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, becoming the 64th signatory state to do so.

16 September In the United Kingdom, the provisions of
Chemical Weapons Act 1996 [see 18 Mar], which implements
the Chemical Weapons Convention in domestic UK law, are
brought into force {SI 1996/2054}.  The immediate effect is to
make all and any production, possession or use of Schedule 1
chemicals illegal, whether in medicine, academia, industry or
anywhere else, unless authorized by government permit.  The
CWC National Authority accordingly establishes an Interim
Open General Licence, valid until 31 December 1996, at which
point a definitive licensing regime will be introduced.

16–20 September In Nairobi, officials of some 87 govern-
ments meet for a second negotiating session on the projected
international treaty to regulate the import and export of hazard-

ous chemicals.  The treaty would strengthen and make obliga-
tory the present Prior Informed Consent (PIC) procedure, a vol-
untary arrangement introduced by UNEP and FAO in 1989
whereby countries can learn about the characteristics of haz-
ardous chemicals that may be shipped into their territories; 145
countries currently participate.  The session is chaired by Maria
Celina de Azevedo Rodrigues of Brazil.  The initial session had
been held in Brussels some six months previously.  A final text
for the projected PIC treaty is expected to be adopted at a third
session, probably in Rotterdam early in 1997. {London Finan-
cial Times 16 Sep, UN press release 20 Sep}

16–27 September In Geneva, the Ad Hoc Group of states
parties to the Biological Weapons Convention reconvenes [see
15-26 Jul] under the continuing chairmanship of Ambasador
Tibor Tóth of Hungary.  Participating in this fifth session are
Malta, the Philippines and all except Bangladesh and Sierra
Leone of the 51 states parties that participated in the fourth ses-
sion.  Three signatory states (Burma, Egypt and Morocco) par-
ticipate as well.  Presentations or written submissions are made
by five international organizations: WHO, UNIDO, OIE, ICGEB
and UNESCO.  There are 21 new working papers.  The same
four Friends of the Chair continue to promote consultations and
negotiation: Dr Ali Mohammedi of Iran (on definitions of terms
and objective criteria), Ambassador Tóth (on confidence-build-
ing and transparency measures), Stephen Pattison of the UK
(on measures to promote compliance) and Ambassador
Berguño of Chile (on measures related to Article X).  Recorded
in papers by the Friends of the Chair are results of the discus-
sions they had brokered.  These papers are annexed to the pro-
cedural report on the session which the Ad Hoc Group formally
adopts.  Included in the report is the text of a brief account of
progress thus far with which the Ad Hoc Group decides to in-
form the impending Fourth BWC Review Conference.  This text
contains the statement that the Group “has decided to intensify
its work with a view to completing it as soon as possible before
the commencement of the Fifth Review Conference and submit
its report, which shall be adopted by consensus, to the States
Parties, to be considered at a Special Conference”.  Further
sessions of the Group are to be held during 3–21 March, 14
July–1 August and 15 September–3 October 1997. {BWC/AD HOC

GROUP/32}
Ambassador Tóth tells reporters at the close of the session

that disagreements remain to be resolved over the contents of
the projected legally binding instrument to strengthen the BWC
but that, “politically”, he is “optimistic”. {AFP 27 Sep}

17–28 September In China, a team of Japanese experts led
by senior Foreign Ministry official Shigekazu Sato visits four lo-
cations in Heilongjiang province and one in Inner Mongolia Au-
tonomous Region as part of the inquiry into chemical weapons
abandoned by the former Japanese Imperial Army [see 16
Aug].  It is the seventh such Japanese mission to China [see 14
May–3 Jun].  In Beijing afterwards, Mr Sato tells a press confer-
ence that, in October, Tokyo will be sending missions to Ger-
many, the United Kingdom and the United States to study the
disposal of chemical weapons. {Jiji 30 Sep}

In Japan, government sources are being quoted about a
plan to build an offshore chemdemil facility to dispose of the re-
covered abandoned chemical weapons.   An unidentified For-
eign Ministry source says that this may be the only available
option because the Chinese government is insisting that Japan
dispose of the weapons outside China, and no local govern-
ment within Japan will permit disposal within its jurisdiction.
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The plan would locate the facility in Japanese territorial waters
close to a port in northeastern China.  It is said to envisage a
total construction and operating cost on the order of Yen 600
billion (about $5.5 billion).  The Foreign Ministry and the Na-
tional Defence Agency are reportedly discussing the matter un-
officially with a number of Japanese companies, including
Mitsubishi Jukogyo. {Kyodo 22 Sep}

In the United States, M4 Environmental announces that it
has reached an agreement with Mitsubishi on the use of its
Catalytic Extraction Processing (CEP) technology for destroy-
ing chemical weapons.  The M4 announcement refers, how-
ever, to utilization of “a CEP-based system to destroy bulk
agent and select weapons located at small weapons burial
sites”.  M4 Environmental is a limited partnership established by
Molten Metal Technology Inc and Lockheed Martin Corporation
in 1994 to exploit CEP technology.  The partnership’s publicity
cites a recent report by the US Army Materiel Systems Analysis
Activity, Technical and Economic Analysis Comparing Alterna-
tive Chemical Demilitarization Technologies to the Baseline,
which the publicity portrays as concluding that CEP is the most
mature alternative technology available for disposing of the US
chemical-weapons stocks held at Newport Chemical Depot in
Indiana. {Business Wire 25 Sep, PR Newswire 30 Sep}  The
Newport stocks comprise bulk-stored VX.

An M4 Environmental vice-president, Kevin Welch, later
tells Defense News {28 Oct} that the CEP-based cleanup effort
will focus on two main sites in China, one where vesicant is
bulk-stored in two 35-ton underground containers, the other a
repository for about 700,000 agent-filled munitions.

18 September The US Defense Department announces that
it is notifying some 5,000 armed-services personnel that they
might have been exposed to low levels of CW agent following
demolitions of Iraqi weapons stocks in southern Iraq in March
1991.  The number of Gulf War veterans now being so notified
is thus considerably larger than had been contemplated two
weeks previously [see 5 Sep].  Those notified will be told about
the government’s medical examination programmes for veter-
ans who believe themselves afflicted by illnesses resulting from
service during the Gulf War.  The Department’s press release
states that Deputy Defense Secretary John White had ordered
the expanded notification “because information currently being
evaluated suggests low level exposures may have taken place
out to 25 km from the Khamisayah complex on March 10, 1991,
when a small group of US forces detonated a still unknown
number of 122 mm chemical rockets in a pit area a few
kilometres away from Bunker 73, which was destroyed on
March 4”.  A similar notification had already been made to per-
sonnel within 5 kilometres of Bunker 73 [see 21 Jun and 11
Aug].  The extension of the notification area out to 25 km appar-
ently reflects new and still-unfinished dosage-distribution and
other estimates being made by the CIA and the Defense De-
partment.  It also reflects the Department’s belated discovery of
the 10 March “pit area” demolition; the press release states that
information about the destruction of chemical weapons in the pit
area “has been developed” since the Department’s announce-
ment three months previously about possible CW-agent release
during the Bunker 73 destruction [see 21 Jun]. {Washington
Post and New York Times 19 Sep}  Reference to the pit area
demolition had been made by investigators for President
Clinton’s Advisory Committee on Gulf War Veterans’ Illnesses
during its 5 September [q.v.] hearing {Dallas Morning News 6
Sep}

18 September OPCW Preparatory Commission Executive
Secretary Ian Kenyon, addressing the Centre for European Pol-
icy Studies in Brussels, speaks of the progress being made in
bringing the Chemical Weapons Convention into force, noting
achievements but also commenting on outstanding problems
and responding to concerns about the Convention that are cur-
rently finding expression.  He observes that the recent failure of
the US Senate to give its advice and consent for ratification [see
12 Sep] had created “a prospect of the United States not being
among the original Parties to this Convention”, but he goes on
to quote President Clinton’s recent reaffirmation of commitment
[see 14 Sep] and says that the matter of US ratification “must
await more propitious times, possibly until early 1997, after
elections for the Presidency and Congress are over”.  He
speaks, too, of the problems confronting Russian ratification
posed by the large financial burden of the chemical-weapons
destruction programme.  He calls attention to the fact that the
Preparatory Commission has revised neither of two key plan-
ning assumptions which, accordingly, must continue to dictate
the size and shape of the preparations for implementation: the
assumptions that Russia and the United States — possessors
of the largest declared stocks of chemical weapons — will be
among the first 65 ratifiers, and that their 1990 Bilateral Destruc-
tion Agreement [see 5 Sep] will be in the process of im-
plementation at entry into force of the Convention.  Major
changes will clearly be necessitated by departure from these
assumptions.  He states that preliminary proposals by the Pro-
visional Technical Secretariat regarding the budget for the first
full year of OPCW operations, a matter which the Commission
will shortly be considering, envisage costs in the region of $100-
125 million.

18–22 September In Iraq, UNSCOM conducts its 30th chem-
ical-weapons inspection, UNSCOM 161.  The purpose is to
continue verification of Iraq’s latest “full, final and complete dis-
closure” of its past chemical-weapons programme [see 3–13
Aug], to which end the UNSCOM team produces further docu-
mentary evidence regarding the production issues raised during
the recent visit of the UNSCOM Executive Chairman  [see 26–
28 Aug].  Iraq acknowledges the issues and later (on 1 October)
furnishes seven letters that it wants considered as integral parts
of the chemical FFCD.  UNSCOM later reports that the letters
do not fully address its concerns. {S/1996/848}

19 September In the US House of Representatives, the fourth
in a series of hearings on The Status of Efforts to Identify Pers-
ian Gulf War Syndrome is held by the Subcommittee on Human
Resources & Intergovernmental Relations of the Committee on
Governmental Reform and Oversight [see 25 Jun].  Testifying
from outside Congress are four chronically sick Gulf veterans,
two of them with their wives; a panel of administration witnesses
comprising Frances Murphy of the Department of Veterans’ Af-
fairs, Sylvia Copeland, chief of the CIA’s Gulf War Illnesses
Task Force, and Stephanie Padilla, a neurotoxicologist with the
Environmental Protection Agency; and a panel of non-govern-
mental activists and others, including James Tuite [see 26–27
Jun 95, 16 Apr], director of the Gulf War Research Foundation,
and Claudia Miller of the University of Texas, a specialist in
chemical causation of chronic illness.  In contrast to the earlier
sessions, this one is crowded with media correspondents and
cameras, for important federal officials stand accused of dis-
sembling or cover-up in connection with the possible exposure
of US troops to nerve gas from the demolition of Iraqi weapons
at Khamisiyah in March 1991 [see 28 Aug, 5 Sep and 18 Sep].
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Congressman Steve Buyer urges the committee not to ignore
alternative explanations: “Please do not let the glitz and glam-
our of chemical warfare overtake the fact that Gulf War illnesses
are multifaceted”. {Gannett 19 and 20 Sep, Los Angeles Times
and Hartford Courant 20 Sep}

Dr Murphy, describing what the interdepartmental Persian
Gulf Veterans Coordinating Board [see 14 Aug 95, 1 May] has
been doing, says that the Khamisiyah announcements have
spurred the Veterans’ Administration to focus more attention on
possible adverse health consequences of very-low-level expo-
sure to CW agents [see 20 Aug].  Dr Padilla and Professor
Miller both provide reviews of existing knowledge bearing on
this topic. {FDCH Congressional Testimony 19 Sep}

20 September In the United Kingdom, lawyers acting for the
Special Intelligence Service obtain a High Court injunction to
prevent a former SIS officer from talking about his work.  Un-
identified sources later quoted by the London Sunday Times
{22 Sep} say that the officer, who had taken part in “top-secret
operations in Europe and the Middle East”, had “worked on the
front line from 1991 until 1995, one of his tasks being “to infil-
trate a Middle Eastern weapons procurement network [in order
to] locate and disable a chemical weapons facility”.  The news-
paper goes on to say: “A senior cabinet minister approved a
plan to intercept a shipment of machinery and interfere with its
extractor fan equipment despite being warned of the possible
risk to the lives of civilian workers at the plant”.  The officer had
been dismissed from the SIS in 1995 and has since been ap-
proached with offers of employment, possibly, so the newspa-
per suggests, from the Russian or Israeli intelligence services.

20 September The New York Times continues its detailed at-
tention to Gulf War syndrome with a special report on what vet-
erans of the 24th Naval Mobile Construction Battalion say might
have been an Iraqi CW attack delivered by Scud missile against
northern Saudi Arabia on 19 January 1991.  The report draws
attention to similarities between the illnesses from which many
of these veterans suffer and those described by veterans of the
Khamisiyah demolition unit, the army’s 37th Engineer Batallion
[see 11 Aug].

21–22 September In Geneva, the Pugwash Study Group on
Implementation of the CBW Conventions holds its fifth work-
shop [see 2–3 Dec 95], once again on Strengthening the Bio-
logical Weapons Convention.  Participating are 43 people from
17 countries. {DPA and AFP 23 Sep}

23 September In Kraków Military District, the joint Polish-
Ukrainian armoured battalion now being formed for peacekeep-
ing duties begins its training.  District spokesman Andrzej
Stegienko says that the 10-day activity, mostly devoted to learn-
ing peacekeeping procedures, will include training in sanitation,
engineering and chemical-weapons protection. {PAP 23 Sep in
BBC-SWB 25 Sep}

23 September In the UK, assessments made by the intelli-
gence community of the CBW weapons programmes of the for-
mer USSR and of the Russian Federation are described in UK
Eyes Alpha, an interview-based book by journalist Mark Urban
published today by Messrs Faber & Faber.  New information on
Biopreparat [see 27 Mar 94 and 13 May 95] is presented, and
also an account of the emergence (and apparent demise) of the
oft-publicized estimate that the USSR possessed 300,000 tons
of nerve gas [see 23 Jan 89].

On the matter of Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher’s belief
that President Gorbachev had been deceived by the Soviet mil-
itary into believing that Soviet CBW weapons development had
ceased, the book describes how the Chairman of the Joint Intel-
ligence Committee, Percy Cradock, had tried to persuade her
that in fact the Kremlin was party to continuing development of
the weapons.  The author had interviewed Gorbachev during
1995, and writes: “I asked him whether he felt he had been de-
ceived by his generals on the issue of chemical weapons.  He
said that while such men had been ‘in no great hurry to intro-
duce conversion, rather they preferred to preserve their military
industrial complex’, they had ultimately followed his lead in
agreeing to a whole variety of arms-control agreements.  It
seems likely that the Soviet leader was aware that certain re-
search was still being conducted (and in this sense he was not
telling Thatcher everything that he knew), but he did accept that
there was foot-dragging among certain elements of the mili-
tary...  On the issue of biological agents, even people in the in-
stitutes working on the preparations appear to have succumbed
to the delusion that the absence of ‘weaponized’ plague or an-
thrax (agent stored in shells or bombs) meant their programme
accorded with the 1972 Convention.  So while the Prime Minis-
ter did place too much trust in Gorbachev’s assurances, the fre-
quent suggestions by intelligence analysts in Whitehall that he
was telling lies over such matters were an over-simplification.”

23 September The US Defense Advanced Research Projects
Agency is reported by Defense News to have started its Inte-
grated Proliferation Prevention and Open Source Monitoring
Program, an activity which “focuses on monitoring the traffic of
information on weapons of mass destruction through publicly
available materials, such as the Internet and newspapers”.

23 September President Clinton signs into law the FY 1997
Defense Authorization Act.  Its provisions include establishment
of the “Nunn–Lugar II” programme [see 25 Jun] which autho-
rizes the Defense Department to assist civilian law enforcement
agencies in responding to emergencies involving CBW, nuclear
or other weapons of mass destruction and provides funding to
improve the security of US and international borders. {White
House press release 24 Sep}  The administration now has until
31 January 1997 to report to Congress on the capabilities, and
how they could be improved, of individual federal agencies “to
prevent and respond to terrorist incidents involving weapons of
mass destruction and to support State and local prevention and
response efforts”. {House of Representatives report 104-724}

The Act includes the following definition: “The term ‘weapon
of mass destruction’ means any weapon or device that is in-
tended, or has the capability, to cause death or serious bodily
injury to a significant number of people through the release, dis-
semination, or impact of (a) toxic or poisonous chemicals or
their precursors; (b) a disease organism; or (c) radiation or ra-
dioactivity.”

The Act authorizes spending of $759.8 million during FY97
on the chemdemil programme, to include $233.6 million for pro-
curement, $477.9 million for operation and maintenance, and
$48.3 million for research and development.  It requires the
Secretary of Defense and the National Research Council to
make an assessment of alternative technologies applicable to
weaponized as well as bulk lethal CW agents, and to report the
assessment to Congress by 31 December 1997.  The Act
makes $25 million of the chemdemil authorization available for
a pilot programme if the Defense Secretary decides to develop
an alternative chemdemil technology for weaponized agent.
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This provision is less stringent than the Senate bill, which had
incorporated a strengthening amendment by Senators Hank
Brown and Wendell Ford [see 28 Jun], but the latter has re-
cently received an assurance from President Clinton that the al-
ternatives study will be completed within six months and that it
will be done by an agency not involved in the Army’s incinera-
tion programme. {Courier-Journal 19 Sep}

The provisions of the Act for the Nunn–Lugar (Cooperative
Threat Reduction) Program in FY97 authorize further expendi-
ture in support for Russian chemdemil and related work [see 15
May].  The new authorizations include $78.5 million for a
chemdemil facility in Russia [see 21 May] and $15 million for
dismantlement of Russian chemical and biological weapons fa-
cilities in the former Soviet Union.

24 September In Russia, the Foreign Ministry states that the
Soviet Union had not, as had once again been alleged, used
American prisoners of war to test the effects of CBW agents or
radiation.  A witness appearing before a Congressional commit-
tee in the United States a week previously had testified to per-
sonal involvement in the transfer of Vietnam-War PoWs, not
only American ones, to Moscow for such purposes, testifying
also that the process had begun with Korean-War PoWs.  The
witness was Jan Sejna [see 3 Jul 92], a former Czechoslovak
major-general and high official in Prague prior to his defection to
the United States in 1968. {FDCH Congressional Testimony 17
Sep}  The Russian Foreign-Ministry spokesman, Mikhail
Demurin, states that a Russo–US commission had examined
hundreds of Korean-War PoW cases and found no evidence
that prisoners were ever in the Soviet Union.  He also says that
Vietnam-War documents “do not suggest that American PoWs
were taken out of Vietnam”. {Chicago Tribune 25 Sep}

24 September President Clinton, addressing the UN General
Assembly shortly after participating in the signing ceremony for
the nuclear-weapons Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty [see 10
Sep] (during which representatives of more than 50 states, in-
cluding all five declared possessors of nuclear weapons, sign
the treaty), says that the United States has six priority goals for
further lifting the threat of weapons of mass destruction.  The
first of these is bringing the Chemical Weapons Convention into
force.  He says: “I deeply regret that the United States Senate
has not yet voted on the Chemical Weapons Convention, and I
want the world to know I will not let this treaty die” [see also 14
Sep]. {UN press release 24 Sep}

He says that another priority goal is “giving the Biological
Weapons Convention the means to strengthen compliance, in-
cluding on-site investigations when we believe such weapons
may have been used, or when suspicious outbreaks of disease
occur.  We should aim to complete this task by 1998.” {White
House press release 24 Sep}  [See also 8 Sep, Pugwash]

He reiterates his call to the assembled nations to commit to
zero tolerance for aggression, terrorism and lawless behaviour.
He proposes an international convention that would create a
legal framework for international coöperation against terrorist
bombing.  A subsequent White House fact sheet {24 Sep}
states that a draft for such a treaty is currently “being developed
by the US to share with its G-7/P-8 partners”.  The draft would
obligate states parties “to prosecute or extradite perpetrators of
large bomb attacks intended to cause large casualties”.

24 September In the US Congress, a House–Senate confer-
ence reports on the FY 1997 Intelligence Authorization Act [see
13 Jun].  The legislation agreed would, under its Title VII, estab-

lish the ‘Commission to Assess the Organization of the Federal
Government to Combat the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass
Destruction’ envisaged in the Senate bill.  It would also require
the Director of Central Intelligence to report to the Congress
every six months on the “acquisition by foreign countries during
the preceding 6 months of dual-use and other technology useful
for the development or production of weapons of mass destruc-
tion (including nuclear weapons, chemical weapons, and bio-
logical weapons) and advanced conventional munitions”.  The
legislation is duly adopted and signed into law soon afterwards
by President Clinton. {House of Representatives report 104-
832, Jane’s Defence Weekly 23 Oct}

24 September The US National Research Council an-
nounces completion of its panel report on Review and Evalua-
tion of Alternative Chemical Disposal Technologies [see 3 May
and 4 Jun].  For the demilitarization of lethal CW agents stored
in bulk, the NRC panel recommends, subject to further indepen-
dent evaluation and to site-specific risk assessment, pilot-plant
development of neutralization methods as potential alternatives
to incineration.  For the 1625 tons of mustard gas at Aberdeen
Proving Ground, the panel favours hot-water neutralization fol-
lowed by biodegradation offsite at a hazardous waste treatment
facility; for the 1269 tons of VX at Newport Chemical Depot,
neutralization with sodium hydroxide followed by secondary
treatment offsite.  The panel had evaluated three other technol-
ogies as well: molten metal [see 17–28 Sep], electrochemical
oxidation [see 12 May 94 and high-temperature hydrogenation
[see 13 Nov 95]. {Baltimore Sun and Chicago Tribune 25 Sep,
Chemical & Engineering News 30 Sep}

25 September From Italy, the diplomat who guided the final
year of the negotiation of the Chemical Weapons Convention,
Ambassador Adolf Ritter von Wagner of Germany [see 21 Jan
92], writes about the treaty in a letter published in the Interna-
tional Herald Tribune {25 Sep} taking issue with an American
columnist’s article, as follows: “Mr Krauthammer argues that the
[CWC] is unverifiable because some so-called rogue states
might violate it.  It is true that dictators with criminal intentions
might endeavour to develop chemical weapons secretly.  How-
ever, with the Chemical Weapons Convention in place, the risk
of being detected is so high that most who might be tempted will
most probably be dissuaded...  Mr Krauthammer says that veri-
fication of the Chemical Weapons Convention will be overseen
by the United Nations bureaucracy.  He is mistaken.  A highly
professional organization in The Hague is to be established to
verify compliance.  However, American scientists and experts
will not take part in the inspections as long as the US Senate
does not agree to join the convention.  Moreover, if the United
States together with some Arab states and North Korea —
strange bedfellows, indeed — does not become a [party], it will
not enjoy the privileges of the more liberal global chemical mar-
ket that is envisaged in the convention.  This is one reason the
US chemical industry is endorsing the convention [see 29 Aug]
despite the intrusive inspections involved.”

25 September In Rome, RAI Radio Uno reports from Naples
as follows: “The judiciary believe that there exists an interna-
tional market in toxic gases intended for military purposes, with
distribution centers in Italy, where European Union regulations
on trade in such substances will only come into force in the year
2008.  This hypothesis is supported by the seizure of two more
loads of [Phlugene 12] in La Spezia.”  The report describes the
seized chemical as “a gas used in the manufacture of aerosols
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but also used for military purposes”.  Two containers with more
than 2000 cylinders of the gas, manufactured in Italy, had been
seized in Naples following their reimportation from Tunis with
false labels and forged transit papers.  They had been “ex-
ported legally” to Tunis, according to the report. {RAI 25 Sep in
FBIS-WEU 25 Sep}

25 September In the US Senate, the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs and the Select Committee on Intelligence conduct a joint
hearing on the reported exposure of US troops to low levels of
CW agents during and immediately after the Gulf War [see also
19 Sep, House].  Senators express strong bipartisan criticism of
the administration. {Washington Post 26 Sep}  The administra-
tion witnesses are the Acting Director of the National Intelli-
gence Council, John McLaughlin; another expert from the CIA,
Sylvia Copeland [see 19 Sep]; the Assistant Defense Secretary
for Health Affairs, Dr Stephen Joseph; and the Department of
Veterans’ Affairs Under Secretary for Health, Dr Kenneth Kizer.

John McLaughlin describes what the CIA investigation of
available intelligence information has shown about exposure of
US troops to Iraqi CBW agents.  On the Khamisiyah demolitions
[see 19 Sep] his prepared statement says: “Modeling of the po-
tential hazard caused by destruction of Bunker 73 [by US troops
on 4 March 1991] indicates that an area around the bunker at
least 2 km in all directions and 4 km downwind could have been
contaminated at or above the level for causing acute symptoms
including runny nose, headache, and miosis...  An area up to 25
km downwind could have been contaminated at the much lower
general population dosage limit [0.013 mg-min/m3 for a 72-hour
exposure].”  As for the “pit area” there, “we assess that up to
550 [122 mm nerve agent] rockets could have been destroyed
[by US troops on 10 March 1991...  We are now modeling the
actual hazard area and plan to finish our analysis on the pit in
the near future.”   His statement summarizes what is in a more
detailed paper, dated 2 August, CIA Report on Intelligence Re-
lated to Gulf War Illnesses, posted on the Defense Department
Internet website GulfLink [see 6 Aug].

Dr Joseph says to the committees: “Khamisiyah has
changed the paradigm of our approach to Persian Gulf
illnesses.  Previously, we had a number of Gulf War veterans
who were ill and we sought explanations for those illnesses.
Now, we have evidence of possible chemical warfare agent ex-
posures.  It is imperative that we now attempt to find clinical ev-
idence that might be linked to those exposures of our troops
who were in the exposure zone.”

Testimony is also submitted to the Senate committees on
behalf of the American Legion, whose just-elected new national
commander, Joseph Frank, soon afterwards calls upon the fed-
eral government to begin collecting blood and tissue samples
from Gulf War veterans.  He says that, although technical
means do not yet exist for demonstrating prior exposure to CW
agents from such samples, that may become possible in the fu-
ture.  He adds: “By collecting those tissue samples now, we will
be preserving evidence that may not be in the body by the time
we can read the bio-markers.  Had similar samples been taken
after the Vietnam War, it would have improved our understand-
ing of the impact of Agent Orange upon individual veterans.”
{US Newswire 2 Oct}

Shortly before the hearing, Deputy Defense Secretary John
White had announced, in a letter to the chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, several measures to strengthen
and extend his department’s investigation, including the estab-
lishment of a DoD Action Team that will reassess all aspects of
the current investigation and report to him directly.  Other mea-

sures include a $5 million research effort into the possible ef-
fects of low-level chemical exposure [see also 19 Sep] and an
inquiry into the Khamisiyah demolitions by the Army Inspector
General. {Defense Department news release 25 Sep}  Secre-
tary White later names Bernard Rostker, Assistant Secretary of
the Navy (Manpower & Reserve Affairs), to head the Action
Team. {Defense Department release 2 Oct}

26 September In Tokyo District Court, prosecutors produce a
written confession by Aum Shinrikyo cultist Masami Tsuchiya
[see 2 Sep] that his team of chemists had synthesized 3.6 kg of
sarin in November 1993 and 30 kg in February 1994. {Kyodo 26
Sep}

27 September The US General Accounting Office publishes a
detailed status report on the Defense Department’s Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction (Nunn–Lugar) Program.  Of the $1502
million provided for the programme by the Congress in Fiscal
Years 1992–96, some $68 million (5 percent) had been allo-
cated for the destruction of former Soviet chemical weapons.
The current focus in the chemdemil part of the programme was
on providing Russia with assistance for a pilot facility at
Shchuch’ye for destroying nerve-gas artillery shell, a 500 agent-
tonne/yr plant which Russia would eventually expand into a full-
scale 1200 agent-tonne/yr facility.  A tentative 1995 US
estimate had costed construction of the pilot facility at around
$900 million.  The FY96 budget for the CTR chemdemil project
had been $73 million, but $60 million had to be forgone because
the FY96 Defense Authorization Act had conditioned it upon the
President certifying that Russia was in compliance with the Bio-
logical Weapons Convention [see 13 Dec 95], which he could
not do.  Moreover, CTR Program officials had been unable to
obligate all of the remaining $13 million because, so the GAO
report says, Russia had been late in signing the implementing
arrangement.  The report quotes a CTR official as saying that
Russia had delayed “in an unsuccessful attempt to obtain a US
commitment to fully fund the entire facility and provide greater
intellectual property rights over the destruction process”.  For
FY 1997, another $78.5 million has been sought (and author-
ized [see 23 Sep]) for the CTR chemdemil project.  It is to be
used for the further development of processing equipment and
systems and for initial designing of the pilot facility.  The GAO
report observes that the project is small in relation to Russia’s
needs: additional chemdemil facilities of comparable capacity
will need to be built at six other locations in time to meet the
destruction schedule laid down in the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention.  Other countries are providing assistance, but that too
is relatively small; the report records the $17 million German as-
sistance through 1996, the Dutch pledge of about $16 million
[see 20 May], and the Swedish assistance which it values at
around $0.45 million. {GAO/NSIAD-96-222}

The US executive agency for the CTR chemdemil project is
now the Army’s Program Manager for Chemical Demilitariza-
tion, which is overseeing the US chemdemil programme.
{Jane’s Defence Weekly 16 Oct}

27–29 September In England, at Wiston House, there is a
Wilton Park conference on Deterring Biological Warfare: What
Needs to be Done?, convened in coöperation with the Chemical
and Biological Arms Control Institute (CBACI) in the United
States.  There are 42 participants, from 11 countries (Australia,
Belgium, France, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Russia, Sweden,
Switzerland, the UK and the USA).
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29 September–3 October In Baghdad, visiting UNSCOM
Deputy Executive Chairman Charles Duelfer conducts talks
with senior Iraqi officials, including Oil Minister Lt-Gen Amer
Rashid, in preparation for UNSCOM’s six-monthly progress re-
port to the UN Security Council, which is due on 11 October.
He presents an initial UNSCOM assessment of the first round of
missions to verify the recently submitted FFCDs [see 13–20
Sep and 18–22 Sep], subsequently telling reporters that doubts
still exist.  He receives nine “explanatory letters” from the Iraqi
side, of which seven address chemical matters [see 18–22 Sep]
and one addresses biological matters. {AFP, Reuter and
Xinhua 3 Oct}  UNSCOM later comments as follows on the
talks: “Much of the discourse on the Iraqi side amounted to per-
sonal attacks on the Deputy Executive Chairman and did not
address the matters at hand...  Such attacks are counterpro-
ductive and inconsistent with Iraq’s statements that it would co-
operate in overcoming the remaining tasks.” {S/1996/848}

30 September In Tokyo, the leaders meeting together for the
Fifth EU–Japan Summit, namely Japanese Prime Minister
Ryutaro Hashimoto, European Council President John Bruton
of Ireland, and European Commission President Jacques San-
ter, issue a final statement which confirms “their intention to in-
crease efforts...in promoting an early entry into force of the
Chemical Weapons Convention with ratification by a large num-
ber of states”.  Their statement also confirms “the necessity to
strengthen the effectiveness and improve the implementation of
the Biological Weapons Convention”. {European Commission
press release 30 Sep}

30 September–17 October In Viskov in southern Moravia,
chemical defence specialists from the armed forces of NATO
Partnership for Peace countries conduct joint exercises.  Quot-
ing the Czech Defence Ministry, Itar-Tass {1 Oct} reports that
the exercises “are to drill cooperative actions during possible
joint operations to neutralize chemical weapons, eliminate
breakdowns at industrial enterprises, etc” [see also 23 Sep].
The countries participating are Austria, Belgium, Czech Repub-
lic, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlands,
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Turkey, Ukraine and the
UK.

1 October In Turkmenistan, the Khalkmaslakhty (People’s
Council) issues a decision amending fundamental provisions of
the country’s military doctrine.  The document states:
“Turkmenistan does not regard any state as its enemy, does not
participate in any military blocs and alliances, inter-state coali-
tions with rigid obligations or contemplating collective responsi-
bility of participants.  Turkmenistan does not deploy military
bases of foreign states in its territory, pledges not to have them,
not to produce and proliferate nuclear, chemical, bacteriological
and other kinds of weapons of mass destruction.” {Itar-Tass 1
Oct}

1 October In Germany, the Land Superior Court in Stuttgart
sentences Hans-Joachim Rose, the managing director of Rose
GmbH [see 4 Jun], to prison for 4 years and 3 months.  The
court had found that, in 1994, Rose had illegally exported to
Libya components for the construction of a chemical-weapons
factory. {Süddeutsche Zeitung 2–3 Oct}

1 October The UN export/import monitoring mechanism for
Iraq [see 27 May] comes into effect.  The system is operated
jointly by UNSCOM and IAEA.  It requires Iraq to provide notifi-

cation of all imports of items on lists of ‘dual use’ goods that
have been drawn up by UNSCOM and IAEA.  The system will
also require governments to provide notification of all exports to
Iraq of those same “notifiable goods”. {S/1996/848}

1 October The US Defense Department announces that the
National Academy of Sciences and its Institute of Medicine
have agreed in principle to evaluate the department’s “overall
approach to the Gulf War illness — both its treatment patterns
as well as the way we’re assembling information” [see also 25
Sep, US Senate].

During the same news briefing, Defense Department
spokesman Kenneth Bacon tells reporters that at least three
times as many US troops as the 5000 previously estimated [see
18 Sep] may perhaps have been exposed to Iraqi CW agents in
the vicinity of Khamisiyah during March 1991.  His explanation
of this startling news refers to information about “wind patterns”
and to the possibility that the “pit area” contained more chemical
munitions than had previously been supposed.  He says that
the CIA is still working on the computer simulation [see 25 Sep]
from which a new exposure estimate will be derived.
{DefenseLink transcript 1 Oct}

The CIA model is delivered to the Defense Department on 4
October.  Kenneth Bacon announces some days later that CIA
Director John Deutch and Deputy Defense Secretary John
White “are in the process of appointing a panel of experts who
will review not only the model itself but the whole challenge of
how you analyze dispersion patterns of an event that happened
five years ago”.  There would therefore be an indefinite delay in
producing the new official exposure estimate. {AFP 10 Oct, UPI
11 Oct}

Meanwhile, the New York Times and other organs of the US
news media continue their detailed review of other episodes
during the Gulf War that might have involved either releases of
CW agent, as in the Coalition bombing of Iraqi facilities [see 28
Jun 94, UK] or during the suppression of the Shi’ite rebellion
[see 6 Mar 91, 7 Mar 91 and 7–20 Mar 91], or genuine field-de-
tections of CW agent, as by the Czechoslovak chemical de-
fence unit [see 6 Aug]. {New York Times 3 and 19 Oct,
Birmingham News 5 Oct}

2 October In Seoul, a Foreign Ministry spokesman an-
nounces that South Korea is joining the Australia Group, having
been invited to participate in the general session scheduled for
14 October. {Reuter 2 Oct, Itar-Tass 3 Oct}

2 October US Defense Secretary William Perry tells reporters
that he will be making a prompt decision on the proposal that all
US troops be inoculated against anthrax which he expects to be
receiving shortly from the Joint Chiefs of Staff {Reuter 2 Oct,
Los Angeles Times 3 Oct}.  Anthrax is the disease that heads
the current list of BW threat agents.  The Washington Post has
today reported that the service chiefs are now in favour of the
immunization programme, having previously opposed it.  Short-
age of vaccine had meant that only about 30 percent of the half-
million-plus US troops serving during the Gulf War had been
inoculated against anthrax; about 5000 US military personnel
are currently kept immunized because of their assignments.
Cost estimates reportedly stand at about $120 million for vacci-
nating 1.5 million US military personnel against this one dis-
ease.

3 October The US Army Program Manager for Chemical De-
militarization releases its Alternative Technology Program Eval-
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uation Report on chemdemil options alternative to incineration
that might be used for the bulk-stored CW agent at Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Maryland, and Newport Chemical Depot, Indi-
ana.  The report favours neutralization followed by biodegrada-
tion at Aberdeen and neutralization followed by offsite shipment
at Newport.  The report will now enter the Defense Department
decision-making process alongside independent evaluations
conducted by the National Research Council [see 24 Sep] and
the Army Materiel Systems Analysis Activity [see 17–28 Sep], a
hazard analysis by Mitretek, a report from the PMCD Public Af-
fairs Office, and input from the Indiana and Maryland Citizens
Advisory Commissions and the Army Product Manager for
Chemical Stockpile Disposal.

4 October The UK Defence Ministry announces that organo-
phosphate pesticides had been used more widely in the Gulf
War theatre of operations during 1990–91 than it had previously
told Parliament [see 27 Jun 94].  In a letter to the Chairman of
the House of Commons Defence Committee, Armed Forces
Minister Nicholas Soames says that the ministry had become
aware of this only recently, implying that this was because
some of the pesticides needed to keep insect-borne diseass in
check among British forces in the Gulf had been procured lo-
cally.  Besides malathion, three other organophosphate pesti-
cides, named by the minister as “dimethyl phosphorothionate,
diazinon and azamathiphos”, had been used to an extent that
was now being urgently investigated.  In relation to the
ministry’s Medical Assessment Programme [see 19 Dec 95],
through which some 750 Gulf War veterans had now passed,
he describes the pesticide information as “a new factor which
must be examined thoroughly”, observing that the “use of some
OPs may possibly be a clue to the conditions that some Gulf
War veterans have suffered from”.  He goes on to say: “We
wish to know whether any of the Gulf veterans may be ill as a
result of exposure to OPs so that we can then ensure that they
are receiving the most appropriate treatment”. {Defence Minis-
try release 4 Oct}  Subsequent press coverage includes ac-
counts of how veterans remember the pesticides being used;
many individuals might well, it seems, have taken up large
doses of OP. {London Daily Telegraph and Independent 5 Oct,
Independent on Sunday 6 Oct, Independent 14 Oct}

Minister Soames is later asked in Parliament about the qual-
ity control applied during procurement of the pesticides.  He
writes: “The organophosphate pesticides, malathion and
fenitrothion, were approved for use at the time of Operation
Granby under the Control of Pesticides Regulations 1986.  Al-
facon, containing the organophosphate azamathiphos, and pur-
chased locally in the Gulf, was also approved for use under
these regulations.  SNIP, a similar product purchased locally
containing azamathiphos, was licensed for use in the United
States, but it is understood that no application has been made
for approval in the UK.  A further organophosphate pesticide
purchased locally, neocidal, is understood to have been sup-
plied in error in response to an order for a non-organophos-
phate pesticide.” {Hansard (Commons) written answers 16 Oct}

5 October In Bosnia-Herzegovina, an I-FOR unit conducts an
inspection at the Zica factory in Sarajevo, where weapons had
been produced during the war.  The Zagreb Globus subse-
quently publishes an article alleging that “poison gases and
chemical weapons” are produced in the factory.  The article and
its accompanying photographs are dismissed as crude Croatian
fabrications by the Sarajevo Ljiljan {6 Nov in FBIS-EEU 6 Nov},
which berates I-FOR for gullibility in having taken such stories

seriously enough to have inspected the factory as offensively as
it did.

5 October The US Army brings a new CBW defence unit, the
310th Chemical Company, on line during ceremonies at Fort
McClellan, Alabama.  The commander of Fort McClellan, Maj-
Gen Ralph Wooten, describes the unit as “the very first biologi-
cal detection company in our country”.  If activated, it will be
equipped with 35 Humvee-mounted Biological Integrated De-
tection Systems [see 27 Mar 93], said to be capable of detecting
within 35–40 minutes the presence of any of four types of BW
agent in sampled air.  During peacetime, the 310th will consist
of one active-duty platoon (designated the 20th Chemical De-
tachment, and attached to the 84th Chemical Battalion), four re-
serve platoons and a headquarters reserve platoon. {Atlanta
Journal & Constitution 3 Oct, Chicago Tribune 7 Oct, Chemical
& Engineering News 21 Oct}

7 October In South Korea, during a parliamentary inspection
of Army Headquarters, opposition Representative Chon Yong-
taek says that North Korea may attack with CW Scud missiles
in the retaliation it has threatened for the deaths of its armed
commandoes who had infiltrated into the South via submarine
on 18 September. {Seoul Korea Herald 8 Oct}

Independently, unidentified analysts are said to be speculat-
ing that North Korea may intend using the Unmanned Aerial Ve-
hicles which it has recently been purchasing from Europe as
delivery means for CBW or radiological agents. {Aviation Week
& Space Technology 14 Oct}

7 October In Brussels, Russian security chief General Alex-
ander Lebed suggests to reporters, after his meeting with
NATO Secretary-General Javier Solana, that the Russian State
Duma may decline to ratify arms agreements, including the
Chemical Weapons Convention, if NATO moves too quickly in
admitting new member-states from central Europe. {Reuter 7
Oct, Brussels De Standaard and London Guardian and Inde-
pendent 8 Oct}

7 October In Afghanistan, the Taleban militia has been using
poison gas, according to the Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the now-deposed government, Abdul Rahim Ghafoorzai, ad-
dressing the UN General Assembly in New York.  Having
quoted eye-witness accounts of corpses of government troops
bleeding from the nose and ears but without other visible signs
of injury, he says: “It is the strong conviction of the Islamic State
of Afghanistan that the foreign sponsors of the Taleban have
provided them with some type of internationally banned gas or
chemical weapons, used in the onslaught for the capture of
Kabul.”  He cites as additional evidence a reference to gas
weapons in a radio message between Taleban commanders in-
tercepted on 11 September. {Reuter and UPI 7 Oct, Daily
Yomiuri 9 Oct}  He later tells reporters that he will be producing
further evidence for the UN Security Council {Peshawar Frontier
Post 16 Oct}.  Former Defence Minister Ahmad Shah Masud
says during a subsequent interview: “There is no doubt that
some of our units were subjected to an attack in the Sarab area
in which chemical weapons were used.  It is not the first time
Pakistan has used this type of weapon in the Afghan civil war.
Our representative in the United Nations has raised this ques-
tion in the Security Council.” {London Al-Sharq al-Awsat 22 Oct}

7 October Chilean Defence Minister Edmundo Perez Yoma
speaks of the “concrete actions” being taken by his government
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that show its commitment to the “non-proliferation of weapons,
and the disarmament of nuclear, chemical and biological weap-
ons”.  He is addressing the the second meeting of defence min-
isters of the Americas in Bariloche, Argentina, in which 32
countries are participating. {EFE 7 Oct in BBC-SWB 9 Oct}

7–9 October In Beijing, Chinese and US officials conduct
talks on arms proliferation and disarmament.  USACDA Direc-
tor John Holum, heading the US team, subsequently tells re-
porters that there had been promising movement in several
controversial areas during his meetings with Vice Foreign Min-
isters Liu Huaqiu and Li Zhaoxing.  He says that he is hopeful
for expert-level talks on the establishment of an “effective ex-
port control regime” for China.  He praises China’s coöperation
since 1992 on international nonproliferation issues, including
Chinese participation in the Chemical Weapons Convention.
{Kyodo 9 Oct}

8 October In Japan, the recovery begins of 26 bombs contain-
ing mustard-lewisite mix, apparently dumped after the end of
World War II in Lake Kussharo in Teshikaga, eastern Hokkaido.
The bombs are subsequently encased in ferroconcrete and bur-
ied in nearby ground. {Kyodo 19 Oct}

8 October Former USSR President Mikhail Gorbachev
speaks as president of Green Cross International to an audi-
ence in Indianapolis about the legacy of the Cold War.  His prin-
cipal topic is the burden which Cold War armament has placed
upon the environment.  He talks of the currently controversial
efforts within both the United States and Russia to destroy their
great stockpiles of chemical weapons, saying that the success-
ful outcome of these efforts may depend on the consensus-
building work of organizations such as Green Cross
International.  GCI has already sponsored two conferences on
chemdemil this year [see 14–16 May and 23–24 Jul], one in
Russia and one in America, each seeking common ground be-
tween disputatious factions and between government and non-
government.  A third GCI conference is scheduled for 11–12
December, in Indianapolis, where what is to be done with the
stockpile of bulk-stored VX at Newport Chemical Depot [see 3
Oct] is a local State and community issue. {Indianapolis Star 9
Oct}

8 October In Tampa, Florida, board members of the National
Gulf War Resource Center, which represents 19 veterans’
groups, decide to launch a major campaign in Congress next
year to better the plight of victims of ‘Gulf War Syndrome’, tak-
ing advantage of the heightened public awareness resulting
from the Khamisiyah disclosures [see 1 Oct].  The legislative
agenda they approve would (1) require the Departments of De-
fense and Veterans’ Affairs to presume that all chronic neuro-
logical and immunological illnesses suffered by Gulf-War
veterans were service-connected, no matter how long after the
war they occurred, and to provide full treatment and compensa-
tion; (2) finance independent research by private medical orga-
nizations into the causes and consequences of illnesses related
to exposure of US troops to chemical weapons during the war,
along with a large-scale epidemiological study on general Gulf-
War-related illnesses; and (3) establish an independent com-
mission to review the Defense Department’s overall CBW
programmes to uncover any pitfalls and recommend ways to
improve the military’s ability to detect CBW agents and to pro-
tect troops from them. {Los Angeles Times 9 Oct}

9 October President Clinton’s Advisory Committee on Gulf
War Veterans’ Illnesses [see 5 Sep] conducts an open hearing
in Tampa.  It considers a staff report which portrays the De-
fense Department as having provided information to sick veter-
ans that is “patronizing or dismissive” of concerns about their
possible exposure to Iraqi CBW agents during the war.  The
staff report also notes that the department has a “growing lack
of credibility” with Gulf War veterans. {Dallas Morning News 9
Oct, New York Times 10 Oct}

9 October The US Institute of Medicine publishes the “study
of studies” of ‘Gulf War Syndrome’ which the Congress had re-
quired the Defense and Veterans’ Affairs Departments to com-
mission three years previously [see 28 Feb 94], and from which
three reports have already resulted [see 4 Jan 95, 14 Aug 95
and 4 Jan].  The 140-page final report, Health Consequences of
Service during the Persian Gulf War: Recommendations for Re-
search and Information Systems, has been produced by an 18-
member panel chaired by Dr John C Bailar III, head of the
Department of Health Studies, University of Chicago.  As man-
dated, it reviews research into Gulf War illness and suggests
ways in which the military could improve data-collection in the
future.  One of its general findings is that the military failed to
keep adequate medical records for troops in the Gulf, which is
one of the reasons why the administration is now having such
difficulty in explaining the chronic illness of some veterans.

The panel has also offered observations on the possible
causes of the illness: “The committee has not identified scien-
tific evidence to date demonstrating adverse health conse-
quences specifically of [Gulf War] service other than the
documented incidents of leishmaniasis, combat-related or in-
jury-related mortality or morbidity, and increased risk of psychi-
atric sequelae of deployment”.  The panel also says: “Puzzling
reactions and symptoms seen during and after prior conflicts
may have been incorrectly attributed to battle casualties and in-
fectious diseases that were considered unavoidable and even
relatively acceptable outcomes of war.  Thus, the lower preva-
lence of battle injuries and infections in the Gulf theater may
have unmasked psychophysiological symptoms that were pres-
ent in earlier conflicts but attributed to injury and casualty.” 

As for the Khamisiyah revelations [see 8 Oct], which
emerged after the panel had done most of its work, Chairman
Bailar tells reporters that they would not change the report be-
cause no link had yet been made between nerve-gas exposure
and symptoms in soldiers.  It is still not known whether troops
who were in the vicinity of Khamisiyah at the times in question
do or do not have an unusual number of chronic physical com-
plaints.  He continues: “If that link is demonstrated by further re-
search, then the situation changes dramatically”. {Washington
Post, Austin American-Statesman, New York Times and Los
Angeles Times 10 Oct}

9–10 October In Rio de Janiero, a conference on The Trans-
fer of Sensitive Technologies and the Future of Control Re-
gimes is organized by the UN Institute for Disarmament
Research (UNIDIR) and the Brazilian Intelligence Service.  Pre-
sentations addressing CBW technology are given by Graham
Pearson, the last Director-General of the old UK Chemical & Bi-
ological Defense Establishment at Porton Down, and Michael
Moodie, president of the US-based Chemical and Biological
Arms Control Institute. {UNIDIR/96/44}

11 October Hong Kong police reportedly receive phone calls
purporting to come from Aum Shinrikyo threatening a release of
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poison gas in the underground railway to Kowloon in five days
time as retaliation for a recent incident in which people from
Hong Kong and Taiwan had planted Chinese flags on disputed
islands controlled by Japan in the east China Sea.  Security on
the railway is subsequently increased, but no release of poison
gas is reported. {UPI, Reuter and AFP 14 Oct}

11 October The UN Security Council receives its second six-
monthly consolidated report on the work of UNSCOM in Iraq
under resolutions 699 (1991) and 715 (1991) [see 11 Apr and
29 Sep–3 Oct].  The report {S/1996/848} covers the period 11
April to 11 October 1996.  It also reviews accomplishments of
the past five years.  It describes what previous reports had little
more than suggested, namely that Iraq had long been conduct-
ing an active deception campaign against UNSCOM.  Such
“policies and actions of concealment practised by the Iraqi au-
thorities” had been investigated by special UNSCOM teams
sent in during May, July and August 1996 [see 14 May, 19–22
Jun, 15–22 Jul and 26–28 Aug].

One consequence of Iraqi deception efforts is displayed in
the main conclusion of the report: “The Commission has there-
fore not yet reached the stage where it can state with confi-
dence that everything that is proscribed to Iraq has been
identified and disposed of.  It continues to believe that limited,
but highly significant quantities may remain, as Iraq has not
been able to account for a number of proscribed missiles and
certain high-quality chemical and biological warfare agents and
related capabilities which it had acquired.  The Commission’s
information indicates that Iraq has still not told the full story of its
weapons programmes and handed over all its proscribed weap-
ons materials and capabilities for final disposal.”

The report indicates that Iraq’s CW activities were more am-
bitious than had previously been disclosed: “Iraq’s chemical
weapons programme spanned a long time period, where differ-
ent priorities and objectives were followed, and accordingly dif-
ferent needs were involved.  Viewed from this perspective,
Iraq’s efforts should be understood as comprising three differ-
ent levels of ambition.  Iraq has stated that the initial programme
was designed to create a massive number of tactical chemical
weapons.  The next stage, after 1988 [i.e. after the war with
Iran], aimed at self-sufficiency, integration of the programme
into Iraq’s chemical industry and production of more stable and
storable chemical agents.  In its last stage, the programme was
aimed at the design and production of strategic chemical weap-
ons.  The Commission’s understanding of the first and oldest
phase of the programme is considerably greater than the under-
standing of the two more recent periods.  Details of the later
phases have not been disclosed in the FFCD.  The Commission
believes that a full understanding of the latter two phases of the
programme is absolutely necessary before it has completed its
task and is able to verify that nothing remains.”

On BW: “The current assessment is that the biological
FFCD as written [see 8 Mar and 29 Sep–3 Oct] is not credible.
Major sections are incomplete, inaccurate or unsubstantiated.
Materials acquired for proscribed activities are understated.
Biological warfare agent production figures are unsupported for
the years 1987, 1988 and 1989.  Expert estimates of production
quantities of biological weapons agents, either by equipment
capacity or by consumption of growth media, would far exceed
declared amounts.  Data on weapons field trials are inaccurate.
Weapons and agent destruction is undocumented.  A lack of
documentation to substantiate declarations on the critical areas
of biological warfare agent and munitions production,
weaponization and destruction is difficult to accept.  Until Iraq is

able to provide a full accounting of biological weapons pro-
duced and destroyed unilaterally, the Commission cannot re-
port that such weapons and their components do not remain.”

The report states that UNSCOM has spent “close to $120
million” from its various sources of funding, and that the mone-
tary value of the assistance in kind which it has also received
would “amount to approximately twice” that sum.  The report
also observes that the staff of UNSCOM is now three times
larger than it was initially and that the UN Secretariat has nev-
ertheless provided it with no additional space in the Headquar-
ters building.

11–13 October In Noordwijk, the Pugwash Study Group on
Implementation of the CBW Conventions holds its sixth work-
shop [see 21–22 Sep], on The Chemical Weapons Convention
in its North-South Context.  Participating are 38 people from 20
countries.

12–13 October In Fredericksburg, Texas, the Admiral Nimitz
Foundation sponsors a retrospective symposium on the Tokyo
war-crimes trials, Justice in the Aftermath.  The Army Center for
Military History is among the co-sponsors.

13 October Iran will be capable of industrial-scale production
of nerve-gases such as sarin and VX within 12 months, accord-
ing to the London Sunday Telegraph {13 Oct} reporting “an ex-
haustive intelligence gathering operation by a number of
Western agencies”.  The newspaper says that President
Hashemi Rafsanjani has been personally supervising the
chemical-weapons programme for the past six years, and that
hundreds of millions of dollars have been spent acquiring mate-
rials and technological expertise for it; so far, only cyanide and
mustard gases have been produced.  The newspaper goes on
to give information, attributed to the National Council of Resis-
tance of Iran, about the structure of the programme, its staffing,
and its various facilities.

14 October In Beirut airport, Berge Balanian, wanted by Ger-
man authorities for smuggling CW-related equipment to Libya
[see 29 Aug], is arrested by the Judicial Police branch of the
Lebanese Internal Security Forces in the presence of officials
from the German Federal Office of Criminal Investigation.
Balanian, whose business operations were based near
Malmedy in the German-speaking part of Belgium, was report-
edly returning from Paris.  German officials begin extradition
proceedings. {DPA 15 Oct, Radio Lebanon 15 Oct in BBC-SWB
17 Oct, Frankfurter Rundschau and Brussels De Morgen 16
Oct, AFP 28 Oct}

Further particulars of the transaction with Libya, said to have
involved the export of twelve Siemens AS 235 units through
Antwerp, are given in a German television documentary broad-
cast this same day on ARD Monitor.  The documentary states
that Belgian authorities approved the shipments in 1992. {DPA
14 and 15 Oct}  The Belgian Ministry of Foreign Trade, how-
ever, denies this report {Franfurter Rundschau 15 Oct}.

14 October In London, Amnesty International launches an ap-
peal for the establishment of a permanent international criminal
court. {Reuter 14 Oct}

14 October Angola [see 16 Feb] accedes to the nuclear-
weapons Non-Proliferation Treaty.
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14–17 October In Paris, the Australia Group meets.  South
Korea participates for the first time [see 2 Oct], bringing the
number of participating states to 30.  The press release issued
at the close of the meeting seems to say little about the pro-
ceedings.  It does, however, allude to the undertaking which the
Australia Group gave during negotiation of the CWC, namely
that participants would review their export-control measures
“with the aim of removing such measures for the benefit of
States parties to the convention acting in full compliance with
their obligations under the convention” [see 6 Aug 92].

The allusion to the undertaking is expressed as follows:
“Participants maintain a strong belief that full adherence to the
[CWC] and to the [BWC] will be the best way to eliminate these
types of particularly inhumane weapons from the world’s arse-
nals.  In this context, the maintenance of effective export con-
trols will remain an essential practical means of fulfilling
obligations under the CWC and the BTWC.”  And, later in the
press release: “Experts from participating countries discussed
national export licensing systems aimed at preventing inadver-
tent assistance to the production of CBW.  They confirmed [sic]
that participants administered export controls in a streamlined
and effective manner which allows trade and the exchange of
technology for peaceful purposes to flourish.  They agreed to
continue working to focus these national measures efficiently
and solely on preventing any contribution to chemical and bio-
logical weapons programs.  Participants noted that the value of
these measures in inhibiting CBW proliferation benefited not
only the countries participating in the Australia Group, but the
whole international community.”

The Group also issues a statement welcoming the prospec-
tive entry into force of the CWC.  The statement notes that 24 of
the 30 countries participating in the Australia Group have al-
ready ratified the treaty, and reaffirms participants’ prior decla-
rations of intent to become original parties.  [Note: the six
laggard countries at the time of the meeting were Belgium,
Hungary, Iceland, Luxembourg, South Korea and the United
States.]  The statement reiterates much of what the press re-
lease says concerning the August 1992 undertaking.

15 October The UK Defence Ministry, asked in Parliament for
its assessment of the biological weapons capacity of Iran, re-
sponds as follows: “Iran has a developed biotechnology indus-
try which would be capable of sustaining a biological warfare
research programme.  For this reason, it is cause for concern
that Iran, though a state party to the biological and toxin weap-
ons convention since 1973, has not offered to [sic] submit to the
UN centre for disarmament affairs any confidence-building and
transparency declarations.” {Hansard (Commons) written an-
swers 15 Oct}

15 October In the United States, Raytheon Company an-
nounces that one of its units has received a $500 million con-
tract to continue operating JACADS, the US chemdemil facility
on Johnston Atoll.  Its two previous contracts had totalled $660
million.  The company statement says that JACADS has now
destroyed more than a thousand tons of nerve gas and blister
agent, as well as more than 72,000 rockets, 5000 bombs and
45,000 projectiles carrying these agents [see also 22 Jan].  The
statement continues: “This facility had stocked approximately
seven percent of the world’s [sic] supply of chemical weapons.
Through our outstanding demilitarization team, we have
achieved safe, systematic destruction of more than 25 percent
of the island’s inventory and are scheduled to finish this work
and decommission the facility by 2001.” {Business Wire 15 Oct}

[Note: When work on JACADS got going in the late 1980s, the
United States had some 31,500 short tons of CW agents in stor-
age, 6.6 percent in overseas stockpiles.  By 1991, the overseas
holdings had all been concentrated onto Johnston Atoll.]

16 October The US Supreme Court rules that execution by le-
thal gas does not amount to cruel and unusual punishment and
therefore is not unconstitutional. {London Daily Telegraph 17
Oct}

16–17 October In Japan, a regional seminar on National Im-
plementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention for Indus-
trial Verification is hosted in Makuhari by the government in
coöperation with the OPCW Provisional Technical Secretariat.
It is the seventeenth such regional seminar.  Representatives of
15 Asian countries — Burma, India, Iran, Japan, Mongolia,
Oman, Pakistan, Philippines, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South
Korea, Sri Lanka, Thailand, UAE and Uzbekistan — participate,
as well as people from the PTS and from Japanese nongovern-
mental organizations.  The seminar addresses different aspects
of the industry-verification regime, chemical-industry outreach,
routine verification processes, protection of confidential busi-
ness information, and health and safety considerations during
routine inspections. {OPCW/PTS press release 22 Oct}

17 October In Kambarka, Russia, fire breaks out in a ware-
house adjacent to a stockpile of chemical weapons [see 25 Feb
93 and 26 Sep 94].  Firefighters take five hours to bring the
blaze under control, during which time fire had spread to within
ten metres of the stockpile. {Itar-Tass 17 Oct}

18 October In Sudan, the Military Industries Corporation in
Khartoum North is experimenting with chemical weapons [see
also 12 Apr] because the government fears a UN arms em-
bargo, so Africa Confidential reports.  With help from Iraqi ex-
perts, the Corporation is testing mustard-gas production [see
also 27 Aug].  The report continues: “Earlier reports of chemical
bombing in the Nuba Mountains [see 20 Nov 95] are reliably
said to be false: the mustard gas appears to be primarily for use
in urban protests, expected as part of opposition attempts to
overthrow the government”. {Africa Confidential, 18 Oct 96, p 8,
“Pointers: Sudan: Arming for trouble”}

19–21 October In Baghdad, UNSCOM Executive Chairman
Rolf Ekéus conducts another of the bimonthly rounds of talks
with senior Iraqi officials [see 26–28 Aug] that had been agreed
during his June visit [see 19–22 June].  He is accompanied by
a team of experts, including Nikita Smidovich of Russia, and
meets with Deputy Prime Minister Tareq Aziz, Oil Minister Amer
Mohammad Rashid, Foreign Minister Mohammad Said al-
Sahhaf, MIO chief Daif Abdel Majid and Presidential Adviser
General Saadi Tu’ma Abbas.  At the end of his visit, Ambassa-
dor Ekéus tells reporters: “We have not cleared up any more
issues than what has been reported in our [11 October] report
to the Security Council”, including the issue of the 6–16 unac-
counted-for ballistic missiles.  But he also says that “we have
narrowed our disagreement” on how to tackle outstanding is-
sues. {AFP and Reuter 20 Oct, AFP 21 Oct}

20 October In Iran, Vice-President Mohajerani is visited by
OPCW Preparatory Commission Deputy Executive Secretary
Shaukat Umer.  According to the official news agency IRNA {20
Oct in FBIS-NES 20 Oct}, the vice president “voiced Iran’s read-
iness to contribute to the ratification of the Chemical Weapons
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Convention but noted that the Convention will not be so effec-
tive if not endorsed by some countries like the United States
and the Russian Federation which are among major producers
of such weapons and which have voiced their opposition to the
Convention”.

21 October In South Africa, the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission receives an 81-page submission from the now-de-
funct South African Defence Force on its activities during 1960–
93.  Commissioners express dismay at its tone and its seeming
omissions.  Lt-Gen Deon Mortimer, who had been tasked by the
South African National Defence Force to present the submis-
sion, responds in the same way when asked about different ap-
parent gaps, among them the use of chemical weapons or
biological warfare as an offensive strategy: on the information
available to the facilitators, the SADF had not acted illegally.
{SAPA 21 Oct in FBIS-AFR 21 Oct}

21 October In Peru, the Congress approves legislation im-
plementing the Chemical Weapons Convention.  As the CWC
National Authority, the new law establishes and empowers a
National Council for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
(CONAPAQ).  This new body will be headed by an official of the
Foreign Ministry.  It will include representatives from the Indus-
try, Interior, Defence, Justice and Health Ministries and from the
National Customs Superintendency and the National Industrial
Association. {EFE 21 Oct in BBC-SWB 25 Oct}

21–22 October In Bucharest, the Romanian government
hosts a seminar on CBW export controls for central and eastern
European countries and for the Commonwealth of Independent
States. {Australia Group media release 17 Oct}

22 October In Iraq, the government has concealed 30 mis-
siles carrying BW warheads on the outskirts of Baghdad, ac-
cording to two reports, one broadcast by a clandestine radio
station, Voice of Iraqi Islamic Revolution {22 Oct in FBIS-NES
22 Oct}, the other released by the Information Bureau of the Su-
preme Assembly of the Islamic Revolution in Iraq and broadcast
by another clandestine radio station, Voice of Rebellious Iraq
{22 Oct in FBIS-NES 22 Oct}.  Quoting eye-witnesses, the
SAIRI report states that the missiles are inside pipes buried un-
derground.

22 October Czech Deputy Defence Minister Vladimir Suman,
after meeting in Prague with the senior US CBW defence offi-
cial, Dr Theodor Prociv, announces that their two countries are
preparing to sign a bilateral technical coöperation and informa-
tion-sharing agreement in the field of CBW defence.  He tells a
press conference that the US Defense Department is interested
in joint production of a newly developed Czech CW agent de-
tection system.  Dr Prociv tells reporters that his department
has just selected a new British CW-agent detector for its ground
troops [see 18 Jul, Graseby], but he also speaks of follow-on
systems. {Defense News 4 Nov}

Dr Prociv’s visit to Prague has attracted media notice {Reu-
ter 22 Oct} because of renewed attention, particularly in the
United States, to the Czechoslovakian detections of nerve and
mustard gases within the Gulf war theatre [see 1 Oct].  Some
months previously, the Defense Department had pronounced
these detections to be “credible” [see 6 Aug], but since then re-
porters have found that the CW log maintained at US Central
Command headquarters in Riyadh had recorded that US per-
sonnel had been advised to “disregard any reports [of CW-

agent detections] coming from the Czechs”. {Dallas Morning
News 11 Oct, New York Times 19 Oct}

Minister Suman announces also that his ministry is begin-
ning an investigation to “refute doubts” about the present health
of the Czech troops that had served with the 200-strong
Czechoslovak CW defence unit in the Gulf {CTK 22 Oct}.  An
earlier investigation [see 29 Jul 93] had found no evidence of
service-related illness, but there are now reports that many of
them are afflicted by Gulf War illness {New York Times 26 Oct,
Prague Post 30 Oct}.  Later, Defence Minister Miloslav Vyborny
states that his government ought to have been doing more for
the sick veterans.  He orders an inquiry into the reasons for the
neglect. {DPA 2 Nov, Prague Post 6 Nov}

22 October In Washington, the Council on Foreign Relations
and the Nixon Center for Peace and Freedom release the report
of their joint task force on Arms Control and the US–Russian
Relationshop.  The task force is chaired by Robert Blackwill, a
former presidential special assistant now at Harvard University
in the Kennedy School of Government.  The report advocates
among other things that the United States should ratify the
Chemical Weapons Convention.  This recommendation is en-
dorsed by 19 of the 21 task-force members. {Federal News Ser-
vice transcript 22 Oct}

22 October The US Defense Department announces that it is
now notifying 20,867 US Gulf War veterans that they could
have been exposed to CW agents following the Khamisiyah de-
molitions in 1991.  As the department three weeks previously
[see 1 Oct] had warned might happen, the notifiable exposure
area has thus been substantially extended beyond the previous
estimate [see 18 Sep], apparently because of new evidence
that a third demolition involving chemical munitions might possi-
bly have occurred at Khamisiyah, no-one seems to know pre-
cisely where, on 12 March.  The new estimate is not derived
from the CIA model, which is still undergoing review.  The peo-
ple now being notified are those reckoned to have been within,
not 25 km, but 50 km of the demolition sites during, not 4–10,
but 4–15 March.  This area is larger, the department’s release
states, than that within which “there were likely to have been
immediate effects from any nerve gas exposure”.  The depart-
ment also announces that it is allocating up to $15 million in new
research into the possible effects of low-level exposure to
chemical agents. {Defenselink transcript of background news
briefing 22 Oct, Washington Post and New York Times 23 Oct}

22–26 October The World Medical Association, which is an
independent confederation of professional national medical as-
sociations from more than 60 countries (thus representing sev-
eral million doctors), convenes in Somerset West, South Africa,
for its 48th General Assembly.  It has before it a proposed
Statement on Weapons and their Relation to Life and Health
from the British Medical Association.  This it adopts on 25 Octo-
ber, thereby in effect calling upon the world medical profession
to treat the effects of weapons as a global and preventable
health issue. {WMA press release 25 Oct}

The WMA statement draws attention to the “potential for sci-
entific and medical knowledge to contribute to the development
of new weapons systems, targeted against specific individuals,
specific populations or against body systems”, observing that
physicians involved in research into the effects of such weap-
ons, “whether as agents for weapons development companies
or for control agencies, will face extraordinary ethical
challenges as their work could be used by those who pay no
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regard to international law or accepted standards”.  The allusion
here to ethnic weapons is developed in an editorial in Lancet {2
Nov} which says: “What we are talking about here is an abuse
of scientific knowledge: if the military and terrorist groups are
showing an interest [in biological weapons] public health had
better be on its guard.  The biomedical community may resist
the implication that genome work needs an outside watchdog
but the time for self-regulation is running out.”

The author of the original BMA proposal, Dr Vivienne
Nathanson, had dwelt on genetic weapons during a newspaper
interview about the proposal a month before the WMA Assem-
bly.  On whether genetic weapons fell under the aegis of CBW
agreements, she had told the London Daily Telegraph {30 Sep}
that this should not be taken for granted.  “We have to make
sure that [ethnic CBW] can’t happen by having the right interna-
tional legislation to prevent those weapons from being devel-
oped.”

24 October OPCW Preparatory Commission Executive Sec-
retary Ian Kenyon, during his statement on the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention to the UN General Assembly First Committee
{UN press release 24 Oct}, refers to the “continuing uncertainty
regarding the ratification timetable in the United States and the
Russian Federation”, both of which he describes as “ardent
supporters of the Convention both during the negotiating phase
as well as the preparatory phase” while noting, however, that
there “is now a real prospect of the entry into force of the Con-
vention without these two states”.  He urges, nevertheless, that
“every effort should be made to maintain the political momen-
tum towards the early entry into force of the Convention, its full
implementation, and early achievement of universal member-
ship”.

He also speaks of the analysis which his secretariat has un-
dertaken of additional resources needed if, when the CWC
comes into force, Russia and the United States are both parties
but their Bilateral Destruction Agrement is not in force.  Such an
eventuality would require the OPCW inspectorate to assume
the primary, not a complementary, role in verifying most of the
CW disarmament of the two countries.  The analysis indicates,
he says, that  “the probable additional costs of employing up to
70 additional inspectors, procurement of additional inspection
equipment and costs of conducting inspections on a larger
scale would be of the order of $18 million” for the first full year of
operations.  That would be over and above the approximately
$100 million needed for the other OPCW operations [see also
18 Sep].

24 October In the United States, the period within which for-
mer USSR defence scientists may petition the Immigration and
Naturalization Service for immigration under the Soviet Scien-
tists Immigration Act of 1992 comes to an end.

25 October In Seoul, at a conference co-sponsored by the In-
stitute for Far Eastern Studies of Kyungnam University and the
Washington-based Council on Korea–US Security Studies, a
paper presented by Bruce Bennett of the Rand Corporation de-
scribes the vulnerability of South Korea and Japan to North Ko-
rean use of CBW weapons.  The paper concludes that North
Korea’s embrace of CBW [see 24 Feb 93 and 1 Aug] marks a
fundamental change in its military strategy, and represents the
only chance that North Korea stands of confronting the
US/South-Korean Combined Forces Command and winning.
{Defense News 4 Nov}

25 October The US National Research Council releases its
report on Public Involvement and the Army Chemical Stockpile
Disposal Program, prepared by its Committee on the Review
and Evaluation of the Army Chemical Stockpile Disposal Pro-
gram [see 24 Sep].  The committee had in the past put forward
several specific recommendations for involving affected local
communities and the general public in the US chedemil effort,
and is now reporting its monitoring of the Army’s efforts in this
regard.  Its report concludes that “the Army’s current public af-
fairs program does not adequately involve citizens in the af-
fected communities in the CSDP decision-making process or
oversight of the program”.  It advises: “The Army must now ex-
tend the PMCD public affairs program to increase substantially
and institutionalize public involvement.  Public relations and
public outreach by themselves will not be enough to facilitate
the safe and timely destruction of the stockpile.”  The report de-
velops this advice into a set of focussed recommendations.
One such recommendation is that the Program Manager for
Chemical Demilitarization should “provide independent techni-
cal assistance to the citizens advisory commissions [see 1 Oct
92 and 3 Oct] as requested”, the assistance coming from “indi-
viduals or organizations that are without bias and have no con-
flicts of interest concerning the Chemical Stockpile Disposal
Program”. {NRC letter report, Hazardous Waste News 4 Nov}

28 October–1 November In Curacao in the Netherlands An-
tilles, a course for personnel of CWC National Authorities is
held at Willemstad.  It is attended by 20 participants, mainly
from the region, with OPCW Preparatory Commission Execu-
tive Secretary Ian Kenyon delivering the closing address.
{OPCW Synthesis Nov}

29 October In Tokyo, during Japan-China bilateral talks, Jap-
anese Deputy Foreign Minister Shunji Yanai and Chinese Vice
Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan agree to hold intergovernmental
consultations in Beijing in early December on the disposal of the
Japanese abandoned chemical weapons in China [see 17-28
Sep]. {Kyodo 31 Oct}

30 October The US Central Intelligence Agency possesses
classified documents showing that tens of thousands of Ameri-
cans may have been exposed to Iraqi chemical weapons in
1991 during the Gulf War, according to the front page of the
New York Times reporting at length allegations made by two
former CIA analysts, Patrick and Robin Eddington, husband
and wife.  The 59 documents are reportedly evidence of numer-
ous incidents in which CW agents were released in the vicinity
of US troops.  The Times says they include cable traffic which
“confirmed that the Iraqis had indeed moved chemical weapons
into southern Iraq just before the war and that American military
commanders had received warnings during the war that chemi-
cal weapons had been released near their troops”.  The docu-
ments, which are classified, had been retrieved by Patrick
Eddington from CIA data-bases after he had read one of the
early Senate Banking Committee staff reports resulting from the
inquiry which James Tuite, for whom his wife was then working,
was directing for committee chairman Senator Riegle [see 9
Sep 93 and 26–27 Jun 95].  What he understood the docu-
ments to show had led him to write a letter (reacting to a column
by Frank Gaffney) published in the 7 December 1994 issue of
Washington Times.  In it, Eddington had accused senior admin-
istration officials of covering up what could have been the origin
of ‘Gulf War Syndrome’: “Our forces were exposed to Iraqi
chemical and possibly biological warfare agents.  These expo-
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sures were both direct (through fallout from the bombings of
chemical and biological facilities in Iraq) and direct (through
Scud or Frog missiles or artillery attack).”  The letter had subse-
quently stimulated requests for briefings from CIA officials, but
thereafter he felt that he was experiencing hostility and obstruc-
tion from his colleagues.  He had now just resigned from the
CIA, having spent his final months writing a book on the affair,
Gassed in the Gulf.

The Times report states that the CIA does not question the
“honesty, competence and emotional stability” of the Edding-
tons but says that they “were trying to portray an honest dis-
agreement among intelligence analysts as something sinister”.
The report also states that copies of all 59 documents were
among the CIA papers that had been opened to the President’s
Advisory Committee on Gulf War Veterans’ Illnesses, which is
due to report by the end of the year [see 9 Oct].  A spokesman
for the committee, Gary Caruso, later tells reporters that Patrick
Eddington had presented documents and his interpretation of
the data to the committee in October 1995.  He also says that
the data did not show evidence of chemical exposure: “There
would have to be more information to back up that claim”. {Reu-
ter 30 Oct, Washington Post 2 Nov}

One of the allegedly covered-up incidents which Patrick Ed-
dington later mentions to reporters involved an Iraqi warplane
penetrating Coalition positions at al-Jubayl in January 1991.
{Los Angeles Times 2 Nov}

31 October Hungary deposits with the UN Secretary-General
its instrument of ratification of the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion, becoming the 65th signatory state to do so.  It thereby trig-
gers the 180-day process for entry of the Convention into force,
which will now happen on 29 April 1997.

The Chairman of the OPCW Preparatory Commission, cur-
rently Ambassador Marin Buhoara of Romania, says during a
press conference in The Hague next day: “Despite its achieve-
ments, the Preparatory Commission faces a number of unfin-
ished tasks in the short amount of time now available, and must
roll up its sleeves to ensure that all relevant procedures are in
place before the OPCW starts functioning at the entry into force
of the Convention.  I would like to call on all countries to exer-
cise greater political will and urgency to resolve all the outstand-
ing issues which have been discussed so far as quickly as
possible now that the trigger point has been reached.  There is
now no turning back.”

The Presidency of the European Union issues a declaration
welcoming Hungary’s action.  EU-associated countries in
eastern Europe and elsewhere align themselves with the decla-
ration.  It states that, in the OPCW Preparatory Commission,
the EU “will continue to prepare for the entry into force and full
and effective implementation of the Convention”.  The declara-
tion goes on to urge all states that have not yet done so to sign
and/or ratify the Convention, saying that it is “important that all
possessor states, particularly the two declared possessor
states, the United States and the Russian Federation, as well
as other states with significant chemical industries and states in
areas of tension be among the original states parties at entry
into force”. {EU Common Foreign and Security Policy press re-
lease 7 Nov}

OPCW-inspector training can now be initiated.  It will com-
mence on 13 January in the Netherlands (with ‘week zero’ start-
ing on 6 January) and on 20 January in other training centres (in
China, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Germany, India, Italy,
Japan, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Switzerland, the UK and the
USA).  It will end on 30 May 1997. {OPCW Synthesis Nov}

31 October In Washington, the 308 documents that were re-
moved from the Defense Department Internet website GulfLink
in February on security grounds [see 9 Feb], including the 226
that were not subsequently restored to the website, are re-
posted by a small publishing company on its own website {New
York Times 31 Oct}.  The company, Insignia Publishing, is
shortly to publish Gassed in the Gulf, the book by former CIA
analyst Patrick Eddington detailing his allegations of govern-
ment cover-up [see 30 Oct].  The website is trashed next day by
an unknown hacker {Newsbytes 5 Nov}, but is later restored.

Among the re-posted documents are ones indicating (a) that
Iraq may have moved CBW and nuclear materials into Iran for
safekeeping before and during the 1991 Gulf War; (b) that Rus-
sian experts may have helped Iraq and North Korea to obtain
expertise and equipment for production of anthrax and smallpox
organisms; {Atlanta Journal & Constitution 1 Nov} and (c) that in
September 1990 US intelligence had ‘dusty mustard’ (D-HD),
capable of penetrating protective clothing by virtue of “its small
droplet size (1-5 microns)”, listed as a “known Iraqi chemical fill”
{http://www.insigniausa.com/950719dx.txt}.

1 November In Japan, Aum Shinrikyo vacates its compound
on the slopes of Mount Fuji [see 23 Mar 95 and 22 Apr 95].  The
compound is handed over to the official receivers, who are liq-
uidating the cult’s assets in order to pay compensation [see 2
Sep] to the cult’s victims. {London Daily Telegraph 2 Nov}

1 November The OPCW Provisional Technical Secretariat in
The Hague now has a staff of 126 people from 47 states work-
ing on fixed-term contracts [see also 1 Jul].  Places on training
courses have now been offered to 159 inspector-candidates
from 58 countries for Training Group A. {OPCW Synthesis Nov}

1 November In Canada, the National Council of Veteran As-
sociations urges the government to pay a basic minimum pen-
sion to all Canadian military personnel who served in the Gulf
War (about 4,500 people) and who have medical problems [see
21 Feb 95].  The NCVA quotes the report on Gulf War illness
which the Department of National Defence had commissioned
from an epidemiologist at the University of Toronto, Dr A B
Miller.  This report, submitted to DND on 31 January 1996, had
found that no unique ‘Gulf War Syndrome’ could yet be charac-
terized, but had recommended that the Canadian government
should not delay action pending the results of further studies,
such as those being undertaken in the United States.  NCVA
chairman Cliff Chadderton states: “It was the conclusion of the
National Council that our country could gain considerable inter-
national recognition by awarding a basic pension to Gulf War
veterans and, in so doing, acknowledge that the unusual cir-
cumstances of military service in the Gulf were such that normal
standards of adjudication in pension applications could not be
applied”. {Canada NewsWire 1 Nov}

1 November University of Washington researchers report in
Nature Genetics {vol 14 pp 334–6} that ability to withstand ex-
posure to the nerve-gas sarin is genetically controlled.  Chemist
Charles Furlong and his team have found that the the enzyme
paraoxonase, which everyone has in their blood (apparently for
purposes of cholesterol metabolism), can protect test animals
against the lethal effects of sarin, but the form of the enzyme
which some people make has no such protective effect; the trait
is genetic.  Populations may thus contain individuals who are
genetically more vulnerable to sarin than are other people.
{Newsday 1 Nov}
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1 November In Langley, Virginia, CIA Executive Director Nora
Slatkin conducts an on-the-record televised news briefing in re-
action to the Eddington allegations that the CIA is hiding cables
and logs indicating exposure of US troops to Iraqi CW agents
during the Gulf War [see 30 and 31 Oct].  She announces that
the Director of Central Intelligence has asked the CIA Inspector
General to investigate the allegation, which she denounces in
some detail.  She also announces that the documents which
the Eddingtons cited — 58, rather than the 59 stated by the New
York Times — will, all but one of them (which “belongs to an-
other government”), be released on GulfLink; so will all the doc-
uments that had earlier been withdrawn from GulfLink [see 31
Oct].

As for the CIA’s own inquiry into Gulf War illnesses [see 25
Sep and 1 Oct], Director Slatkin says that she has 20 people
devoted to it from the Office of Scientific and Weapons Re-
search in the Directorate of Intelligence, plus contract assis-
tance on computer-modelling from Science Applications
International Corporation.  The modelling of the Khamisiyah ep-
isodes continues. {Federal News Service transcript 1 Nov}

4 November President Clinton, as required under the FY
1997 Defense Authorization Act [see 23 Sep], reports to the
Congress on the capability of the United States for preventing
the illegal importation of nuclear and CBW weapons into the
United States and its possessions. {US Newswire 6 Nov}

5 November In Beijing, the visiting US Under Secretary of
State for Arms Control and International Security Issues, Dr
Lynn Davis, concludes two days of talks with Chinese officials
[see also 7–9 Oct]. {International Herald Tribune 6 Nov}

5 November Iran proposes, in a plenary-level paper for the
OPCW Preparatory Commission, a means for reconciling the
export-control regime implicit in the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention with the regime applied by countries of the Australia
Group [see 14–17 Oct].  The paper includes the following:

“4. The CWC has not envisaged any export restriction in
chemical trade between States Parties.  The Convention has
established a system with equal duties and responsibilities for
all States Parties based on the principle of equal treatment of all
States Parties.

“5. Some developed countries, however, have argued for a
necessity of keeping some kind of export control regulations
against the States Party to the Convention.  This is clearly con-
trary to the letter and spirit of the Convention.  By the entry into
force of the Convention, the States Parties should abide by the
provisions of the CWC and abolish existing export control re-
gimes against States Parties in order to render their national
regulations in the field of trade in chemicals consistent with the
obligations undertaken under the Convention.

“6. In order to promote transparency in the chemical trade,
the States Parties may agree on arrangement for exchanging
the end-user certificate related to chemical exports in a manner
that will entail no restrictions or impediments on access to
chemicals, equipment or technological information by all States
Parties.  This would replace all existing regulations in the chem-
ical trade at the time of entry into force of the Convention for the
States Parties.

“7. An end-user certificate may be required from the recipi-
ents, stating in relation to the transferred chemicals or chemical
manufacturing facilities and equipment (as stated in the at-
tached Annex) the following:  (a) That they will only be used for
purposes not prohibited under this Convention (for the States

not party to the Convention).  (b) That they will not be re-trans-
ferred without receiving the authorisation from the supplier(s).
(c) Their types and quantities.  (d) Their end-use(s) and (e) The
name and address(es) of the end-user(s).  The States Parties
should resolve suspicions arising from such transfers through
the process of consultation and clarification in accordance with
Article IX of the Convention...”

The annex of the paper lists certain types of chemical pro-
cessing equipment, types that are also identified in the Australia
Group chemical-equipment control list.  And it lists the 20 chem-
icals on the AG Precursor Control List that are not also on the
CWC schedules. {PC-XV/B/WP.6}

5 November President Clinton is reëlected president of the
United States.  Republicans remain in the majority in both
houses of Congress.

7 November In Arizona, a dog with immune-mediated
thrombocytopenia and “bizarre neurologic signs”, and which
had been in Saudi Arabia during Operation Desert Storm, has
been diagnosed with “possible Gulf War Syndrome”, so a post-
ing on ProMED-mail records.

8 November At the US State Department, ACDA Director
John Holum gives a press briefing on the Chemical Weapons
Convention.  He urges US ratification before 29 April 1997, the
date on which the treaty enters into force [see 31 Oct, Hungary],
saying: “If we do not become an original party, US leadership in
nonproliferation could be undermined.  Our chemical industry
could suffer as a result of restrictions on trade with non-member
countries.  United States citizens would not be eligible to serve
in either leadership or implementing capacities with the interna-
tional organization that will be set up to implement the treaty,
and US citizens who are now working there would be dis-
missed, and we would not be a member of the Executive Coun-
cil and would have to live with decisions, should we
subsequently ratify, that the Executive Council made in our ab-
sence.  And there are many decisions by the council still to be
made that will determine the effectiveness of the treaty.”  He
says that he will push for ratification “immediately”, adding:
“This will be — this is a top legislative priority of the administra-
tion.  It’s something that needs to be done quickly so we need
action early in the year.”

On Russian ratification of the CWC, he says that the United
States and Russia are in somewhat comparable positions “in
the sense that both have made determinations that we’re going
to eliminate our chemical weapons stockpiles”.  He says that
Russia has not linked ratification to any other issues, including
NATO extension [see 7 Oct].

On the BWC, he speaks of US and EU agreement that a
“verification protocol” should be completed by 1998.  He says
that he will be participating in the imminent Fourth Review Con-
ference and is hopeful that one of its decisions will be “to regu-
larize the negotiations [on strengthening the treaty] and to
spend considerably more time next year in dealing with this”.

At the close of the briefing, he reiterates his remarks about
leadership for US ratification of the CWC: “It will have to involve
all of us, and I think from very early on.  And we’ve had some
discussions at senior levels.  We’ll have more in order to lay out
the specifics of the strategy.  But I think the president has sent
the signal in his UN speech [see 24 Sep], and again right after
the election, that this is something we’ll all be heavily engaged
in in the first part of next year.” {Federal News Service transcript
8 Nov}
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8–10 November In Germany, the Bonn International Center
for Conversion (BICC) convenes an international conference,
Destruction of Chemical Weapons in Russia: Arms Control,
Economic and Environmental Aspects, at the Gustav
Stresemann Institute in Bonn with funding from the Volkswagen
Foundation and with the co-sponsorship of the Stockholm Inter-
national Peace Research Institute (SIPRI).  The press state-
ment subsequently released by the co-sponsors says: “The
outcome of the discussions revealed that the challenge to de-
stroying the CW stockpiles which are located in seven different
sites in Russia is a complex and multifaceted problem that re-
quires transparency in decision making processes, coordination
of approaches by different groups who are involved in the plans
for destruction (State Duma, Ministry of Defense, environmental
agencies, local communities, non-governmental organizations,
external donors, etc.) and improvements to public education
and general awareness of the problem among policymakers
and those residing in areas situated close to the CW stock-
piles.”  The proceedings of the conference are to be published
in 1997, in both English and Russian. {PR Newswire 13 Nov}

11 November In Russia, the chief of the Ministry of Defence
RKhB Troops, Col Gen Stanislav Petrov, speaks to Itar-Tass
about requirements for Western financial aid in destroying Rus-
sian chemical weapons.  He says that Russia’s failure to ratify
the Chemical Weapons Convention could discourage more aid.
{Itar-Tass 11 Nov in Jamestown Foundation Monitor 12 Nov}

11 November In New York, at the 51st UN General Assembly,
the First Committee (Disarmament and International Security)
adopts by consensus a draft resolution (L.2) on the Biological
Weapons Convention.  Initiated by Hungary, the draft resolution
would, among other things, have the Assembly provide such
services as may be required for implementation of Review Con-
ference decisions.

The committee also adopts, by a vote of 132–0–10, a draft
resolution (L.41) on measures to uphold the authority of the
1925 Geneva Protocol.  Initiated by Colombia on behalf of the
Non Aligned Movement, the draft resolution would have the As-
sembly call upon those states that continue to maintain reserva-
tions to the Protocol to withdraw them.  It would also require a
report from the Secretary-General on its implementation in time
for the 1998 General Assembly. {UN press release 11 Nov}

12 November In the UK, a complaint of maladministration is
lodged with the Parliamentary Ombudsman against the Ministry
of Defence over its exposure of servicemen to organophos-
phate (OP) pesticides during the Gulf War [see 4 Oct].  The
complaint is made by Liberal-Democrat Member of Parliament
Paul Tyler, chairman of the all-party House of Commons group
on OPs.  His claim is that the ministry failed to heed warnings
from other government departments about the dangers of using
OPs. {London Financial Times 13 Nov}

More than a thousand UK Gulf War veterans have now reg-
istered with the ministry’s Medical Assessment Programme in-
vestigating service-related illness.  The lawyer acting on behalf
of some of them, Hilary Meredith, says that the first writs against
the ministry claiming compensation [see 27 Jul 95] are ex-
pected to be issued early in the new year. {London Daily Tele-
graph 13 Nov}

12 November US Deputy Defense Secretary John White an-
nounces that he is increasing the size of his department’s Per-
sian Gulf Illnesses Investigative Team from 12 to 110 people.

He says that the expanded team, comprising “representative el-
ements of critical DoD components” and now headed by Assis-
tant Navy Secretary Bernard Rostker [see 25 Sep] who he
names as Special Assistant for Gulf War Illnesses, will “aggres-
sively increase our outreach to those who served in the Gulf
War and...ensure they are aware of and receive appropriate
medical care”. {Defense Department news release 12 Nov}

13 November President Clinton’s Advisory Committee on
Gulf War Veterans’ Illnesses [see 9 Oct] meets in Washington
to consider a draft of its final report, due in December.  The draft
reportedly still states [see 5 Sep] that the Defense Department
has now lost so much credibility in its investigation of Gulf
illnesses [see 12 Nov] that the investigation should be taken
away from it.  The draft is also quoted as concluding from the
current scientific evidence that “it is unlikely the health effects

Recently Deposited CWC Ratifications
 since 1 January 1996

Czech Republic — 6 March
Brazil — 13 March

Papua New Guinea — 17 April
United Kingdom — 13 May

Ethiopia — 13 May
Costa Rica — 31 May

Ireland — 24 June
Republic of Moldova — 8 July

Belarus — 11 July
Chile — 11 July

New Zealand — 15 July
Latvia — 23 July

Uzbekistan — 23 July
Saudi Arabia — 9 August

India — 3 September
Portugal — 10 September

Camerroon — 16 September
Hungary — 31 October

Swaziland — 20 November

As of 22 November 1996, 66 of the 160 signatory
states had deposited instruments of ratification.

Earlier deposited ratifications are (in date order):
Fiji, Mauritius, Seychelles, Sweden, Norway,

Australia, Albania, Maldives, Cook Islands, Spain,
Bulgaria, Germany, Sri Lanka, Mexico, Turkmenistan,

Uruguay, Paraguay, Lesotho, Greece, Tajikistan,
Mongolia, Armenia, Finland, Oman, Romania, France,
Switzerland, Croatia, Monaco, Netherlands, Denmark,
Peru, Algeria, Austria, Poland, Ecuador, South Africa,

Japan, Canada, Argentina, Slovak Republic,
El Salvador, Georgia, Namibia, Italy, Côte d’Ivoire

and Morocco
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reported by Gulf War veterans today are the result of exposure”
to CW agents. {New York Times and Los Angeles Times 8 Nov}

The committee has already seen the two large government
studies published next day in the New England Journal of Med-
icine which show that rates of mortality and hospitalization
among US Gulf War veterans are no different from those of US
veterans of the same era who did not serve in the Gulf War.
{International Herald Tribune 15 Nov}

13 November In Washington, a roundtable on Chemical
Weapons Destruction is organized for Congressional staff by
Global Green USA, the non-governmental organization that is
the US affiliate of Green Cross International [see 8 Oct].  There
are presentations from the teams that have recently published
studies of non-incinerative options for destruction of the bulk-
stored CW agent at Aberdeen and Newport: the National Re-
search Council committee [see 24 Sep and 25 Oct], the US
Army Materiel Systems Analysis Activity [see 17–28 Sep] and
the US Army Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization
[see 3 Oct].  There are also presentations on the chemdemil in-
cinerator operations at Tooele [see 22 Aug] and from develop-
ers of alternative technologies.  A Defense Department
decision on the Aberdeen and Newport options is due in early
December.

17 November In Israel, Defence Minister Yitzhak Mordechai
says on the radio that Syria has been developing VX nerve-gas
and other chemical weapons with Russian assistance.  He had
said the same in an interview published in today’s London Sun-
day Times. {AP 17 Nov, London Times 18 Nov}  He says that
Syria could use Scud missiles, of which it has several hundred,
“to carry the nerve gas in specially adapted warheads to centres
of Israeli population”.

17–19 November In Moscow there is a NATO research work-
shop on Destroying Chemical Weapons: Technical Responses
to Safety, Health and Environmental Concerns {ASA Newsletter
11 Oct}.

18 November In Tanzania, a three-week training course for
personnel of CWC National Authorities begins in Dar es Salaam
supported by the government of Ireland.  The course is organ-
ized by the OPCW Provisional Technical Secretariat which, to-
gether with Sweden, Switzerland and the Harvard Sussex
Program, provides course instructors.

18 November In New York, at the 51st UN General Assembly,
the First Committee succeeds (after failing to do so in previous
years) in adopting a draft resolution (L.48/Rev.1) on the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention.  Iran had agreed to join a compro-
mise in place of its own draft (L.49) after revised language
about the OPCW Preparatory Commission — urging it to inten-
sify efforts to complete its remaining work — had been negoti-
ated.  The compromise draft is adopted by consensus, but with
Egypt indicating that it had not joined the consensus.  Egypt re-
iterates its position that it would not sign the CWC until Israel
joins the NPT. {UN press release 18 Nov}

19–22 November At Aberdeen Proving Ground, the US Army
Edgewood Research, Development and Engineering Center
hosts the annual Scientific Conference on Chemical and Biolog-
ical Defense Research [see 14–17 Nov 95].

20 November Swaziland deposits with the UN Secretary-
General its instrument of ratification of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, becoming the 66th signatory state to do so.

22 November In Russia, the State Duma is scheduled to give
the chemdemil legislation its second reading.

25 November Iraq communicates to the UN Secretary-Gen-
eral its acceptance of all the conditions set out in the draft mem-
orandum of understanding that will enable the UN to implement
Security Council resolution 986 (1995), thereby allowing Iraq to
export limited quantities of oil to fund purchases of food [see 31
Aug]. {London Independent 26 Nov}

25 November In Brussels, representatives of member-states
of NATO and its Partnership for Peace are briefed on the
Chemical Weapons Convention by the Chairman and the Exec-
utive Secretary of the OPCW Preparatory Commission.  Secre-
tary Kenyon, in his presentation, welcomes the recent decision
by the authorities of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedo-
nia to “join our family”.  FYROM is the only one of the 43
NATO/PfP members that has yet to sign the Convention.

25 November In Geneva, states parties to the Biological
Weapons Convention begin their fourth review conference on
the operation of the treaty.  The conference is scheduled to end
on 6 December.  Ambassador Michael Weston of the UK is ap-
pointed president and Sola Ogunbanwo of the UN Centre for
Disarmament Affairs is confirmed as Secretary General.  Alge-
ria, Israel, Kazakstan and Macedonia/FYROM are granted ob-
server status.

France announces its intention of withdrawing its reserva-
tions to the 1925 Geneva Protocol. {UN press release 25 Nov}

Opening-session speakers also include the representative
of the International Committee of the Red Cross, Peter Herby.
Other non-governmental organizations address the conference
on 27 November, the speakers then being: Barbara Rosenberg
(Federation of American Scientists), Martin Kaplan (Pugwash),
Graham Pearson (University of Bradford), Oliver Thränert
(Friedrich-Ebert Stiftung), Kathryn Nixdorff (INES), Erhard
Geissler, Jean Pascal Zanders (SIPRI), David Atwood (Friends
World Committee for Consultation), W J Appleyard (British
Medical Association [see 22–26 Oct]), Gillian Woollett (Pharma-
ceutical Research & Manufacturers of America) and, again,
Graham Pearson (CBACI).

26 November Russia has “never developed, produced, accu-
mulated, or stored biological weapons”, so the Fourth BWC Re-
view Conference [see 25 Nov] is told by the leader of the
Russian delegation, Ambassador Grigori Berdennikov.  Earlier,
USACDA Director John Holum [see 8 Nov] had told the confer-
ence that his government suspected 12 countries of having bi-
ological weapons programmes, and that Russia (like Iraq and
China) was one of them. {OMRI Daily Digest 27 Nov}

CBW Events data-base is compiled from news reports and
other documentation furnished to the Sussex Harvard
Information Bank by correspondents and scanners, including:
Joachim Badelt in Germany, Treasa Dunworth in the
Netherlands, Mitslal Kifleyesus in Belgium, Rayissa Manning
in Germany, Tony Randle in England, Sandy Ropper in the
United States, Guy Stevens in the United States, Henrietta
Wilson in England, and Jean Pascal Zanders in Sweden.
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