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The PRESIDENT : | declare open the 754th plenary neeting of the
Conf erence on D sar nanent.

I have on ny list of speakers for today the representati ves of Spain,
the Syrian Arab Republic and Canada.

Before giving the floor to our first speaker today, | should like to
informyou that the United Republic of Tanzania has requested participation in
our work during this session as an observer. Wth your concurrence | should
like to take up this request for decision at the end of this plenary neeting,
wi thout going into an informal rneeting.

I now give the floor to the representative of Spain,
Anbassador Martinez Morcillo.

M. MARTINEZ MRAOLLO (Spain) ( translated fromSpanish ): M. President,
I would like ny first words to convey to you our congratul ati ons and our
pl easure at seeing you guiding this Conference on D sarmanent. The neetings
that have been held since the Conference resunmed its work just a few weeks ago
have nore than adequately confirned your gifts as an energetic | eader of our
work with inpartiality and skill. The delegation of Spain al so wishes to
convey its greetings and esteemto the Secretary-Ceneral of the Conference,
M. Petrovsky. W also wish to place on record the appreciation wth which we
are follow ng the work of the Deputy Secretary-Ceneral, M. Bensnail, and to
extend our gratitude and appreciation to him

Once again in its history, the Conference on D sarnanent is at a
crossroads which calls for a decision of fundamental inportance for its
future. In recent years the Conference on D sarnanment has concl uded the
negoti ation of two basic instruments in efforts to conbat weapons of nass
destruction, chem cal weapons and nucl ear weapons. W think that with such
achi evenents behind it, the Conference nust of necessity face its future with
the tw n approach of pursuing a line of action on which it has already
enbarked and adding to it in the light of the elenents that it has before it
and the international circunstances in which it is placed. The fact that
Spai n has joined the Conference on D sarnanent only recently, and that it has
done so at a tinme when the Conference nust chart a new course, offers grounds
for me to outline very briefly the nain el ements which will serve as a
foundation for of our participation in the work of the Conference, and hence
our policies withinit. W have always proceeded froma delimtation of the
Conference on D sarmanment, but the fact that this has been repeated and
reiterated so nmany tinmes in this Francisco de Vitoria chanber, where we are
now, which is a source of pride and encouragenent for Spain, does not detract
fromits status as a mandatory and i ndi spensabl e starting-point for any
political action in the anbit of the CD

The Conference, as has been said many tines, is the sole negotiating
body on di sarmanment issues that exists in the institutional context of the
United Nations. For us this neans two things: first of all, that it is a
negoti ati ng body, and therefore its cardinal objective is to negotiate
specific legal instrunments; second, that these negotiations are conducted in
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the institutional framework of the United Nations, thereby respecting the

del i berative or decision-taking functions that in nornal circunstances are
carried out in other United Nations bodies. It was the make-up of the
Conference on D sarnmanment, thus defined and demarcated, which led Spain to
knock at its doors for very many years, doing so with patience but also with
stubborn determ nation. The same definition and context continue to underlie
Spain's position at the current stage in the Conference's proceedi ngs.
Therefore, Sir, ny del egati on wel comes the decision you took to initiate the
hol ding of informal plenaries with a viewto reaching agreenments for the
establ i shnent of ad hoc coomttees that can get down to work on specific

subj ects. Therefore, ny delegation al so wel comes your decision to pursue
these consul tations and your work in the shape of the infornal plenaries that
we will be initiating today.

The position of ny del egation as we put flesh on the bones of the
agreenent is the following. W proceed fromthe view that the Conference on
Di sarmanment, within the context of a bal anced approach to the realities and
the pressing issues of the present international political nonent, nust devote
its attention both to conventional weapons and to weapons of mass destruction.
Wth regard to the latter, for ny delegation there is a subject to which it
attaches priority and which we believe is in keeping with the present stage
of nuclear disarmanent in the path to general and conpl ete di sar nanent.
Neverthel ess, as the process of reduction and control of nucl ear weapons has
shown, their elimnation cannot be achi eved by nmeans of mnaxinalist positions
and the establishnent of rigid deadlines, but rather through specific steps
and neasures that, in a cunul ative way, involve major qualitative changes in
the progressive elimnation of nucl ear weapons. Any other strategy, we
believe, is doonmed to failure. Consequently, we must address the nucl ear
issue so that it will bear fruit in “realistic” terns, acknow edging that it
is a process that will necessarily unfold in stages

The Conference on D sarmanent has just concl uded the negotiation of the
Nucl ear- Test-Ban Treaty, so that the |ogical consequence of the nmonentum t hat
has been | aunched is that the next, conplenentary step will necessarily be
negoti ations on a treaty for the prohibition of fissile material for nucl ear
weapons or ot her nucl ear expl osive devices, in other words, what is known in
our jargon as the “fiss ban” or “cut-off”. |If the negotiation of such a
treaty is the | ogical consequence of the fact that the process for the
signature and ratification of the Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty has been initiated,
the preference that we attach to it is recommended or even inposed by the fact
that this Conference has al ready nmanaged to agree on a mandate in this area
and that all that is needed is for the appropriate ad hoc conmittee to be set
up. W are not unaware of the fact that the negotiation of a treaty of this
nature is going to be fraught with difficulties, and the proof of this lies in
the difficulties that have already arisen, which prevented the establishnent
of the ad hoc committee in the past. But equally | believe that no one can be
unawar e that the signing of the Nucl ear-Test-Ban Treaty woul d sonehow be
i nconplete if we do not seek to create a legal instrunent that woul d sol ve one
of the problens that in the natural course of events is going to crop up
sooner or later, a problemthat has already arisen in the International Atomc
Energy Agency in connection with the possession of surplus fissile nateri al
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A noment ago we spoke of realismin opting for a subject that is ready
for negotiation by this Conference. The end of the cold war in nuclear
matters has created nany new probl ens which have arisen with inevitability and
for which urgent solutions are needed. They include for instance, the
security of power plants, illicit trafficking in nuclear nmaterial, the
strengt heni ng of the safeguards system etc. Each of these is being dealt
with in the appropriate forum Spain is of the view that the prohibition of
fissile material, because of the characteristics of the subject, should be a
guestion to be considered, as a matter of the highest priority, in the
Conf erence on D sar nanent .

Wth regard to conventi onal weapons, ny del egation al so has a very cl ear
priority: anti-personnel |andmnes. W do not believe it is necessary to
dwell in great detail on reiterating Spanish policy in this matter, which has
focused on three elenents: the coomitnent to join in efforts |leading to the
prohi bition of such weapons, a commtmrent which is currently taking the form
of our associating ourselves with the nost recent steps taken by the
international community in this regard, for which purpose the procedures have
already been initiated in Spain for the signature and ratification of
Protocols Il and IV to the 1980 I nhumane VWapons Conventi on whi ch were adopt ed
at the end of 1995; secondly, the noratoriumon the export of anti-personnel
| andmi nes, where Spain has al ways been in the forefront of national decisions
taken in this respect, and which is currently being incorporated in the terns
of the nost recent joint action agreed upon by the European Union; and |astly,
the twofold contribution to mne clearance efforts that Spain is making
through its participation in the European Union's activities and its bilatera
trai ning programmes in cl earance.

The question has been rai sed before this Conference on D sarnanent of
whether or not it is this body that should initiate negotiations on this
subject in viewof the initiatives already adopted outside this forum U
until now the reasons in favour of one or the other solution have been
presented many tinmes and in rmany places, and specifically before this
Conference. Needless to say, ny del egati on concurs with those del egations
that support the Conference as the appropriate place for negotiations in the
sphere of mnes. But the nost curious thing is that when we hear the
argunents agai nst this Conference and in favour of other processes that have
al ready been initiated, while sharing many of the concerns expressed in them
we reach the conclusion that those reasons conbine to argue in favour of
choosing this Conference on D sarmanent. And this is the case in view of the
three indi spensabl e condi tions which we believe should be nmet if we w sh
international action in this area to be effective. These conditions, which we
may with to enlarge upon later in greater detail, are those of verification
phasi ng and universality. Only a step forward which is based on the
requi rements of universality and inplenmentation of the final objectives sought
i n successive and progressive phases currently enjoys the necessary guarantees
for arriving at results which are effective and genuine, and - | wish to add -
uni versal and general in scope. It is precisely this requirenent of
universality, which is the fundanmental argunent in favour of this Conference



CD/ PV. 754

(M. Martinez Morcillo, Spain

)

on D sarmament, that pronpts us to adopt an equally clear position on another
of the itens that the Conference has before it. | refer to the possible
further expansion of its menbership.

The fact that Spain had to wait patiently for many years, in
ci rcunstances that were not always easy, before its nenbership of the
Conference becane a reality, neans that we are especially alive to the
interests of other countries which have made such a request. Therefore, and
regardl ess of the decisions that nay be adopted at sonme stage with regard to
t he expansi on i ssue, we al so support the idea that observer del egations that
have expressed a wish to join in the work of the Conference should be able to
participate in it in one way or another. In that way the Conference on
Di sarnmanment woul d nmeet the requirenent of universal representativeness that
its own nature denands.

The PRESIDENT : | thank the representative of Spain for his statenent
and for the encouraging renmarks addressed to the Chair. | now give the floor
to the representative of the Syrian Arab Republic, M. Ofi.

M. ORFI (Syrian Arab Republic) ( translated fromArabic ):
M. President, it gives me pleasure at the outset to congratul ate you on
behal f of the del egation of the Syrian Arab Republic on your assunption of the
presidency of the Conference at the start of the 1997 session. W are
convi nced that your diplomatic skills and experience will assist us greatly at
this difficult stage. It also gives ne pleasure to thank your predecessor,
Anbassador Denbi nski, who presided over our work during the final part of the
previ ous sessi on.

Since the end of the Second Wrld War and t he appearance of the spectre
of the cold war, the world has |ived under the shadow of terror of nuclear war
after it witnessed the historically unprecedented scale of the tragedy which
afflicted the two cities of Hroshima and Nagasaki. Nuclear terror once again
took hold of the world during the mssile crisis and after the Chernobyl
tragedy. After the end of the cold war, hope was born but did not come to
fruition. The hope was that the world had entered a new phase of its history;
a phase in which the logic of justice and peace woul d prevail over the logic
of hegenony and war and in which States woul d be guided by the principles of
the Charter of the United Nations, which stipulated that all Menbers of the
O gani zation would refrain in their international relations fromthe threat or
use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of
any State. The peoples of the world were also optinmstic that the new phase
of their history would be the one which would witness the total elimnation of
all kinds of weapons of mass destruction, in particular nucl ear weapons.
Despite the fact that the probability of the occurrence of a nuclear
confrontati on has now di m ni shed, the nuclear threat, regionally and gl obally,
still exists and still threatens the future of mankind. This threat will not
be conpletely dissipated unless it is dealt with in a serious and
conpr ehensi ve manner .

Syria believes that issues of disarnmanment nust be addressed in a
conprehensi ve and equitable manner. Syria also believes that all the steps
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whi ch have been taken in the field of disarmanent will not attain the desired
goal s unl ess conprehensive nucl ear di sarnmanent is achieved. Syria has

t herefore endorsed the programme of work on the elimnation of nucl ear weapons
whi ch was submtted by 28 nmenber States of the Goup of 21 in August | ast
year. This progranmme is both objective and conprehensive. It achieves the
obj ective of the peoples of the world to live in a world free of nucl ear
weapons. One of the priorities of the programme is the early adoption of a
bi ndi ng i nternational instrunent which provides unconditional and |egally

bi ndi ng safeguards for all the Menber States which do not possess nucl ear
weapons in order to protect them against the use or the threat of use of

nucl ear weapons.

The advi sory opi nion issued by the International Court of Justice on
8 July 1996 considered that the threat or use of nuclear weapons is contrary
to the rules of international |aw applicable in armed conflict, and in
particular the principles and rules of humanitarian |law, and that all States
have an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a concl usion
negoti ations leading to nuclear disarmanent in all its aspects under effective
control. Therefore, we are of the opinion that the Conference on D sarnmanent
must respond to the request nmade by the United Nations General Assenbly in
resol ution 51/45 0 for the establishnment, on a priority basis, of an ad hoc
conmttee to commence negotiations on a phased programme of nucl ear
di sarmanent and for the eventual elimni nation of nuclear weapons within a
time-bound franework in the manner advocated in the Final Docunent of the
first special session of the General Assenbly on disarmanent and in accordance
with the programme that was submitted by the Goup of 21 in docunent CO¥ 14109.
In this respect, we would |like to voice our concern at the nounting
constraints inposed on the acquisition of the material, equiprent and
t echnol ogy that devel oping countries need in order to be able to use nucl ear
energy for peaceful purposes. These constraints are inposed through the
i mposition of an export nonitoring system which hanpers econom ¢ and soci al
devel opnent in devel oping countries. W believe that we nust devise
nmechani sns to allow the transfer of technol ogy and cooperation in the peaceful
uses of nucl ear energy.

Al though we feel great pain when we see the human suffering caused by
anti-personnel |andmnes in sone parts of the world where those m nes have
been m sused, for many States those mnes are still a legitimte weapon to
defend their security and their borders in the face of nore | ethal weapons.
Hence, we have the right to ask the followi ng question: Wat is the issue to
which priority should be accorded in the Conference on Disarmanent? Is it the
qguestion of the m nes which have caused the deaths of thousands of people, or
is it the nuclear weapons which the advisory opinion of the Internationa
Court of Justice regarded as having a destructive power that cannot be
contained in either space or tine because nucl ear weapons have the potentia
to destroy all civilization and the entire ecosystemof the planet?

One of the hotbeds of tension in the world is the Mddle East. O al
the regions, the Mddl e East could possibly be said to be the nost tense.
When the Madrid Conference was hel d, the predoninant hope anong the Arab
States in the Mddl e East was that the future would be better than the past; a
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future in which occupied | ands woul d be restored to their rightful owners, a
future in which a just and conprehensi ve peace woul d prevail instead of
aggression and of war. However, approxinately six years after the Madrid
Conference, this hope is fading. Israel is still refusing to w thdraw from
all the Arab territories which it occupied in 1967 and is still refusing to
apply the relevant Security Council resolutions and the principle of Iand for
peace which formed the basis of the Madrid Conference. Furthernore, the peace
process on both the Lebanese and the Syrian tracks has been frozen for al nost
one year because of the fact that the Governnent of Israel has reneged on the
comm tnents and pl edges that it made during the negotiations which were held
with the previous Governnment. Those commitnents are necessary for the
resunpti on of negotiations in order to reach a just and conprehensi ve peace
under which Israel would wi thdraw fromthe occupied Syrian Golan to the

4 June 1967 borders in accordance with the United Nations resolutions and the
princi pl es on which the Madrid Conference was based, and al so from occupi ed
sout hern Lebanon and the western Bekaa under the ternms of Security Counci
resolution 425. W would like to recall in this respect that Hs Excellency
Presi dent Hafez al - Assad of Syria has stated that, for Syria, peace is a
strategi c option the achi evenent of which depends on the Israeli party's
coommtnent to international |aw

Matters are becom ng even nore conplex and tense in the Mddl e East due
to the fact that Israel, which is the only State that possesses nucl ear
weapons in our region, is insisting on retaining its nuclear arsenal. 1In this
respect we would like to voice our deep concern at the continuation of the
I sraeli nuclear programme outside the international non-proliferation system
and at Israel's refusal to accede to the NPT or to place its nuclear
install ati ons under full |AEA safeguards in spite of the numnerous
United Nations resolutions calling on Israel to do so. This refusal on the
part of Israel poses a threat to regional security, undermines the credibility
and universality of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and constitutes a grave and
unaccept abl e i mbal ance that jeopardi zes the security and stability of our
region. In this connection, | would Ilike to point out that the fact that sone
have been supporting the illogical Israeli pretexts to justify non-accession
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty is not hel ping to solve the nuclear problemin
the Mddle East; on the contrary, it is making the problemnore conplex. It
is strange that Israel is being given gratuitous pretexts in order to be able
to retain its nuclear weapons while there is an uproar when any Arab State
acquires or even tries to acquire legitinate conventional weapons in order to
defend its security and territorial integrity in accordance with the terns of
the United Nations Charter.

The Syrian Arab Republic has al ways nade every endeavour to support the
rel evant United Nations resol uti ons concerning disarnmanent in keeping with the
principle of strengthening international peace and security throughout the
world in accordance with the purposes and principles of the United Nations
Charter, in particular the need to refrain fromusing force or the threat of
force and the need to respect the independence and territorial integrity of
States and the right of peoples to self-determ nation and freedom from
foreign occupation. 1In this context, and within the general perspective of
full and conprehensive di sarmanment, Syria was one of the first States to
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accede to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and, in 1992, signed its safeguards
agreenent. It has repeatedly expressed its support for the establishment of a
nucl ear -weapon-free zone in the Mddle East. Syria was also the first country
to officially propose, in the Paris Conference on Chem cal Wapons in 1989,
that the Mddle East should becone a zone free fromall chemical, biologica
and nucl ear weapons of mass destruction. Syria will do its utnost at the
Conference on D sarnmanment to address questions of disarnmanent, particularly
the question of nucl ear disarmanent, in order to provide conm ng generations
with a world in which peace and justice will prevail, in which stability and
prosperity will be enjoyed by all, and in which peoples will forget that dark
period in history when nankind |ived under the nuclear terror.

The PRESIDENT : | thank the representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
for his statenent and for the kind words addressed to the Chair. | now give
the floor to the representative of Canada, Anbassador Mbher.

M. MHER (Canada): M. President, it is a pleasure to participate in
our deliberations once again under your skilful presidency. | would like to
make, if | may, one or two prelimnary comments before | address |andmnes in
particular. W, on 21 January, gave our initial conprehensive statenent on
the issues before this body and we sincerely applaud and support your efforts
to build on those and other views in the intervening days.

On Tuesday, we commented further on cluster 1, “Nucl ear weapons”, and
during that intervention repeated our view that a nechani smor nechanisns to
deal realistically and substantively w th nucl ear di sarmament issues and to
negotiate fissile material “cut-off” on the basis of the Shannon report will
be necessary to break the log-jamin our efforts to find a realistic work
programme in 1997. W firnmly believe that certain key countries will have to
agree to find a conpromse in that regard and we encourage you, M. President
to continue your diligent efforts and we certainly wel conme other creative,
positive ideas to nove us forward to that end. This is not just an effort on
our part to find sone kind of mndless conpromse: it is our national view
that nucl ear disarnmanment issues should, and can, be considered substantively
inthis forum

On Tuesday, we signalled that we woul d have comments on the other focus
i ssue energing in our deliberations, that is, anti-personnel |andmnes. dven
that a proposal was made in the forrmal plenary on 30 January, we wi sh now to
address this subject in nore detail. As indicated, we made our views known on
the general issue of anti-personnel mnes in the Conference on D sarmanent in
our statement on 21 January. Those views stand

Several devel opnents, both in the CD and on the margi ns thereof, suggest
however that some further comments at this point are in order

Canada's starting-point on this issue is well established; that is,
AP mnes constitute a humanitarian and econonmi c scourge w th thousands of
i nnocents killed and nai med each year.
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In our view, use is the problemand it is the use of AP m nes which nust
be urgently addressed.

As the International Conmittee of the Red Oross study on the mlitary
utility of AP mines concluded, in nodern conflicts, nines have rarely been
used correctly, whether by “devel oped” country armes, third world armes or
i nsurgents.

Thus Canada has set itself a straightforward objective: a legally
bi ndi ng agreenment in 1997 to ban the production, stockpiling, transfer and,
particularly, the use of AP m nes.

W are working diligently with others to that end and have invited all
who can to join us in a nechanism- the so-called Gtawa Process - designed to
attract as much support as possi bl e.

VW, and a growi ng nunber of countries fromevery region, are conmmtted
to this “fast-track” approach. Wrk on this track will begin within a week
fromnow in Vienna and will proceed without interruption until a successful
conclusion later this year.

Let me nowturn to the CD as a forumfor dealing with this issue.

W acknow edge those who wi sh to pursue the AP nine issue in the CO; we
acknow edge that the CD has unique strengths and capabilities; but we reject
any suggestion that it is the only acceptable mechanismin which to work.

Mor eover, we have made clear our sole criterion as regards any APM work
to be done in the CD, i.e. that it be conplenmentary to, and nutually
reinforcing of, the Gtawa Process.

At the United Nations General Assenbly in Decenber 1996, 156 countries
called on the international comunity to “pursue vigorously an effective,
legal ly binding international agreenent to ban the use, stockpiling,
producti on and transfer of anti-personnel mnes with a viewto conpleting the
negoti ati ons as soon as possible”.

The United Nations General Assenbly resolution did not specify the
forum It also did not require that the agreenment be “universal”. Wile our
ultinate objective is universality, we recognize that this goal is not
i mredi ately achievable. Qur first priority is to set a new international norm
agai nst these weapons. Once this is established, we will set about the task
of pronoting its universality.

The United Nations CGeneral Assenbly resolution also did not specify that
the agreenment be “effectively verifiable”. This is because there is a
wi despread recognition that, in the case of AP mines, conplete verifiability
i s neither achievabl e nor necessary.
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Further, we do not believe that a | engthy step-by-step approach,
begi nning with a ban on transfers, responds to the humanitarian urgency which
i npel | ed 156 countries to vote for a resolution calling for a total ban.

Transfers of AP nines have already been dramatically reduced over the
past several years through unilateral action by approxinately 70 States.

There are alnost 100 mllion AP mines in national stockpiles and nost
nati ons have the rudi nentary technol ogy necessary to produce such mnes. As a
result, even with a ban on transfers, tens of mllions of new mnes can
continue to be depl oyed.

This brings us to the proposal by the delegation of the United Ki ngdom
inthis plenary on 30 January.

Let us be absolutely clear: if other nmenbers of the CD wish to
establish and direct an ad hoc conmittee to negotiate an effective, legally
bi ndi ng i nternati onal agreenment to ban totally the export, inport or transfer
of all types of APMs, Canada will not object.

And, if other nmenbers of the CD conclude that such a specific agreenent
to be negotiated here nmust have an even nore inclusive scope, we are prepared
to discuss that although we nust admt to considerable reservations as to
achi evabi lity.

But, what we nust enphasize is that we have najor difficulty in
accepting the packaging of that core idea as presented in the United Ki ngdom
proposal ; additional elenents therein are, in our view designed to advance a
particul ar perspective as regards the broader substance, process and
priorities of addressing the APMissue which is counter to our views as
al ready set out.

In conclusion, let ne nake two points: if it is the will of this body
to pursue the issue of AP mines, Canada will not oppose it; but we wl
strongly oppose any initiative which does not reinforce or conpl ement the
ongoi ng work of the Qttawa Process or which del ays unduly the establishnent of
the urgently needed norm agai nst AP ni nes.

As Canada's Foreign Mnister, Lloyd Axworthy, said on 31 January:

“l have made the canpai gn agai nst AP nines one of ny top priorities ..
It is ny belief that the value of the Gtawa Process will speak for
itself: a flexible, open and effective process that delivers concrete
and speedy results. A process that holds out real hope for banning

t hese weapons within nonths, not years or decades. A process that
responds to the humanitarian inperative for action”.

The PRESIDENT : | thank Anbassador Mher of Canada for his statenent.
This concludes ny list of speakers for today.
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As | infornmed you at the beginning of this nmeeting, | shall now take
up for decision the request for participation in our work during 1997 received
fromthe United Republic of Tanzania. This request is contained in
docunment CDYWP. 482, which is before you. Miy | take it that the Conference
agrees to this request?

It was so deci ded

The PRESIDENT : Before adjourning this nmeeting, | should like to inform
you that | intend to convene, in 15 mnutes' tine, an open-ended Presidentia
consultation in this roomw th sinultaneous interpretation. You may recal
that, at the end of the second infornal plenary held on Tuesday, 4 February,

I made known ny intention to convene Presidential consultations in rooml for
t he purpose of having nore focused and nore intensive discussions on the

sel ected itens which enmerged as the itens having received the nost attention
during the course of the two infornal plenaries, nanely: fissile materia
cut-off, nucl ear disarmanent, anti-personnel |andm nes and, of course, any

other itens as appropriate; and also the draft annual agenda for 1997 per_se.
As for the venue of such open-ended Presidential consultations, reflecting the
request from some del egations for the provision of interpretation, | decided

to use this Council Chanber with the sinultaneous interpretation provided. As
| informed all del egations through the group coordinators who participated in
the Presidential consultations yesterday afternoon, | intend to hold three
consecutive sessions of open-ended Presidential consultations, each of

which will be devoted to a fissile ban convention, nuclear disarmanent,
anti-personnel |andmnes and other itens as appropriate. This nmorning' s
session, which will start in 15 mnutes' time, will be devoted to discussing
the fissile ban treaty. A second session, to be held at 10 a.m on

Tuesday 11 February, wll be devoted to discussions on nucl ear disarmanment. A
third session, to be held at 3 p.m on the sanme Tuesday, will be devoted to
anti-personnel |andmnes and, time permtting, the third session will also be
devoted to other itens as appropriate and t he agenda per se. O course, the
pl anned three sessions may be extended or reduced depending on the tine
consuned by the discussions. At the end of such open-ended Presidenti al

consul tations, depending on and on the basis of the outcome of such
consultations, | hope | will be in a position to propose the next course of
action for the Conference on D sarmanent.

Having said this, | now give the floor to Anbassador de |caza of Mexico.

M. de ICAZA (Mexico) ( translated from Spanish ): M delegation is
grateful to you, M. President, for the efforts you are naking so that we can
organi ze our work and reach agreement on the agenda. M delegation naturally
supports the President in his efforts to organi ze whatever consultations he
wi shes to conduct. However, ny del egati on does not consider that the question
of mnes has been agreed as an appropriate subject for discussion in the
Conference on D sarnmanment or negotiated, and if there is to be a specia
nmeeting of any consultative machinery on this subject, ny delegation will not
participate. Mnes have no role to play here.
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M. AKRAM (Pakistan): M delegation fully concurs with your desire to
accel erate the work of the Conference so that we can get down to substantive
negoti ati ons on agreed subjects in the very near future. However, | nust
confess that the proposal which you have presented this morning for a schedul e
of work in informal consultations by the President is a procedure which we
have not been officially informed of and which, we believe, would require the
concurrence of the Conference before we can proceed along the |lines that have
been proposed.

In the informal neetings of the plenary which have been held over the
past week, it was pointed out, if | recall correctly, by the Anbassador of the
Russi an Federation that we nust adhere to the rules of procedure with regard
to the adopti on of the agenda and the work programme of this Conference. He
had drawn attention to rules 27, 28 and 29, which relate to the adoption of
t he annual agenda and work programre of the Conference on D sar manent.
Yesterday, the Goup of 21 net, considered the situation and authorized its
coordi nator to convey to you, M. President, the position of the G oup
| believe that position was conveyed to you in the Presidential consultations.
So far, we have not been inforned by the G oup Coordinator of the results of
the consultations held by you yesterday. | believe that the appropriate
procedure woul d be that group coordinators report to the groups, for the
groups to consider your proposal, for the evolution of a consensus on the
process that we will follow and thereafter we can go into the agreed process.

As far as ny delegation is concerned, | would submt that the correct
procedure would be, firstly, to agree on the annual agenda of the Conference
and, once we have agreed on the annual agenda, we can then go on to try and
identify what are the subjects on which negotiations can be convened this
year. M delegation, for one, attaches inportance, firstly, to nuclear
di sarmanent; secondly, to negative security assurances; and, thirdly, to
regi onal conventional disarmanment. These are the three issues on which we
have nade specific proposals. W would like to see these discussed. | have
no probl ens in discussing any other issue, since ny del egation has taken clear
and categorical positions on each of the subjects that have been proposed.
But | believe that we nust proceed in accordance with our rules of procedure
and the rules are very clear. Let us first adopt our agenda and thereafter
| ook at the work programme. And this nust be done with the concurrence of
t hi s Conf erence.

M. ZAHRAN (Egypt) ( translated fromArabic ): M. President, | would
like to assure you of our total cooperation with you so that we can start our
work in a manner which will enable us to speed up the discussion of the
various subjects which enjoy priority at the CD. During the infornma
consul tations, the del egati on of Egypt had previously nentioned the fact that,
in accordance with the rules of procedure, it would be preferable for the
agenda to be adopted first. The del egation of Egypt had al so pointed out that
it would be possible to take into account the previ ous agenda whi ch was
reflected in the report of the Conference on D sarnanent while deleting the
first itemwhich relates to the nuclear test ban, adding to this agenda any
new i temthat enjoyed consensus and inserting nuclear disarmanment as a
separate item Any new itemthat enjoyed consensus woul d not neet with our
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opposition. Following the adoption of the agenda, we could start discussing
the programme of work and the priorities which should be set for the CD as
regards the negotiations which are to take place during this session. Wile
saying this, we also wel cone your proposal to hold extended consultations

al t hough we had hoped to be able to discuss this within the franework of the
regi onal groups and the G oup of 21. | agree with ny colleague, H's
Excel | ency Anbassador Miunir Akram that we have not yet been inforned of what
happened in the Presidential consultations yesterday.

In principle, the delegation of Egypt has no reservations concerni ng
your proposal to hold consultations on the itens to which you have referred.
VW have reservations only as regards separating the itemon the prohibition of
the production of fissile material and the itemon nucl ear disarmanent. W
consider that this itemis a sub-itemof nuclear disarmanent; in other words
the “fiss ban” or “cut-off” (prohibition of the production of fissile
material s) coul d be discussed as a sub-itemof nuclear disarmanent. The sane
applies to nucl ear security assurances, the prevention of nuclear war and the
nuclear arms race. Al these are considered as sub-itens, particularly as the
deci sion on “Principles and objectives” which was adopted by the NPT Review
and Extension Conference referred to the prohibition of the production of
fissile material as one of the itens which should be discussed within the
framework of nuclear disarnmanent. It also mentioned the fact that security
assurances for non-nucl ear States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons shoul d be the subject of negotiations within the franework of a
multilateral and legally binding international instrument. | amsaying this
because it falls within the framework of nucl ear di sarmanent and the best
assurance for non-nuclear States is that we should be able to live in a world
which is free of nuclear weapons. Wen we have achi eved this objective, we
will not need to negotiate a convention to provide the necessary assurances
for non-nuclear States. This is what | wanted to enphasi ze, M. President.
However, we are fully ready to cooperate with you within these limts and
within this framework and trust that God will grant you success. W assure
you of our cooperation

Ms. GHOSE (India): | ama little surprised that this discussionis
taking place while the formal plenary is still open but, neverthel ess, since
you have opened the floor for comments, | would |ike to make two very brief

poi nts.

As has been pointed out by previous speakers, this is the first tine
that we have formally heard of your proposal. It is not, of course, the first
time we have heard of your intention to conduct informal Presidential
consul tations, to which we agreed - that you would hold these consultations
imedi ately after the plenary. W therefore would |ike to study it and
discuss it. As the Anbassador of Pakistan pointed out, the Goup of 21, which
met yesterday, took a particular position. That position is somrething which
| think is reflected in the interventions which have been made so far - to an
extent. | think that the Group needs now to reconsider that you have adopted
a new approach and we mght very well agree with it. W nay not have a
problemwith it. But | think in all fairness, the Goup of 21, at |east
speaking for our own Goup - | cannot speak for other groups - would need to
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hear fromthe Coordi nator what exactly has been deci ded, what transpired at
the Presidential consultations. And then we could nove further. As | had
occasion to say in the infornal plenary, of paranount inportance to us is the
i ssue of nuclear disarnanent. W& have no problemw th discussing any of the
other itens that are included in your list of 28 January, but | think that
the priority which was set by all nmenbers of the Goup of 21 on nucl ear

di sar manent needs at |east to be recognized. | would |ike to suggest, for
your consideration, that once we adjourn the formal plenary perhaps the groups
coul d be given a chance to neet and then we could reconvene at your infornal
Presidential consultations and continue, so that we have sonme tine to discuss
anong oursel ves what we are to do with a situation which does not in fact
reflect what our positions were until yesterday. So | think that | would
like to put this forward, not just for your consideration, but for the

consi deration of the Conference at |arge

The PRESIDENT : Before giving the floor to several Anbassadors who have
requested to speak, at this point | would like to intervene to clarify ny
position. |1 amnot conplaining of any group coordi nator who participated in
the Presidential consultations yesterday afternoon. But, fromthe begi nning,

I made it clear that | was intending to hold the open-ended Presidential

consul tations, and yesterday at the Presidential consultations | nade it

clear, at the beginning of that consultation, that it was ny intention, within
the authority given to the President, to decide the subjects for consultations
and their timng. But as far as timng is concerned, | may be a little bit
flexible. As far as | interpret the rules of procedure and ot her
under st andi ngs regarding the authority of the President, it is his own

deci sion to hold consultations on such itens which have received the nost
attention. This is not an informal plenary, which is subject to agreenent
fromthe floor, in accordance with the rules of procedure - for exanple

rule 19 of the rules of procedure. These are Presidential consultations which
woul d be open-ended. On the question of the annual agenda, we want, of

course, to stick to the adoption of the agenda and work programme on the basis
of the agenda, at the outset of the annual session. So the process of
consensus-bui | di ng on the annual agenda and work programme is still under way.
But, | would like to appeal to all of you, even though I amflexible on the
timng of the first open-ended Presidential consultations - please let me
enjoy a part of the Presidential authority which by essence is |inited.

I now give the floor to Arbassador Ledogar of the United States
of Anerica.

M. LEDOGAR (United States of Arerica): WlIl, precisely, M. President.
| distinctly heard you call, not just this nmorning but earlier in your term of
of fice, for open-ended Presidential consultations, which | think is very
much your right and your duty to pursue. They certainly would not be
deci sion-taking nmeetings. Rule 22 of the rules of procedure is, | think, very
clear. W are having sonme of the sea-lawer’s “rules” as reasons for not
doi ng anything here this year. | would take a look at rule 22, saying that
the Conference may hold informal meetings with or without experts to consider,
as appropriate, substantive natters, etc. | find it curious that people say
we have got to adopt an agenda first but we cannot talk about it. W nust
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first adopt it and then maybe we can talk about it. It’'s just that there is
no i nredi ate consensus as to what the agenda would be. | think we have to

talk about it and I think that is what | understand you are trying to do. Wy
shoul d the rest of the Conference on D sarmanent pay the price of delay at
this inportant point in our work because of coordination problens wthin one
group? Have we becone so large and unw el dy that we nust have a full week

el apse between the time the President says sonething and the tine that is
transmtted to other nmenbers? Wat is the point of Wdnesday neetings if it
takes a full weeks' delay before anything can even be conmuni cat ed?

As far as the remark that there is no consensus in this Conference on
anti-personnel |andmnes, | would like to point out that there is no consensus
in this Conference on what is called “nuclear disarmanent”. M del egati on,
anong ot hers, is opposed to the concept of the Conference on D sarnmament doi ng
“nucl ear disarnmanent”. | would not think for a mnute of absenting nyself
froma meeting that you called on the subject, however, because | think that
woul d be di scourteous, disruptive and very inpractical. So, of course,
woul d attend the session that you have indicated you would like to hold on the
subj ect of nucl ear di sarnanent.

M. WANG (China) ( translated fromChinese ): First of all

M. President, | would like to apol ogi ze to you. M del egation was originally
not prepared to nmake a statenment during this formal plenary. However, since
ny del egation was still waiting for instructions fromhone, we could not make

use of the opportunity of the past two infornal plenaries to make clear ny
del egation's position on the CD s agenda

Before clarifying the position of ny delegation, there is one point I
woul d |ike to enphasize: the core or the principal provision in the procedure
of the CDis the one on consensus. According to rule 22, the Conference may
hol d neetings of a different format. The subject in the sentence above is
“the Conference”. In other words, if rule 22 is strictly observed, it will be
up to the Conference to deci de whet her neetings other than fornmal sessions are
to be held.

Wth regard to the i ssue before us, ny delegation has the follow ng
comments to nake. First, we are not raising objections to the privileges or
the authority of the President. Wth regard to the format of informal
consul tations proposed by the President, ny del egation did not raise any
objection either. However, | nust point out that, during yesterday's group
coordi nators' consultations, we nade it very clear that ny del egation will not
be able to agree to limting our discussions to three topics only. W believe
that the three topics have been chosen by the President hinself. Besides, we
do not think that the topic-by-topic approach is an effective way to solve the
i ssue of the agenda. |If the parties concerned have the genuine desire to |et
the CD begin its work this year pronptly or expeditiously, then the rul es of
procedure nmust be observed. In other words, the agenda and the programme of
work as well as the schedule of activities, including the organizationa
arrangenents, nust be solved together. Qherw se, even if we cane to a kind
of agreenent on one or two itens at this forumthe CD would still not be able
to start its work, because the procedural conditions have not been net.
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On specific agenda itenms, ny delegation's position is as follows:
ny delegation is of the viewthat the CDin 1997 should establish ad hoc
commttees on NSA as well as on the outer space issue. Wth regard to
transparency in armanents, there will be no need to set up an ad hoc
commttee. W will have another occasion to el aborate our reasons. On the
i ssue of |andmnes, ny Governnent is still in the process of conprehensive
deliberations. Pending the final decision of nmy Governnent on this issue, ny
del egation cannot commt itself in any way.

Ms. BOREIS (France) ( translated fromFrench ): M. President, |
listened attentively to your suggestion and to the statenents nmade by speakers
taking the floor before nme. Many of these statenents are quite convincing.

It istrue that ideally it would be preferable to reach agreenment on an agenda

bef ore enbarking on the discussion of specific subjects. It is also true that
it mght be useful to consult with certain partners, once again before
exchangi ng views on specific subjects. It is further true that not all of us

necessarily have the sane inclinations about the three subjects that you
menti oned, while pointing out that they did not necessarily rule out others.
Finally, it is also true that the concept of nucl ear di sarnmanment covers a

| arge nunber of subjects, anong them sonme of the subjects which were proposed

for study here by certain delegations. Indeed, it is also true that they
m ght al so cover the idea of negotiating a treaty to prohibit fissile nateria
for nucl ear weapons or other nuclear devices by definition. In short, | think

that all the observations that have been nade are based on a | ogical and
rati onal approach to the situation. However, ny del egation thinks that you
have taken an excellent initiative, M. President.

Let us not delude ourselves. On the subject of procedure, there are
many ways of interpreting procedure, and while it is true that we must adopt
an agenda by consensus, it is also true that the President, particularly when
he inherits such a difficult situation as the one you are now in, has the
right to conduct consultations which are open to everybody, which neans by the
sane token that those who do not want to participate do not have to. It is
also true that we do like to consult our partners, but until further notice it
is States and not groups that are nenbers of the Conference on D sarnanent.

It is also true we may have to do nore work before we commt ourselves to
specific discussions, but ny foible is to believe that the del egati ons which
have gathered in this roomhave a sufficiently serious know edge of the

subj ects you have nmentioned to be able to agree to discuss them obviously on
condition that the discussions are infornal and do not commt themto accept
any given procedure or even any given substantive approach to which their
country mght ultinmately not subscribe. Personally I think that the three
subj ects whi ch you have nentioned - and which, | repeat, do not rul e out
others - have a great advantage in this deadl ocked situation we are now in

After listening to the various statenents which have been nade in
pl enary since we began our work, we can all observe - this is practically a
statistical fact - that it is these three subjects which finally enmerge from
all these statenents, highly varied though they have been. At the sane tineg,
we cannot say in the present circunstances, when we have nore or |ess been
laid off tenporarily - | do not think it would be wong for us to agree to
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spend a few hours, even in a rather inpronptu way, in an exchange among
oursel ves without any report, without any summary records, w thout any
commtnent on our part, a discussion which, with [uck, mght at some point

| eave behi nd the | anguage of official formulas. This is why, speaking for
nysel f, and even if, as you have said, we mght find a certain anmount of
flexibility with respect to timetables, if that is really the problem ny
del egation is quite prepared to enbark upon this exercise that you are
proposi ng, particularly since the three subjects which have been nenti oned
have one point in common, which is that all three, to varying degrees, have
had proposal s nade on them whose status is of course different, because to
take the two extrenes between the status of the issue of the prohibition of
the production of fissile naterial, which has already been the subject of a
di scussion in this forum a report and a nandate agreed by consensus, and the
new i dea put forward by the British del egation as a nati onal one, which ny
del egation supports, of an ad hoc conmmttee with a nandate on anti-personne
| andmi nes, there is indeed a difference in status, but it remains the case
that we have on the table two types of preparatory work for our discussions,
and the same is true with regard to the programre of action, about which, as
you know, ny delegation is not necessarily totally enthusiastic, but it is
still prepared to enter discussions. At all events, | w sh to thank you for
the effort you are making to try to get our discussions out of the rut and to
say to you that, as far as ny delegation is concerned, and even if these

i nformal conversati ons do not enable us to reach the point where the nornal
proceedi ngs of our Conference can resunme, we will participate with the
greatest good wll.

M. RAMAKER (Netherlands): Like others, M. President, | would like to
thank you for your efforts to try and see how this Conference coul d nove
forward at the nonent it has to decide what to focus on after the negotiations
that are behind us. A couple of days ago, | think, you announced that after
the plenary of today we would go into informal consultations under your

gui dance. W are still - and Anbassador CGhose remnded us a while ago - in
the plenary and that is sonewhat unusual. On the other hand, it gives the
necessary transparency that, as you know, ny delegation is so fond of. So,
others can see what the real difficulties are, and what we are confronted
wth.

I think that when you, M. President, took it upon yourself to be the
President of this Conference for this nmonth, not only in accordance with the
rul es of procedure, but by common practice that has existed here for a | ong
tinme, you were expected to consult. You were expected to consult on how we
coul d agree on further work. You can do this in many ways, and you have been
doing that during your tenure. You have been consulting bilaterally and you
have now proposed to consult, groupwi se as it were, in the entirety in
open-ended i nformal consultations. And, that is entirely, as you said
yoursel f, within your prerogative. In fact, it is more than that: it is
asked of you, you are expected to do it. So, yesterday in the Presidentia
consul tations, where | happened to be because | happen to be at this monent
t he Coordi nator of the Western G oup, you announced how you were going to
further conduct your consultations. And, we, | think, said that we were in
your hands. By definition no decision was taken and no decision i s necessary.
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Yesterday, for those who were not yet informed, as far as | amaware, no
deci si on was taken because you sinply gave us pre-information of what you
actual | y announced today and which, if | understood it well, meant that we
woul d set aside sone tine in a couple of nornings and afternoons to have
informal consultati ons - open-ended, so everyone is free to come or not to
come - on “cut-off”, nuclear disarnmanent, on |andm nes and on ot her issues.
And, as | understand it, there is also an interest to discuss other issues.

I think that you have put this very wisely and very pragnatically because
think we have to have sone clarity in our mnds about what it is that we are
tal ki ng about on each of these issues before we can agree on an agenda and
wor k progranme, which, indeed, is desirable. So, nothing of what you have
proposed - and | hope that that is a m sunderstanding that can be elim nated
- contradicts any of the established procedures of the Conference.

I would like to encourage you to continue the consultations. | think we
are in your hands at this nonent. | don’t think there should be any
l[imtation on the subjects in these consultations. The ones you nentioned by
name seemto be close to the hearts of many, but sone other subjects are very
dear to others. | heard the Anbassador of Pakistan say that he is
particularly interested in the question of regional disarmament; | renenber
others saying “Vll, what does it really nean?” So I do not think that here
we have to have sone clarification on what it is that one has in mnd before

we can actually put it in an agenda. 1 do think we shoul d understand these
things, and | think we should be able to avoid m sunderstandings. Wth
regard to nucl ear disarmament, | renenber ny col |l eague from Morocco,

Anbassador Benj el | oun- Toui m, saying a couple of days ago that nucl ear

di sarmanent means nmany things to many people, so probably there is some need
toclarify what it is and what we have in mnd when it conmes to this subject
inthis forum And therefore the only practical method, if you really want to
nove forward, is to go into the process of infornal consultations and, of
course, you will continue your bilateral consultations. As | said, you are
expected to, but of course, you can also set aside tine to have open-ended
informal consultations, and if this or that del egation has an objection in

principle - which would be surprising | think - it is, of course, free not to
attend your consultations. | do think that you are on the right track and
really there is nothing nore I can think of to say. | w sh you good luck in

your consultation process and | am |l ooking forward to it.

The PRESIDENT : | indeed thank Arbassador Ramaker for his encouraging
words. | now give the floor to Anbassador de |caza of Mexico.

M. de ICAZA (Mexico) ( translated from Spanish ): | apologize for taking
the floor again, M. President. | amdoing so because perhaps in ny previous
statenent, when | was taken by surprise by the proposals you nade, | spoke in
categorical terns and this | ed some col |l eagues to understand that | intend to
be discourteous. | wish to assure themthat that is not ny intention. | wll

not attend the consultations on mnes next week, and I will not attend any
others either, because | will not be in Geneva, | will be in Mexico in the
first place. But in the proposal you are putting before us in this plenary,
which is going to be placed on record, | perceive a difficulty.
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You say that we are going to hold three open-ended Presidentia
consul tations, three separate neetings, on specific subjects - on fissile
material, on nuclear disarnmanent and on mnes. | |ook at the procedura
framework in which we operate and | see that rule 19 tells ne that the
arrangenents for the work of the Conference nmust be agreed by the Conference,
and inrule 22 | see that the Conference nay hold informal neetings to

consi der substantive matters and the organi zation of work. | suppose this
nmeans substantive matters within the conpetence of the Conference. And you
are making a procedural proposal that, if | remain silent, | autonatically

assent to work being carried out on three subjects. This obliges ne to

exam ne the three subjects, and | see that nucl ear di sarmament has been on our
agenda for many years, and it is eveninitem2 on |ast year's agenda.
course | have no problemwi th hol ding an informal neeting to speak about

sonet hing that has been on our agenda for a long tinme. And you tell us that
the second neeting will be on fissile naterial, and there are docunents of
this Conference telling us that, in the past, there was institutiona

machi nery on this topic; there is even a report dated 1995 that contains a
draft nandate. | have no difficulty about holding infornal, or formal, or
what ever sort of consultations you |like on a subject that the Conference has
had on its agenda for a great deal of time. But you tell ne that we are going
to speak about nmines in a special neeting, and | ask: Since when has this
been on the agenda of the Conference on D sarmanment? And if this has never

been on the Conference's agenda, then are we going to be conpelled to accept
it?

| support your efforts, Sir. |If | amnot mstaken, in the first
informal plenary, it was | who suggested that there should be open-ended
Presidential consultations. | have no difficulty with these consultations

covering the agenda and the programme of work, but if it is to be placed on
record that consultations are going to be held on specific itens, let it be
very clear that there is no consensus that mnes are part of the Conference's
agenda. If this is very clear, Sir, | amin your hands.

Sir Mchael WESTON (United Kingdomof Geat Britain and

Northern Ireland): | sinply wanted to join with those who had thanked
you for your proposals, M. President, and congratul ate you on your
constructive and determned efforts to get this showon the road. | really

find it incredible that anyone should deny the right of the President to hold
consultations, and yet that seens to be what we are doi ng now.

Last year | think the President at the beginning of the year was the
di stingui shed representati ve of Myanmar, and he held consultations with all
menbers, and | think these were very useful, and it was the result of this
work that we were able to proceed. Cbviously, it is a bit nore difficult this
year inasmuch as we now have nore nenbers and it takes |onger to consult them
all individually, and therefore you proposed that you should take a short-cut,

if you like, and hold informal consultations in rooml. The situation, then,
seens to have becone confused because people started then to talk of neetings,
and it was made worse because peopl e suggested - the proposal, | think, was

put forward by a cigar snoker who was confident that he could make even this
rooma snoke-filled one - the proposal was put forward that we should nove in
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here. The proposal was al so nmade that we should have interpretation, but this
did not change the nature of the consultation. As Anbassador Ledogar said, no
one was suggesting that these should be formal neetings, that they shoul d be
nmeet i ngs where deci sions could be taken. They were Presidential consultations
and, as | say, | do not think anyone can deny your right to hold these. There
seens to be objection to your saying that it is your inpression, follow ng the
di scussion that we have had, that there have been three subjects which have
dom nat ed that discussion.

A lot of delegations have said that we should set up an ad hoc
conmttee, as we have agreed to do, on “cut-off”. You have quite correctly
said that there are a | ot of del egations who think that nucl ear disarnmanent
should be a priority and, also, a |lot of delegations who have tal ked of
| andm nes. But you have not said that you will confine yourself in the
consultations to these three subjects, and | think it has been quite clear, as
t he di stingui shed Anbassador of the Netherlands said, it would be possible if
he wi shes to bring back his predecessor and call for an ad hoc comittee on
radi ol ogi cal weapons, and there is nothing to prevent this either. You could
al so have said, and this was a point nmade by the distingui shed Anbassador of
France, that these are three subjects on which there have been specific
proposals to create ad hoc committees. There has been a specific proposal to
have an ad hoc commttee on fissile material cut-off, there has been a
specific proposal by the Goup of 21 to set up an ad hoc commi ttee on nucl ear
di sarmanent, and - | do not suggest that this has the same status - but there
has been a Franco-British proposal for an ad hoc conmttee on anti-personne
| andm nes. And these, | think, are forrmal proposals. The objection has
been that landm nes is not even on the agenda. But, | nean, if one wishes to
make a lot of this point, we could perfectly well say that it should be dealt
with under agenda item7, in the sane way as it has been agreed that “cut-off”
- which, again, is not mentioned by name on the agenda - should be dealt with
under agenda item 2.

But | go back to ny starting-point: surely no one denies your right to
hol d consultations. You have suggested that to save tine you will consult us
all jointly. You have agreed, for the conveni ence of del egations, that it
will be in a large snoke-filled room You have agreed, for the conveni ence of
del egations, that interpretation will be provided. But all you have proposed
is that in accordance with your responsibilities - not just your rights - in
accordance with your responsibilities you should consult. | really think that
this Conference has reached a new | evel of absurdity. W can't agree on our
agenda, we can't agree our work progranmme, we can't agree to establish
subsi di ary bodi es, and now we cannot agree to allow you to hold consultations.

M. AKRAM (Pakistan): | would submt to those of our colleagues who
have spoken about absurdity that the sinplest way to avoid absurdity is to
stick to our rules of procedure. Those rules are absolutely clear, and if and
so long as we adhere to our rules of procedure, we will not get lost. It is
the effort to confuse clarity which is puzzling for ny delegation. W are
very clear. Let us agree on the agenda. It should not be difficult. W have
an agenda fromlast year, we have a paper fromyou, M. President. Wat we
have suggested is: |let us agree on the agenda. Once we agree on that agenda
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and we know which itenms are the ones that are to be taken up by this
Conference in 1997, we will then be in a position to say how these itens are
to be dealt with, whether through the creation of ad hoc committees, specia
coordi nators, or other mechanisns that are available to this Conference. W,
in this process, should not be seeking to junp the gun. W have to agree on
the agenda in accordance with rule 27. W then have to agree to set up
negoti ati ng mechani sns, that is, provide our work programme in accordance wth
rule 28. Those rules are clear. | do not believe that we shoul d circunvent

t hose rul es.

W are not challenging the authority of the President to convene
informal consultations. You had nentioned, as has been stated, you had
nmenti oned that you woul d conduct informal consultations |ast week, but you had
nmentioned themin an informal neeting. Wen you bring this proposal into the
pl enary and announce that you will be conducting consul tations which are
devoted to three subjects, the question arises: Are those subjects on our
agenda? And the answer is: not yet. They are not yet on our agenda. W
have to agree to those subjects, and possibly others, to put them on our
agenda, and once they are on our agenda we will then be in a position to
consult, and to agree upon, the negotiating nodalities on those issues. You
cannot short-circuit the procedures that are provided for by our Conference's
rules. That is the sinple point that we are trying to nake. W are not
trying to be discourteous to you, M. President. W are not trying to del ay
the work. On the contrary, | believe it is those who wish to (as | said)
confuse clarity who are delaying the work of this Conference. Let us not be
confused. W know what we have to do. By all neans do convene i nfornal
consul tations, but please do not indicate here what the itens for those
consultations will be, because there are no itens on the agenda of this
Conference for 1997. That is a fact. So let us have informal consultations.
Let us go into those informal consultations with an open mnd, no
pre-determned subjects. W wll there discuss firstly our agenda, and then
the nodalities for our work, and our work programme. This is the subm ssion
we make. W are prepared to enter into infornmal consultations. W are not
prepared at this stage to agree to sonme itens and not to others.

M. NASSER (Islamc Republic of Iran): M. President, as you and ot her
col | eagues who were present in the Presidential consultations nay recall, when
this proposal was suggested yesterday to hold consultations in the formthat
you have | aid out today, we had sone questions about the utility of the format
that had been suggested and we were perhaps a bit apprehensive as to whether
it would be useful to continue to discuss these various issues independently,
in an informal setting, and whether this would not then prolong the
di scussions on the agenda and t he work programme, whereas the spectrum of the
vi ews have al ready been established after fornmal and informal plenaries that
we have had, and it is rather clear as to where the positions are that are
nore towards the ends of the spectrum And would it not be nore |ogical or
feasible that we would try to concentrate on those areas, and to try to begin
wor ki ng on how we can find an agreenment on grounds that will be, hopefully, in
the mddl e of the spectrumor towards one or the other end?
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Neverthel ess, it was the President's view that this was the course that
he intended to foll ow and he hoped, and | appreciated that he said it, in ny
view, in the nost sincere way, that through this, the President could begin to
perhaps find ways to | ook for an agreenent.

In any case, just as | had apprehensions about the utility of the
prol ongation of these neetings in the forns that were suggested, | think today
al so | have apprehensions about the utility of the continuation of this
di scussion and debate here in the formal plenary. And | wonder whether it
woul d not be perhaps better at this stage to suspend the neeting for
15 minutes and all ow for some consultations and then cone back to the formal
pl enary.

The PRESIDENT : | thank Anrbassador Nasseri. Are there any other
del egations wishing to take the floor? | thank you very nuch for the comments
and renmarks nmade by so nmany del egations around the table, which in ny view are
valid in one way or another. As Anbassador Nasseri has rem nded ne of the
qguestion he raised yesterday at the Presidential consultations, please allow
nme to react very briefly.

Yes, it is true that Anbassador Nasseri questioned the utility or
ef fecti veness of having such informal Presidential consultations, and |
answered that this was ny plan under nmy own authority, but | did not want to
prej udge the outcone of such informal Presidential consultations. Anyway, |
did not intend to generate such a heated debate at the plenary on the plan
had nade, and then | was intending to informyou of the plan | have set forth
of which | have already inforned you through the coordi nators of the groups
But, anyway, these were very useful discussions, and | would Iike to nmake it

clear, once again, that from Tuesday onwards, | made it clear that while
keepi ng the informal plenary process alive so that we may cone back to it
whenever a need arises, | should like to let you know that | was planning to

have a series of informal, open-ended Presidential consultations.

Several del egations have referred to rules 19 and 22, regarding the
conduct of the work of the Conference. | amtalking about the authority of
the President. As far as | understand it - as far as | interpret it - the
President has the authority to conduct his own consul tations, which nay take
the formof bilateral consultations, sonetimes plurilateral consultations, or
open-ended informal consultations. But it is a selection. | renenber that
t he Anbassador from Paki stan nmentioned that there is no agenda yet for the
President to conduct infornal consultations. But we are not tal king about the
formal agenda, which has not been adopted yet. | amtalking about the
Presidential informal consultations. But the selection of itens | suggested
was based upon ny judgenent, ny assessnent, on the frequency and density of
the remarks and statenents nade by so nany del egations on these three itens.
But | nade it clear, once again, that the door is being kept open for any
other itens. Concerning the annual agenda: vyes, | have been naking every
effort, being faithful to the rules of procedure, that at the outset of any
annual session of the CD we are supposed to adopt the annual agenda and work
programe. | made so nmany efforts, and then the process of pursuing a
consensus on the annual agenda continues. |If | borrow the Arabic expression
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“The caravan nmarches on”. Well, | think this is the situation. At the
begi nni ng of our discussion on this particular procedure, | said that | woul d
be alittle bit flexible on timng.
Having said all this, | suggest that the first informal open-ended
Presidential consultations be held at 3.30 this afternoon in order that you
wi Il have sone time to breathe over the lunch-tine and, again, | remnd you,

these are open-ended infornal Presidential consultations. So, such
consultations will be devoted to the fissile material cut-off, and then
another full session will be devoted to nucl ear di sarnmanment, and anot her one
to landm nes. W may extend or reduce the meetings, depending upon the tine
necessary for carrying out ny informal Presidential consultations which will
stay open-ended.

The next plenary neeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday,
13 February at 10.00 a. m

The neeting rose at 12.15 p. m




