CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT

CD/PV.1002
7 February 2006

ENGLISH

FINAL RECORD OF THE ONE THOUSAND AND SECOND
PLENARY MEETING

Held at the Palaides Nations, Geneva,
on Tuesday, 7 February 2006, at 10.15 a.m.

President Mr. Zdzistaw RAPACKI (Poland)

GE.06-60899 (E) 120506 220506



CD/PV.1002
2

The PRESIDENT I declare open the 1002nd plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament.

At the outset | would like to extend a ciaddvelcome to Ambassador Cheng Jingye of
China, who has recently assunibd responsibilities as the representative of his country to the
Conference on Disarmament . Ambassador Cheesented his credentials 15 minutes ago to
the President of the Conference. | wish to tidk® opportunity to asse him of our cooperation
and support in his new assignment. Welcome.

We have all been deeply saddened &orlef the sinking of the Egyptian ferry,
Al Salam Boccaccio 98n the Red Sea early Friday last week. The ship, which was en route
from Duba, Saudi Arabia, to Safaga, Egyptsweportedly carrying approximately 1,400 people,
of whom many have lost their lives. Orhlaéf of the Conference on Disarmament and on my
own behalf, | extend the most sincere condoleacesdeepest sympathy to the families of the
victims and to the Government of Egypt. May | now invite you to join me in a minute of silence
in memory of the victims of the sinking of the Egyptian ferry?

* k% *

The PRESIDENT Today the Conference will continue its general debate on any subject
related to the Conference on Disarmament.vefthe following speakers for today’s plenary
meeting: the Ambassadors of France, Nigeria, Germany, Ireland, New Zealand and Norway.

I now give the floor to the AmbassadufrFrance, Mr. Francois Rivasseau.

Mr. RIVASSEAU (France) (translated from FrenchMr. President, first of all, on behalf
of the French delegation, | would like to extemy condolences to the Egyptian delegation and
the Egyptian authorities as well as the Egyptian people concerning the tragedy they recently
suffered in the Red Sea.

This delegation has the hondartable today as an offa document of the Conference
on Disarmament the text of the speech delivered by the President of the French Republic on
19 January at lle Longue in Brittany. As in 2001, as in 1996, it is our custom to submit such
speeches to the Conference to provide it with information and enable its members to become
acquainted with them in a full and accurate manner.

Since the end of the cold war, the Frenchtrioe of deterrence lsagone through several
stages in terms of formulation without anyaalges in its foundations - the White Book of 1994,
the President’s speech in August 1995, the 8 June 2001 speech at IHEDN, and lastly
the 19 January 2006 speech.

Regarding the CD specifically, | consider it useful to make the following brief
observations, on the basis of thest frequently asked questions.

The French head of State pointed oat the fundamental principles of nuclear
deterrence have not changed. The purpose of gdreRdeterrent is to secure France’s vital
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interests against any threat, wherever it may arise and whatever its nature. In the framework of
this concept of deterrence, French nucleeapons are not battlefieldeapons. Our approach
remains the same. There will never be any question of using nuclear capabilities for military
purposes during a conflict.

Reconfiguration, that is, the moderaimn and adaptation of the capabilities of
the deterrent force to developments in thetsgia context, is fully compatible with the
commitments undertaken by France under articlef\the NPT. France continues to be very
active in this area, in accordance with its commitments. Need | point out that France has
withdrawn and eliminated all iground-to-ground weapons (the plateau d’Albion and the Hades
missiles), reduced the numberitsf nuclear submarines with a missile-launching capacity,
reduced by two thirds the overall number ofnitslear delivery vehicles since 1985, dismantled
the testing centre in the Pacific, shut dowad dismantled the Pierré¢dla and Marcoule fissile
material production facilities faruclear weapons, amdduced the nucleahare of France’s
defence investments from 50 per cent when théegfianuclear force was created to 33 per cent
at the time of the fall of thBerlin Wall and an average of 19 per cent for the period 2003 to
2008 under our latest Military Riaing Act? In 2008, this share will amount to only 18 per cent
of our defence investment. Overall, the aif¢he deterrent has been lowered to less than
10 per cent of the defence budget excluding pension commitments.

In this context, France abides by its committsgas expressed in their most recent form
at the national level, in a European franoeky at the NPT Review Conference in May 2005,
during the last session of the United Nations General Assembly First Committee, or here a
year ago. This applies in pigular to the treaty banning tipeoduction of fissile material for
nuclear weapons. The President of the Repilalicpointed out that we continue to support
international efforts promoting general and complete disarmament, and in particular the
negotiation of such a treaty. Need | also pountthat in 1995 France reaffirmed and refined
security assurances to non-nuclear Statesatiegparties to the NPT? The French declaration,
as well as that made by the other nucleavd?®s, provides in particular negative security
assurances to these States. As we said at that time, this of course in no way affects our natural
right of self-defence, as set out intisle 51 of the United Nations Charter.

France has also provided legally bindingat@ve security assurances to more than
100 countries by ratifying the protocols tedties establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones:
Tlatelolco for South Ararica in 1992, Pelindaba for Africa@ Rarotonga for the South Pacific
in 1996. Negotiations continuerf@entral Asia and South-Ea&sia. All these guarantees
remain of course fully valid. As the Presidehthe French Republic pointed out, the path to
disarmament is a demanding orwe continue to support intei@nal efforts, but of course
we will not be able to continue to moveealdl unless the conditions for our overall security
are maintained and the willingness to make progress is unanimously shared. This brings us
back to our particular responsibility, here irstforum, and to the support that your efforts
require, Mr. President, to bring together teemn all sides to advance towards our common
objectives.
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The PRESIDENT I thank Ambassador Rasseau of France for his statement, and | now
give the floor to the representativeNigeria, Ambassador Joseph Ayalogu.

Mr. AYALOGU (Nigeria): Mr. President, as this is my first time to take the floor since
your assumption of the presidency, let me comdgige you and assuy@u of my delegation’s
cooperation and support of your efforts ie #earch for consensus on our work programme.

| take the floor to commend you, Mr. President, and the other Presidents for 2006, for the
initiative you have jointly committed to pursue tlggar. The collective decision of the P6 to
work together in the search for consensus v creativity that in my point of view, without
prejudice to other benefits, has addressed thiglgrm of the short tenure of the presidency.
Several delegations, including mirgve in the past suggestedttbonsideration be given to
extending the term of the presidency, and Japdnriarmally initiated a move in that direction.
Your creativity in finding a solution to thgroblem, without having to be bogged down by
procedural concerns, is higicommended by my delegation.

On behalf of the P6, you appointed Frienéishe Presidents for 2006 to assist the
Presidents in the discharge of their responsibilitdésu said that the focus of the work of the
Presidents would be to search for consensusppaggamme of work. Ithis regard, the Friends
of the Presidents could concentrate on the aganddhe effectiveness of our method of work.
Nigeria wholeheartedly supports the initiative of B&to appoint Friends to help them in their
endeavours. As a delegation rtiened last week, we all consideurselves as friends of the
Presidents, and my delegation will surelyrlycsupport and cooperatgth the Ambassadors
appointed to lead all the frienasthe search for a common goal.

With regard to the mandate of the Frienfithe P6, my delegation has suggestions to
make to the President. We have already adopie@dgenda for 2006. This agenda is flexible
and balanced. In your Presidi@ahstatement after the adoption of the agenda, you said that “if
there is a consensus in the Conference to deal with any issues, they could be dealt with within
this agenda ...”. As far as my delegation is concerned, the four core issues which are still the
most relevant to the international security environment are already on the agenda, and flexibility
has been built into the agenda to deal with any other issues that gain consensus in the
Conference. On the effectiveness of our workimeghods, this has been looked into in the past.
The Conference on Disarmament is probably the only institution where decisions are taken only
by consensus. Even the General Assemblytlaa&ecurity Council strive to achieve consensus
in taking decisions, but when that fails, votimgcomes the option to reach decisions. Consensus
was introduced in our rules ofquedure during the cold war, probably to ensure inclusiveness
in the decision-making process. It was intended to be a source of progress and multilateral
strength, but it is unfortunately turning intesaurce of lack of progress and inertia. Can any
creativity help us overcome this problem as foint? One cannot be so hopeful, largely
because political will would be required to sottie problem, and it appears the lack of it has
been the cause of the impasse in the CD.

| would therefore suggest that the Frienfithe Presidents should rather focus their
efforts on the search for a programme of work, Wizl delegations haveigas their priority.
The Friends of the P6 might try to understand tlfferginces that exist with regard to the various



CD/PV.1002
5

(Mr. Avalogu, Nigeria

proposals on the table, both formal and infornfalom the interventions of delegations in the
past year, the A5 enjoys overwhelming majositypport, but not consensus. Nigeria suggests
that the Friends of the P6 might focus their gffan the search for a work programme based on
the A5. They could try to identify the difficulties those delegations unable to join in consensus
have with the A5 and try to reformulateethroposal to accommodate the concerns without
creating new problems. It has been said over andaman that the A5 is not cast in stone. Itis
an evolutionary proposal.

Finally, | want to assure you that Nrgehas supported past proposals on the table,
including the A5, and will remain flexible to help you in your efforts to get us out of the present
impasse. | hope that the P6 will succeed in ggtiibalanced and comprehensive programme of
work that will address the security concernsibtielegations. The CD has the responsibility,
through negotiating disarmament agreements, to create a collective security architecture for all.

The PRESIDENT I thank Ambassador Ayalogu Nigeria for his statement and the
kind words addressed to the Chair. | will stutlyaur proposals very carefully. | now give the
floor to Ambassador Bernhard Brasack of Germany.

Mr. BRASACK (Germany): Mr. President, allow me firstly to join in the condolences
expressed by you and all the dgdéons here to the delegation of Egypt concerning the horrible
accident in the Red Sea.

Germany considers the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament, based on the
Decalogue, appropriate for dealing with current disarmament and security issues.

The four so-called “core issues” - the fissile material cut-off treaty (FMCT), nuclear
disarmament, negative security assurances (NSA) and the prevention of an arms race in outer
space (PAROS) - are stibhpical and essential on tirgernational agenda al$o the light of the
changed international environment we face today.

A comprehensive approach, taking intz@unt the differing priorities and security
concerns, constitutes the most realistic, feasible way out of the stalemate of the CD.

We have always felt that the A5 proposal mdbese requirements in full. Together with
the overwhelming majority of the CD, we shéine assessment that the A5 proposal in fact
constitutes the one proposal sid@98 that has brought the CD nearest to consensus. Sadly,
we have to realize that being near conseishg no means the equivalent of having reached
consensus. We continue to support the estabist of subsidiary bodies for all four core
issues. Their mandates could bed probably would be, differenThe mandates should strike
a balance between the differipgorities of the different groupsnd the necessity for overall
consensus. They should be bpthgmatic and substanitia order to be accepted by all. We
look forward to cooperating witHls&States parties pacipating in the CD in exploring how to
achieve consensus within the CD on a wardgramme and, congeently, get down to
substantial negotiations, bearingind the demands of the NPT RevCon 2000.
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Germany does not believe that one core issugherently more oless important than
the other three issues. This being said, in Gewis view, the “cut-off” issue in particular is
ripe for the immediate commencement and eashctusion of a non-discriminatory, universally
applicable and verifiable FMCT, bearingrimnd the Special Coordinator’s report and the
mandate included therein. The immediate commencement of FMCT negotiations constitutes the
next logical and essential stepnuclear disarmament and non{feyation. At present, we do
not have a coherent and comprehensive approaatealing with fissile material. Several
high-level initiatives during the last yearsated to fissile mateal and their production
equipment are a clear indicator of the significant risks associated with these materials and the
necessity of improved and comprehensive controls.

The establishment of an ad hoc committee to deal with the prevention of an arms race
in outer space could serve to explore and disthie issue of strengthening the international
framework and rules governing the civil as well as the legitimate military use of outer space, in
order to avoid outer space becoming an inseatea with incalculable risks not only to world
security, but also to the commercial use Gfcgpas required by modern technology used in a
broad variety of daily applications. Therefo@ermany welcomes all efforts to identify and
examine specific topics or propds which could include confidence-building or transparency
measures, general principles, treaty commitmeamdsiae strengthening of the existing regime,
with a view to making any future arms race or dangerous technical developments in space
impossible.

Continued tangible progressatards irreversible and verdble nuclear disarmament is
indispensable and can only be achieved by eremental approach. The 13 Practical Steps for
the systematic and progressiuglementation of tharticle VI obligations adopted by the
2000 NPT Review Conference serve as benchnaarkbat road. Germany fully supports the
establishment of an appropriagbsidiary body in the CD to deal with nuclear disarmament as
called for in the 13 Practical Stepstbé Final Document of the 2000 NPT RevCon.

In the EU strategy against proliferatiohWMD adopted by the European Council in
December 2003, Germany and its EU partnersgrazed that “positive and negative security
assurances ... can serve both as an incetttif@rgo the acquisition of WMD and as a
deterrent”. In the same vein, the NPT Rem@000 agreed that “legally binding security
assurances ... strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime”. Germany therefore strongly
calls upon CD States to agree on a work progrartirat seriously pursues the issue of negative
security assurances.

It is the task of every CD presidency tgpkxe the feasibility of possible alternatives to
bring the CD back to substantive work. That includes the possibility of exploring additional
iIssues. However, this should be done as alplessddition to, not as a substitute for, dealing
with the current issues on our agenda, and ontyntreases the basis for consensus. Itis
understood that any suggestion for new issues ttebk with in the CD should be taken at face
value and examined without prejudice, and it isc@l that additional issues are not misused for
adding to the unfortunate list of linkages tisablocking the CD already. Germany remains
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open, undogmatic and flexible to explore any mpeoposal that is presented with the aim of
coming to a negotiated and internationally binding agreement in this body and that adds to
international security, arms control or dis@ament. That also includes for Germany
conventional weapons issues like, e.g., MANFARrovided that they add value to ongoing
processes in other forums. Buthe¢ be quite clear: additionalsues are to remain additional.
They cannot become a substitute for getting the CD back to work on the priority issues.

Germany supports the desire of the CD presigsof this year to coordinate their work
as much as feasible to provide the maximugree of coherence and continuity. Structured,
focused and more interactive debates, with a balanced division of time allocated to the different
Issues, are the best approach.

The issues in front of e not obsolete. They arefahdamental importance to the
international agenda and remaa) sven or in particular in tHght of the chaged international
environment, in the light of gbalization and of the increasteateat by non-State actors and
global terrorism. Multilateral approaches offer solutions that are generally seen as legitimate,
transparent and impartial, and that are lasting.

To deal with them in an adequatelacomprehensive manner requires, among other
things, also a broader involvement of civitgdy and the global community. Unblocking the
Conference on Disarmament would be a visible sign of the willingness to decisively continue
global arms control, non-prodifation and disarmament effein a globalized manner.

The PRESIDENT I thank Ambassador Brasack of Germany for his statement, and | now
give the floor to Ambassador Mary Whelan of Ireland.

Ms. WHELAN (Ireland): | wish to express my deepest sympathy to Egypt on the tragic
loss of life at sea.

Mr. President, let me offeroy my heartfelt good wishes for your tenure as the presiding
officer of the Conference. Working witlour co-Presidents for 2006, you have already
challenged our inaction and have shown tivégt in seeking to address our agenda.

| am taking the floor today to respondytmur request to delegations to identify our
priorities for work in this body in 2006. Irelandisiorities are as follows(a) we believe that
the CD should commence negotiations on a treadyjirnly with fissile mateal; (b) we support
the establishment of a subsidiary body to da#i wuclear disarmament; and (c) we see merit in
embarking on a process which could eventuallyl to agreement on the non-weaponization of
outer space.

We are realistic. We appreciate ttteg CD cannot simultaneously begin serious
negotiations on a range of topics. In this eantin 2006, we attach particular priority to
commencing negotiations on a fisgit@terial treaty, while esthghing subsidiary bodies to
consider the other areas to which we attach priority.
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We would be ready to consider how towe forward on other iten our agenda to
which our negotiating partners attach importarid&e others, we continut® believe that the
A5 proposal has the potential to addréssrange of concerns in this room.

Since the opening of the session, a numbeletdgations have identified issues which
are not specifically referred to on our ageadd on which they would wish the Conference to
develop negotiating mandated/e will carefully considerlasuch proposals and will, in
particular, be guided by the possibility of developing a shared understanding on the need to take
action in this forum. While Ireland would ns¢ek to oppose the consideration of any item
likely to command consensus, the introduction®iv topics for negotiation into the CD, which
has failed for nine years to aéds any item on its agreed agenda, seems akin to trying to build
an extension to a building whose foutidas are in danger of collapsing.

| wish also to take the opportunityestate my delegation’s strong commitment to
enhancing the role of civil society in our deliations. Addressing this Conference in 2004, the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Ireland queriélow a body charged with a mandate of such
relevance to humankind and drawing its [bufiffeim the United Nations can continue to
effectively exclude civil society from a meaningfale in its deliberations”. In this context,
could | express my delegation’s strong wish thatcan take a further modest step forward in
relation to civil society in 20067 At a minimumy delegation wishes to have the annual
statement of NGOs on International WartseDay delivered by its authors.

The PRESIDENT I thank Ambassador Whelan forrregatement and for the kind words
to the Chair. | now give the floor ttmbassador Tim Caughley of New Zealand.

Mr. CAUGHLEY (New Zealand): Mr. President,ahk you for expressing on our behalf
the deepest sympathy to our Egyptian colleague for the recent tragic events in the Red Sea.

I wish to make several comments arismg of developments since our successful
beginning to the year under your presidency, the Polish presidency.

First, the mandate of this body quite clgancludes conventional weapons within our
remit. My delegation is happy to engage in this body or any other on any disarmament issue that
is regarded by the international conmmity as requiring urgent attention.

Secondly, last Tuesday and Thursday mmon theme in the deteawas international
security. Itis perhaps a tam that there are quite a numbérclasses of weapons and weapon
systems that must be the subject of internatiatiahtion if global secuy is to be enhanced.

This Conference, which after all is the Conference on Disarmament, necessarily has to
prioritize its approach to these issues. Miedation’s concern has been and remains that the
matters requiring the most urgent attentionthose covered by the four core issues. Prime
amongst them - that is, the sole one with which a negotiating mandate has been labelled - is
the FMCT.
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The problem that arises is that thdtdhis not unconditional. When an FMCT'’s
negotiation is no longer conditionalpork, we assume, will begin on that topic. But what are
we to do in the meantime? Concentrate onrageies, or concentrate on securing a work
programme that embraces theessues, or some of them?

If we pursue this seconaurse of action, which is mgovernment’s preference, we
could be faced with continuing frustration amgproductive sessions. Or, along the lines of a
proposal made last year byetAmbassador of Sweden, we abbhve a debate on the backdrop
to the core issues: to the international ségemvironment and the hopes we all hold that this
Conference can contribute to improving our collective security.

We sense that there is scope in such a debate to demonstrate why the four core issues
remain pre-eminent in this regard, as well agedo translate the respective priorities contained
in existing proposals into a sequence or timet&i taking them up. There is also scope
through the appointment of Friends of thealfwho we congratulate) on sharpening up the
procedural focus of the CD.

My delegation is flexible as to the courdfeaction pursued, as long as the Conference’s
objective is more about the real issues ofd&ig - ones that demonstrably contribute to the
security of all - than about issues of lesser usalemoment or, worse, talking for the sake of
talking.

The current process both of close coordoratf the presidencies developed under your
leadership - which, like the Ambassador of Nigena,welcome - and of developing a coherent
timetable for our forward work will contribute to this Conference’s well-being. But we must
guard against convincing ourselves that thesessteme will restore the credibility of the CD.

The greatest contribution, in nagelegation’s view, will be thedmption of a programme of work
that is geared to negotiating an FMCT as an essential step towards nuclear disarmament and
non-proliferation and which builds stope for discussing other issuthat are widely regarded

as fundamental to enhancing international security.

As a Conference, we don't all agree onrlative importance that should be accorded
those other core issues, but my delegation hakewartl any proposals that call into question the
pre-eminence of any of them.

On the other hand, we have no difficultyt@sting - on any suégt, for example, an
important one such as MANPADSvhether there is a clamour in the CD to pursue an issue that
Is patently a matter of disarmament. Butimaeed recognized by the Ambassador of Australia
in putting forward that topic, it will need to be treated in such a way as not to divert us from our
efforts to achieve agreement on a programmeark. Addition, as needs be, but not, as the
German Ambassador said, a substitute.

My delegation welcomes thmportance attached in your statement last Thursday,
Mr. President, to the task of agreeing the work programme. And we are pleased with the
increased level of engagement and flexibility in the Conference this year so far. There seems
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to be a more widespread sense that the Corderieas its future in its hands, as well as a
growing awareness that gains in collective security logically translate into advances to each
State’s national security. Wallsupport all efforts of the Presedts of this Conference that
serve this overriding end.

Finally, we believe that it will be another demonstration of the sense of purpose and
relevance of this Conference if, as Ireland’s Asgaalor has made clear, the CD can take a more
enlightened approach to the delivery of thewl Women’s Day statement next month in the
manner she has proposed.

The PRESIDENT I thank Ambassador Tim CaughlefyNew Zealand for his statement
and kind words addressed to the Chair. | nowe ¢ie floor to the representative of Norway,
Mr. Kjetil Paulsen.

Mr. PAULSEN (Norway): |, too, would like to extend my delegation’s condolences to
the Egyptian delegation in relation to the teriblagedy that took place in the Red Sea a few
days ago.

The delegation of Australia proposed hastek that the Conference on Disarmament
consider the illicit transfer anghauthorized access to and v$enan-portable air defence
systems (MANPADS), with a view to developing measures to combat this. On this occasion |
would like to express my delegation’s support fas firoposal, for several reasons. Firstly, as
pointed out by the Australian Ambassador, MANDS is a weapon system which is highly
attractive to terrorists. It has been used on a number of occasions against civilian aircraft and has
cost hundreds of lives. Secondly, MANPADSidefined weapon category which practically
could be placed under agreed megional restrictions. Thirdlyjational and regional efforts are
already being undertaken in order to reguthgeproduction, transfer and use of MANPADS.
Best practices and lessons learoild be a basis for moving this agenda forward also in the CD.
And finally, there is already an intermatial consensus on MANPADS, in the United Nations
General Assembly, which provisi¢ghe CD with an opportunity to examine this issue and
develop non-proliferation measureshis consensus should encage all of us not to make
MANPADS hostage to other aemely important, but non-coassual issues on the CD’s
agenda. MANPADS can and shoulddmnsidered on their own merits.

The PRESIDENT I thank Mr. Paulsen for his statent. This concludes my list of
speakers for today. Does any delegation wish to take the floor at this stage? | recognize the
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic.

Mr. ALI (Syrian Arab Republic)_(translated from Arabi®©ur delegation is taking the
floor for the first time during your term of offic&ir, so may | offer you my congratulations on
your assumption of the responsibilities of ypost? In addition, | should like to offer the
Egyptian delegation my sincere condolences imth#er of the sinking of the Egyptian ferry.

Our Conference adopted itseamgla at the opening meeting of this year’s session, and
this is grounds for satisfaction. We feel that iean achievement compared to earlier years.
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Following the adoption of the agenda, weald a number of delegations proposing new or
additional topics for considerati, although logic would suggest that those items ought to have
been proposed prior to the formal adoption efdlgenda. We have, of course, referred these
various proposals to our capitals &ppropriate instructions asttee positions we are to take on
them. And, that being the case, we feel thatansensus exists within the CD for consideration
of these new topics within the CD at the momeéMe require instruadins from our capitals and
discussions within our regional groups befareonsensus can be reached with respect to
whether these topics should be addreszed if so, how they should be addressed.

The PRESIDENT I thank the representative of the Syrian Arab Republic for his
statement, and | now give the floor to the representative of Egypt.

Mr. ABOUL-ENEIN (Egypt) (translated from Arabjic | would like to express warm
thanks to the Secretary-General of the Caarfee and the Ambassador of Poland, the President
of the CD, as well as other heads of delegdtiorthe sincere condolences they have conveyed
to us and their words of sympathy for the rekediwof the people who died in the sinking of the
ferry Al Salamin the Red Sea a few days ago. llistake steps to convey the condolences of
the Conference on Disarmament to thgmn Government in that connection.

The PRESIDENT I thank Mr. Aboul-Enein of Egypt for his statement. | now give the
floor to the Secretary-General of the Confeenn Disarmament, Mr. Sergei Ordzhonikidze.

Mr. ORDZHONIKIDZE (Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament and
Personal Representative of the Secretary-Genethédfnited Nations): | would like to inform
you that the Secretary-General has approveddtection of Mr. Timothy Caughley as the
Director of the Conference on Disarmam8etretariat and Conference Support Branch,
and that means he is Deputy Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament.
Ambassador Caughley will assume his duties following the finalization of the necessary
administrative procedures.

Let me first express my congratulatidosAmbassador Caughley. We would like to
welcome him to our team, and to those delegatibatsexpressed partilar concern over the
issue of an understaffed secretariat, it will beeesally heartening news, | suppose. | believe
that this is a problem that has been solved for some time within the secretariat, and now the
secretariat is anxiously looking at the mem$#ates to solve one of its many issues.

The PRESIDENT Thank you, Mr. Secretary-General. That is more encouraging
information conveyed to the Conference. Bamsador Tim Caughlegn behalf of the
Conference, | would like to congrédite you and wish you all succedsis of satisfaction that
an Ambassador whom all of ueow and respect for his knowledge, experience, is going to
assume this post. | wish to assure you, Asshdor Caughley, of ouagport and assistance in
fulfilling your new duties. Congratulations once more.

It seems that Ambassador Cawgyhivould like to take the floor.
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Mr. CAUGHLEY (New Zealand): Thank you vemyuch, Mr. President, and thank you
also, Mr. Secretary-General, for your very waromments. | certainly look forward to, | guess,
swapping sides of the room in more ways tbaa and joining your team, and | look forward
also to serving the future Presidents of the Conference and the Conference itself.

The PRESIDENT I thank you. Does anyone wish to take the floor at this stage? That
does not seem to be the case. That concludes our business for today.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will be held on Thursday,
9 February 2006, at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 11 a.m.




