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Mr, SUJKA (Poland): T should like to make some observations on the

question of the prohibition of chemical weapons, one of our top priority items
and a problem in wanich the Polish delegntion hos taken a keen interest both in
this Cormittee and in the First Cormittee of the United Nations General Aésembly.

First, however, I should like tc take this opportunity to extend to
Ambassador Vittorio Cordero di Montezemolo, the new lecder of the Itolian delegation,
our warit welcome and good wishes for the success of his new nission. We look
forward to co-operating closely with him in the pursuance of our common objectives
in the same spirit of good will which we shared with his distinguished predecessor,
Anbassador Nicolo di Bernardo.

The outcome of the informal consultations which the Committee has pursued of
late on the most appropriacte methods and forms of its work in regard to a
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons, and on their destruction, proves unnistakably thot there is a
real possibility of continuing in this body concretc and business-like work towards
that end. Above all, the fact thot the representatives of the two Powers engaged
in bilateral negotiations took an active part in such consultations indicates, in
our view, that there is a practical possibility of the Committee on Disarmament
conducting its work in the field of (W simultanecously with the bilateral effort.
I would even say that it demonstrates that our cormmon goal can be sought without
interfering with the negotiations which the two parties have continued in Geneva.

Appreciating that fact, the Polish delogation took the “iberty of circulating
the other day an informal working paper which, in a more or less orderly way, lists
a set of problems that will have to be addressed and considered within the
framework of an effective international agreement in the field of chemical weapons.

Our paper also hints in a general way at possible approaches to solving some
of these problens. In fact, as a result of constructive and wide-ranging
discussions and negotiations before the current session of the Committee comes to an
end, this document could eventually become a basis for the elaboration of an outline
of a future convention, '

For the time being, our informal document may help us realize the magnitude
and, indeed, the complexity of the problem at hand. Finally, it may help us

organize and plan our work in the days ahead in regard to CW pronibition.
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The 1list of problems included in our paper has been based, naturally, on the
documents which have been submitted to the Commitiee so far, and in the first
place the three drafts of a convention on the prohikition of CW, We have also
looked up and borrowed some formulations included in egreements which the Committee
helped to negotiate over the last few ycars. Finally, we have tried to reflect
the information which has so far been provided on the dircction and results of the
bilateral negotiations as well as the views and suggestions offered in this
Committee, especially the ideas contained in the very intcresting and useful
informal working paper circulated by the delegation of the Nethorlends a few days ago.

I should like now to comment in a very tentative way on some major issues
referred tc in the informal document which my delegation had the privilege to
circulate last Tuesday.

Let me begin with the scope of the preohibition. It has all along been the
view of my delegation that we must aim at o comprehensive CW prohibition.
Accordingly, we believe that we nust seek to ban all means of chemical warfare, that
is to say, lethal CW agents, incapacitating agonts and ogents causing temporary
disability. At the sane time, we believe that such types and quantities of toxic CW
agents as may be necessary for legitimate teohnological, prophylactic or other
non-military, peaceful purposes, including, for instance, research on CW protective
equipment and so on, should be exempt from the ban. It goces without saying that
both the types and guantities of such prohibition-exenpt toxic agents must be
limited to the indispensable minimum, in r> case exceeding justifiable non-militaery
requirements., For the time being we have no fim view as to the desiraﬁility of
including riot-control agents in the ban.

To sum up -~ we propose a comprehensive ban on the basis of a purpose
criterion, that is, CW agents of types and in quantities having no justification
for peaceful purposecs.

Secondly, we deem it necessary to differentiate CW agents on the basis of
levels of toxicity so that we can easily distinguish between chenical agents with
military potential and those which are commonly used in agriculture (herbicides,
defoliants, pest control agents} which, because of their low toxicity levels, have no
practical military significances One important consideration which could be
advanced in support of such an approach is that the criterion of toxicity would
prevent us from imposing any limitations on the uée of advances in chemistry and

chemical technology for peaceful-development—oriented PUrPOSES «
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Thirdly, we rust seek to prchibit the development, production, acquisition,
stockpiling or other rctention of (W agents, as well as to destroy existing stocks
of agents having no justification for peaceful purposcs.

One of the nore difficult and complex problems will be that of declaring
stocks of CW agents as well as their production fzcilitics. In our view, such a
process of declaring stocks and production facilities will be conceivable only after
the entry into force of the convention. his should in no way hinder or prevent us
fronm stipulating specific and practicable tine-linits for the elimination or
conversion of CW agents to peaceful uses. The same gocs for the dismantling of
'production facilities,

Now, a few rcmarks about the broad and important issue of verification. We
have listened to and studied with congiderable interest the suggestions and
observations in that regard made in the Committee and included in several documents.
The observations contained in working paper CD/37, tabled by the delegation of the
Federal Republic of Germany, are among the more interesting ones if only becausc
they are based on practical cxperience of a working control system. We need to
gather information on such experience and tc study carcfully suggestions formulated
on the basis of it. At the same time, we feel that to go into this problem in
some detail at this specific time nay be somevhat premature. Before we reach
agrecenent on at least the scope of the prohibition and other key issues, detailed
examination of verification mechanisms could result in an unwerranted waste of time.
In other words, w- would rather follow th. logical scquence in dealing with a
CW agreement.,

We night also be well advised not to ignore the cxperience acquired with
verification systems operating under somc multilatersl agrecnents concluded earlier.
Actually, we do recommend that they should be considered very seriously, and this
ig reflected in points 1% to 17 of our informal working paper.

The Polish delegation belicves that one of the major pre-conditions for the
success of our endeavours to elaborate an cffcetive and durablce ban on CW is to
retain, adapt and where possible to build upon the provisions contained in such
nilestone international agreencnts as, for instance, the Gencva Protocol of 1925,
the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriologicel (Biological) and Toxin Weapons
or the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or any Other Hostile Use of
Environmental Modification Techniques.

Ratified or acccded to by nany States, these international juridical
instruments may be regarded as an important protective barricr before a future

CW convention enters into force, By seeking to provide that a future
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CW convention in no way limits or detracts from obligations contracted under the
above~-mentioned ogreements, we want to contribute to expanding and reinforcing a
comprchensive system safeguarding man against the effects of the use of these
weapons of mass destruction,

Pinally, I wish to refer to the important role which chemistry as a science
and the chemical industry at large play in present-day life, in health protection,
agriculturc and so many other rcalms, Since we must appreciate that role, we have
to draft CW treaty language in such a way as not to hamper cconomic and
technological development of States parties to such an agreement.

I have made only preliminary obscrvations in connexion with the informal
working paper which my delcgation has drafted. Of coursc, wc reserve the right
to presont further, more detailed cormments whon we embark upon a specific and
substantive discussion of the issucs involved in a CV agrecment.

Before I conclude, I should like to say a few words about the principles which
ought to undecrlie the Committce's substantive work in the field of chemical weapons.,
It will be continued in parallel and in concert with the ncgotiations pursued by
the Soviet Union and the United States. Apart from the obvious desire to eliminate
totally chemical weapons ag repugnant weapons of mass destruction, ﬁe arc of course
well aware that the problem of an effective ban on CW must be perceived by these
Powers as an element of the balance of forces and of mutual and equal security.
ind that is quite a legitimatc vicw of things as far as their mutual relations are
concerned. ,

If we arc seeking the successful conclusion of our multilateral endeavours in
that area, we must take due account of these perceptions,. Indecd, it is plainly not
our objective to attempt to draft a treaty unrelatcd to vhat is eventually agrecd
upon bilaterally. That would be an utterly impractical proposition. In fact, my
delegation is fully awarc that the effectiveness of an agrecnent on the prohibition
of chemical weapons rceached in our Committce will ultimately depend on the outcome
of the USSR-United States negotiations in that respect.

We havc no reason to question the good faith of the two parties and we believe
that there can be found a formula for their productive participation in the
nultilateral negotiating effort, for the cstablishment of a nutually useful link
with the bilateral endeavours., .

One way of sccuring that desirable effecct would, of course, be to have an

indication of the currcnt state of their negotiating process as well as constructive
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suggestions on the most desirable and promising approach this Committee should adopt
within the framework of the problems referred to in the inf-mmel worling papers,
including the one which ny delegation has circulated.

Mticipating the establishment of such a vapport between the bilateral and
the multilateral negotiating fora, we can visualize the feasibility of resuming
substantial discussions which, in thc remeining tiue of the current session, could
well result ins

An agreement on the order of deliberations on problens specificed in our

working paper;

Identification of the major tendencics or trends in dealing with that informal

docunient;

Identification of tasks which nay call for expert advicce;

Determination of a practicable schedule of werk with respect to CW at the next

seggion of the Committee on Disarmament.

As ny delegation sces it, thesc problems could nost usefully be considerecd

within multilateral consultations and informal sessions of the Comiittee.

Mr. FISHER (United States of America): The Cormittee on Disarmament has now
begun a period of two weeks which are specifically devoted to a discussion of the
prohibition of chemical weapous. Today I will make a few bricf remerks about the
way in which the United States approaches this guestion,

I want to empiasize that the United Slates objective is a complete, effective,
and verifiable prohibition of chomical weapons. What we are after is the total
eliminagtion from national arscnals of this umajor class of wieapons. To facilitate
the attainment of that objective, end as o first sten toward it, the United States
has, as you are aware, becn conducting aclive bilatcral negotiations with the USSR.
The United States reaffirmed its cormitment to strive for o successful conclusion
of those negotiations in the comuniqué issued following the neceting between
President Carter and President Brezhnev in Viennp lest nonth.

In all candour, I nust say that the negotiating proccss has proven to be more
complex and difficult than we had initially expccted. Whon we began the
negotiations, we had hopes that by this time the United States and the Soviet Union
would be able to present a Joint initiative %to this Committce. Despite cfforts to
expedite progress in developing such an initiative, it is evident that, given the
importance and the intricacies of the issues involved, considerable additional

negotiation will be required.



CD/PV.43%
11

(Mr, Fisher, United States of America)

The United Stetes and the Soviet delegations intend to present a Jjoint progress
report, which will give the Cormittec a »icture of wherc th2ir negotiations stand.
We had hoped that such a report could be.devcloped by the beginning of our current
deliberations., As you know, however, the bilateral negotiations were rosumed only
last Monday. Some of the expecrts required for the preparction of the report were
not, therefore, available earlier. The drafting of a Jjoint progress report is by
no neans a simple matter, but we arc meking our best efforts to complete it as
expeditiously as possible.

The Cormittee has been preoccupied this year with the question of how best to
orgenize its work in the chemical weapons ficld.  Unfortunately, during the
discugsion of procedurc, we have tended to losc sight of substance. For after all,
progress on substance is what will determine progress towards a widely acceptablc
convention., If wo are far apart on substance, then no procedural arrangencnts will
be able to move us forward.

My delegation was encouraged, thcrefore, by the informal suggestion of the
Netherlands delegation that, during the two weeks devoted to CW discussions,
delegations might wish to statc their views on o sories of questions dealing
with the major aspcects of a CW convention. We believe that this approach is a
constructive one, and offers a possible way for the Comittee to facilitate progress
toward a convention. In our view, the list of topics in the informal Polish
paper could also be a useful tool in cur dealing with the various aspects of &
prohibition of ci.cmical weapons.

For its part, the United States intends to participate actively in the current
discussions on chemical weapons. At a later meeting, we plian to deal with
substantive questions, such as those listed in the informal paper of the Netherlands
delcgation. VWe would encourage others to do the same. At the ond of next week,

it might be appropriate to take stock and see how to proceed further.

Mr., RAJAKOSKI (Finland): I would like to start ny statement by

congratulating you on assuning the chaimmenship of the Committee during the nonth

of July. I am confident that under your very experienced guidancce the CD is

going to achieve the best possible rcsults in its importont task.
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My 5ongratulationé go also to lmbassador Rikhi Jaipal, who has becen appointed
by the Secretary-General of the United Nations as his Personal Representative and
Secrctary of the Cormittec on Disarmanent. My delegation is cepecially happy
that, after lengthy consultations, this inportant post has finally been filled
by gsuch an cxperienced and talented diplomat; this will certainly increase the
efficiency of the work of this Cormittee still further,

The Finnish delegotion feels great satisfoction in participating, in this
Committee, in the deliberations concemming chenmicel weapons, We arc confident
that a certain momentun is being created for fruitful discussions on this iten
which has been so long on the agonda of the CCD and the CD. As is woll known, the
Finnish Govermment has been taking a specicl interest in this ficld over many years
and has been ablc to make some precitical contributions from as corly as 1972, Ve
are therefore grateful to the Committee on Disarmement Tor the opportunity to
participate further in the work of this Committee aiming at concrete results
banning the use of chenical warfarc, Our initiatives arc bascd on the firm
belief that all nations, whether parties to imultileteral negotiations or not, have
a vital interest in promoting progress in disarmenment. This is particularly true
in the case of chemical weapons, which arc widely recognized as o gquestion of
high priority.

On 26 April this year I had the opportunity of inforning this Committce
about a rescarch project which had been initiated in Finlend nore than six years
previously on the role of the instrumental analysis of chemical weapons agents in
their verification. The goal of this projcct is the creation »f o national
chemical weapons verification capacity which could eventually be pat %o
international use. Ve arce, of course, fully awerc of the complexibty of the
problems cncountered in the negotiations on the treaty banning chemical weapons.,
We undeorstond that such & treaty is not yet within immediste rcach. Hevertheless,
the Fimnish project on verification has been pursucd with undininished vigour and
interest becausc the creation of o national chenicel weapons verification capacity

nceds a continuing cffort to keep verification tcchniques abreast of the
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galloping development of chemical warfare technology. We also fully understand
that verification is not the only problem to be solved and agreed upon before

a chemical weapons ban can be concluded, Tuportant as it is, it is s$ill just
one of the'issues.

You will recall that the Finnish delegation last April distributed to the
members of this Committee a working document (CD/14) which explains various
research studies carried out in Finland in the field of CW verification. A%
that time I stated that the Finnish Government was to continue the project and
to wake available subsequent results fo the Commitiee on Disarmament in a form
of a further progress repoxrt. I am happy to inform you now that this report
has recently been compnleted and distributed to members of the CD in working
document CD/39.

The present innish working paper, entitled "Identification of potential
organophosphorus warfare agents — An anproach for the sgtandardization of techniques
and reference data', is a continuation of our previous reports. In 1977 a
variety of technigues suitable for the verification of the presence or ebsence of
organophosphorus warfare agents were generally reviewed, based on chemical
literature and experimental work. In 1978 a special technigue ~-~ high
resolution glass capillary gas chromatography combined with selective detectors
and mass spectrometry —— vas develoned. “'his technique was considered to be the
most sensitive and generally useful method for the btrace analysis of chemicals
revealing different types of CY agents.

The present report descrives the progress made by the experimental study
towards the more systematic use of more effective but relatively simple technigques.

The present Finnish working paper is mainly intended to give a general
picture of {he possibilities and difficulties involved in a systematic
verification analysis and has been submitted for criticism and comments by the
specialized laboratories of other nations working in this field. Experiments
of several laboratories have to be compared when adopting internationally

standardized procedures.
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This is, very briefly, the purvose of the present study. I hone that
there will be another occasion in the next few days when our chemical expert
wlll be able to erplain furither details of the siudy. He will also be hapny
to answer any questions related to the study.

In this context I would once egeain like 1o siress that the Finnish nroject
has been conceived ss a multinur-ose one, hoithh substantively and functionally.
Substantively, the nlanned control cavacity could be used in three differvent
verilication activities: 1. verificetion of the destruction of stocks,

z. verification of non-nroduction of chemical ueapons, and J. verification of
alleged use. Functionally, the canicity could be of service in the modalities

of verification to be agreed uvon: 1. 1t could be used for national verification
or any combination of national and international inspection, 2. it could be

used in connexion with an investigation ordered by an international authority,

and 3. it could meet some of the concern expressed by certain developing
countries about possible difficulties in carrying out verification by their
national means alone.

Before concluding my statement this morning I should like to pay a tribute
to the delegation of the TFederal Republic of Cermany for its efforts in prevaring
a most useful working paper (CD/37) on some aspects of international verification
of non-production of chemical weanons. The general outline of that working paper
coincides with certain basic ideas according to which the Finnish, more specific,
aroject is being Jdeveloped. Haeually useful, in our view, is the Netherlands
delegation's rather systematic approach of presenting some crucial questions
which has been summarized in an unofficial working paper placed at the disposal
of other delegations participating in the discussions on chemical weapons. I
am confident that all these efforts will be most useful in achieving the concrete
and pogitive results in the field of chemical disarmament which are awaited by

the internmational community.
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M. DE L4 GORCE (Prance) (Preaslated from Frerch): Since the boginning of our

work , the French declegation has on cach occasion emphasized the importance it attaches
to the‘question of chemical disarmamcent. This does not-moan thét it considers other
aspects of disarmement less important. However, we are anxious to cmbark on this

most difficult undertaking with due consideration fcr all the realitiess the political
and strategic situations, the dictates of balance and security, and the technical
facts., In the light of these realities, it seemed to us that chemical disarmament
might, in present circumstances, offer the best change of progress and we found

that this opinion vas shared by many‘here.

Moreover, the questicn of chemical disarmament is of direct, or virtually
direct, ccncern to many States: the chemical weapon is accessible to all those
with a suitable industrial capability, and there are many today; this weapon is
neither very costly nor very difficult to manufacture; its use does not require
very sophisticated technology; it is easy to conceal.

in the opinion of all the experts, the chemical weapon can cause appalling
ravages and therefore deserves to be élassed among the weapons of mass destruction.
Its deadly efficiency might well tempit those without it to acquire it. Its very
nature should lead us nct only to prohibit its use, but to exclude it entirely
from all arsenals.

The prohibition of its use is already embodied in the Geneva Protocol, of which
France is the depositary. We hope that all States which have not acceded to it will
sign it without delay to give that prohibition universal effect. Obviously chemical
disarmament itself should be equally universal in effect. Tre negotiations in
progress for the past three years hetween the United States and the Soviet Union
have also been directed tovards a universal commitment. The two Powers have often
emphasized this, That self-evident objective is basic to this Committee's competence.
As this is a matter which concerns the entire international community, the Committee
hag the right and the duty to discuss it fully and to negotiate on all its aspects.
It cannot play a supporting or suvbordinate role.

The delegations of the twc Powers have indicated, in slightly different terms,
that they are prepared at thig stage to held discussions on points of substance and
even negotiations on certain preliminary aspects. We welcome these more open
attitudes; we are well aware of the inherent difficulties of this undertaking and
of the problems which may arise out of the interaction between bilateral and
multilateral negotiations on the same subject. We are convinced that these problems

and difficulties will be solved if all parties show the will to do so.
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We have gseen a token of this will in- the many useful contribﬁtions already
circulated by several delegations and in the statements made during this debate,
We earnestly hope that the two negotiatins Powers will Jjustify our confidence here
and now by making a very sunstanticl combtributicn to bthis debate

I should now like to outiine the preliminary vievs of my delegation on the
principles, cbjectives and provisions of & coavention cn chemical disarmament,

The conventicn should obviously reaffirm the aims on uvlilch there is already
a brcad consensus: general prohibition of the use, manufacture and transfer of
chemical veapons, destruction of existing stocks, and the destruction or conversion
of factories producing them.

I would meke a distinction between the following five voints.

1. Uses

The cornerstone of the operative part of the text will obviously be general
and absolute prohibition of the use of all toxic substances for military purposes.
The prohibition of use should be bhased on a combination of twe criteria: +the toxicity
threshold (the minimum dose producing a toxic effect in the organism) would be the
first criterion; the second would be a safety factor, which might be defined as the
ratio between the effect threshold and the lethal dose (the effect threshold would
be defined as the minimum dose producing transient physiological effects without
consequences for the organism); this criterion rould be the basis for adjusting
the toxicity threshold adopted to the properties of each toxic substance.

2. Manufacture:

Toxic substarnces clearly fall into tiree categories:

(a) Toxic substances with specifically military uses;

(b) Dual-purpose substances in widespread civilian use which readily lend

themselves to military applicationss

(c) Toxic substances of no militery interest, that is, substances which

cannot be turned into a weapon of any kind.

The French delegation congiders that it would be unrealistic to seek to prohibit
the manufacture of the dval-purpose substances, bubt that there should be a complete
ban on toxic substances with specifically military uses and on their means of
delivery.

We believe, however, that such a prohibition should be accommodated to the
retention of a protection capability and a passive deterrent against the use of
chemical weapons, not only temporarily for security pending the destruction of

stocks and the conversion of manufacturing plant, bubt also permanently to safeguard
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defence potential in the ovent of a breach of the convention by an adversary.
Such a derogation should permit the maintenance of an adequate level of research
on passive defence against chemical weapons.

The problem raised by herbicides, incapacitants and irritants is quite
specific, in the French delegation's opinion, and should be the subject of a.
special study.

3. Transfers of weapons, knou-how and technology:

In our opinion, a distinction should he made between transfers of weapons
and manufacturing and delivery technology, which would be strictly prohibited,
and transfers of know-how for purposes of protection, which would only be authorized
between countries which have signed the convention, to the exclusion of all others.
4.  Destruction of stocks and manufacturing plant:

One of the provisions of the convention should require each signatory country
to furnish a detailed qualitative and guantitative inventory of toxic substances
in its possession and a provisional time-table for the destruction of stocks. It
would be desirable for weapons containing highly %oxic substances fto be destroyed
first. A similar detailed inventory should be required for the destruction or -
conversion of plant manuvfacturing such toxic substances.

5. Verification:

The effective verification of chemical disarmament is, in our opinion, a crucial
agpect of the convention. It also raises the most difficult problems, Various
proposals made and experiments carried out so far give us reason tc believe that
effective on~site verification of chemical disarmement measures is technically
feasible,

It is indispensable, in our opinion, for any verification to be of an
international character.

On-site verification should, in particular, ensure:

Observance of the clause prohibiting the manufacture of toxic substances with

‘speCifically military uses and their means of delivéry; - '

Observance of time-tables for the destruction and conversion of stocks and

manufacturing §1ant; '

Control of the precducts of laboratories still authorized to carry out pure

research and research required for maintaining a protection capability.
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(Mr. de la Gorce, Francc)

Verification of the basic chemicals usged for the manufacture of toxic substances
with military ueos and verification of the non-diversion of dual-purpose subatarces
to military eands are provlems whilh raise immense difficulties, and are substantially

~

different from the prohlem of verilicatiorn of substances with specifically militaxy
uses. An answer to that problem has been found wvithin the Western Duropean Unicn.
This precedent might perhaps be studied il & regional type of solutbtion seems
appropriate,

In conclusion, the French delsgation wvishes to emphasize again the grave,
if not solemn, character of cur discussion here. At this session we can, of course,
only teke the first step in what will be a long-term undertaking. But it is the
first disarmament wndertaking on a world-wide gcale. It ieg therefore important o
make this step and to have something to sher: for it. The credibility of the

Committee and the international community's confidence in it are at stake.

Mr. PISHER (United States of America): Forgive me for intervening in this
precipitous way, but as I understand it, we are about to go into informal session,
and we have in mind that a good deal of the subject matter now under discussion
is going to be discussed in these informal sessions.

Under our rules it is perfectly possible to permit the observers or participants
of non~member States to be present in our informal sessions. t 1s expressly
provided for andwe can do so if we wvish, but it does require a decision. In vieu
of the relatively high proportion of int~1llectual content *hat is going to be
considered at the informal as opposed to the formal scessions, I would like to
submit, with the guidance of the Chairman, the suggestion that we, operating undewr
the authority which we have reserved for ourselveg under rule 35, inviie the
countries we have requested to participate in the formal sessions, to be available
in the informal sesgions. We are I suspect goiny to do most of our work in informal
segasiong and there is really no reason for the countries that have expressed such
an interest to be excluded from those segsions., This is, therefore, my suggestion,
made at the last minute admittedly, but it is better tc make it at the last minute
than not to make it at all., I therefore present it for the consideration of the
Chair.

If T have stated my proposal a liltle bit narrouly I do think that under
rule 32, repregentatives of non-member States, whether they are gqualified under
rule 33 or >4, can also be permitted to be here, if e wish, and I see ne reason
for excluding them. I would therefore enlarge my proposal to say that the
representatives of non-member States can continue to be here in an informal session

so that they can have some idea of precisely wheat it is we are talking about,
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The CHATRMAIT-  Ag the Committoe will recall, when the decision was takon to

invite the delegations of Finland and Denmark, it was decided that they be able
to participate in both the formal and the informal meetings, so in accordance
with our decision they are already invited tc participate. Now a proposal has
been made by the distinguished Ambassador of the United States which is quite
correct and in accordance with rule 32 of the rules of procedure, and I would
therefore ask the Committee if there is any objcction to the suggestion that the
distinguished observers present here be invited to participate in ocur informal
meetings on the subject of chemical weapons.

It was so decided.

I now intend to adjourn today's plenary meeting of the Committee, but before
closing I would like to make one announccement.

The Depositary Governments will hold a meeting at 10,30 a.m. on Friday,
20 July 1979, in room H.3 (third floor) to discuss topics vhich might be covered
in their paper on nev scicntific and technological developments relevant to the
Biological Weapons Convention. Experts and others from States Parties are invited
to attend.

The next plenary meeting of the Committee will take place on Tuesday,
24 July 1979, at 10.3%0 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12 p.m.




