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(Mr. VWerener, Feleral Republic of Cermany)

the part of the Unite< States dJelegation on 2 crucizl issue of the chemical weapons
conventizn allow us to sharpen our -facus on the xcv Jecisions ncgotiztors will

have to take. The document will undoubtedly stimulate a cdialogue between the
United States, the Soviet Union znd other interestel celegations cn the key
provisions of 2n international verification systen and will hopefully facilitate

a narrowing of differences.

Last year my celegation, tozether with others, formulated a certain number
of questions designed to clarify tnosc parts of thc Soviet "Easic provisions”
document which relate to international verification issues. VWhile our patience
has been somewhat taxcd in waiting for 2 satisfactory response, we are pleaset
that replies to our gquerics are ncw immincnt. They will certzinly fertilize our
further work. We continue to hore that the Soviet Union, pursuing further the
promising course on which it hal embarkel in its Basic provisicns document, will
soon come to the insight that an obligatery cn-sitc inspection clause in the case
of on-challenge cascs will be an indispensable fezture of the future convention.
As regards such on-site inspections, my Government reiterates its full preparecdness
to contribute to the rapid success of the checical winpons negotiations anl &0 make
its territory availatle fcr intcrnational controls like thosc it alreacy practises
in connection with its unilateral renuuciztion of chemical weapons of 1954.

4nother importent prcposcl that is certain tc have = substzantial bearing on

our negotiations is containel in the statement of Ambassader Isaraelyan of Tuescay
(22 February 1983). The suggestion that 2 ncn-use provisicn be inecorpcrated into
the scope of tha prohibiticn ~f a future convention is of the highest interest to
my delegation. A number of fzctual 2nd legal arguments why the scope of the
prohibition should be sc definec has been acducecl by the Soviet delegaticn. My
authorities have alrealdy initiated a thc.ough examinztion (i the Soviet proposal,
and I hope that I will soon %e in 2 position to provide more substantive comments
on it. One of the criteria which my Government will apply in anzlysing the legal

complexities which the propnsal entails is whether it is likely to render the future

convention, including its verification provisicns, more effective.

In the last months, 2nd cpecifically at this session, several proposals have
been formulated for the creztion of chemical-weapon-fres zcnes in Eurcpe. Thesc
proposals come in twc variants: somc speak cf a narrcwer chenical-weapon=free

zone ccvering only 2 strip of territory in central Curope, while cthers call for a
zone comprising zll of Europe. Obtjections against tiie former, mcre limited

concept may be even greater and ccze to mind even more realily, but in princircle
both concepts appear to offer similar problems. On 13 Noverber 1982, my delegction
ha<d the oprortunity tc spell out some of our doubts cn thesc concepts before the
First Committee of the General Assembly. The fact thzt the idea of a chemical-
weapon-free zone has nevertheless been reiterzated with somc insistence prompts me
to clarify our viewpoint further.

In the first place, we should sse the ncgligible military relevance of such
zones. Cncmical ammuniticn is easily transpcrted and can reacily be reintrocuced
into a free zone, if indeed it has not remeined hilden there in the first place.




