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(L. Issraelyan, USSR)

of the destruction of stocks at convarcted o speciclized facilitizs. 1 sutn o
provision for inclusion ia ths convention were agrced on 1 peinciple, whicl
unfortunately is not the case ab nrasent thai vould constitute a mecat soep forward
and 1 could then consider methods of iaplewcintray that agrgenent - and 1 pepeal,
ampreenant. Such zn asrceasnt does noc yst axist.

The sana anpiies to vecilication that tihe peowmitibed produciion or supcrthic
lethal chaemicals at specialized facilitics does noc wicead the upper Limit of
onz tonno. \!la niropos> that such a facility snould operate undes national
wverification with wony copict mamistiation of awounts of initial products cunsuned
and chemicals neoduced, thet its locaticn sihwouid he declared ana that viovision
should be made fo- the carrvingz out of atornacional on: site inspections (for example,
on the basis of an asra2d quota. to verify tne production of supairitoiLe Loiial
chenicals for poraittzd purposes at such a {acilarty But. it may »n¢ asiked, nave W
peachad amracment in orincinl2 on this question tod” I tiinlie not altnouzin there
vould not s=zu to be any obvious insuperablo ohstacles to our doing Ciwit.

Uo are also in acresment with those delepatioans vhich, judiping by thelr
auestions. ara concecncd about hou verification cail be conductad #iih ¢2spsclt Lo tne
nosnible production of the przcursors of supercoxic substances and  Lu trtuth, of
hinary uszapons. at comiercial enteinrises As For arsuments that vlnaly vh.apons
and their production can bz dealt with in the 3awve tay as otnsp types of cheulcal
uzapons . we do not find them very convincing. Suchi arcuaents do not cliuinate
the piroblew of veriiying that pracursors for binary ueapons are not veing peoduced,
in particular at commercial enterprises.

T should also lile to stress one other point. (hatever types of activity ue
may consider and uhatever obligations under the Convention way be involveu, in
practice, according to the Soviet draft basic provisions international yerirication
in the os1 of on-site inspaction upon request would in genesiral Lo applicable. He
ware aslted about the orocedure for carryins out this foiw of verification. Intvichis
connection I should like to point out that such a procedure has beed vorked out in
daetail in the course of ncpotiations on other iatavnational agireements and treaties
and the experience mained in th2 course of those nepotiations, in particular the
Soviet-Anrlo--Aaerican nemotiations on the pronibition of nuclear uuupon teists, coula
obviouslv ba applicd also to the convention on the pronibition of chaiical weapons.

I should liks to take tha opportuniiy to make a few briel com@ment.s on the
course of the nemotiations on the prohibifion of chewicai wecaponu in thc Couwmnitree.
Therre is no doubt that the Ad Hoc Vorking Gieoup under tnz experiancaed suliuance of
Ambassador Sujka has done a sreat deal of useful wvoik: autuzl understanding nas
widened on many important aspects of the convention; differz2nces of views have in
many instances been reduced or minimized, and poscible agreed fornulations airc
even beginnina to emeree. At the same time, however, in the Soviel delesation's
view, thera have anpeared certain undesirable tendencies diverting us frouw the
speediest possible conclusion® of a convention on the nrohibition of chowiical weapons.
Thesg tendsncies are evident in the fact that, instead of consolidating the basic
provisions of the future convention, on uhich consensus is in sight, zouc
delerations have been trying to divert the discussion to secondary and at times
purely tcechnical matters. And the number of these matters is constantly prouing.



