CD/PV.243
26

(Mr. Issraclyan, USSR)

Let us take 2nother example =-- the demands of some delegations to conduct
immediately after the convention enters into forcc the verifications of the
eredibility of thc declarations of the chemical -weapon stockpiles and to this end
to submit information on the places of the storage of such stockpiles. The
Soviet delegation has already repcatedly explained why it considers such demands
both unrealistic and unacceptable. I shall now repeat only the following -- in
certain casss they inherently threaten the national security interests of the
States Parties to the futurc convention. Nevertheless this demand is bcing
stubbornly repeated, even though, as we have already stated, it can lead to a
stalemate in all thc negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons. At the
same time there is 2 simple way out of the situation which was proposed by the
Soviet delegation. We have in mind the internztional systematic of verification,
at thc depots at specizl facilities, of the destruction of the stocks of chemical
weapons, through which all such stocks would proceed during the dzstruction
process and consequently the initial declarations would also be verificd.

Let us look at the situation with regzard to ths verification problem fronm
the following 2anglc. The delegations of the USSk and other socialist countries
have very often repeated that the prohibition of chemical weapons may become a
reality only in the case when the verification measurces of the future convention
correspond to thc nature of thc obligations and are determined in strict
accordance with the rzquirements of such a convention i.e. on the prohibiton of
chemical weapons. To take extremes in this matter, regardless of how they are
embellished, would torpedo thec current negotistions. We pay no. less attention than
other Statas to th2 effective control of the implcmentation of the future convention
on the prohibition of chemical wcapons. We do not have 2 slightest basis to trust
our negotiating partners any more than they trust us. Our premise is that each
type of activity pronibitac or limited by the convention should be =ffectively
varified. To this end, during thc negotiations we have proposed and continue to
propose 2 vary broad rangc of verification measures. They include national
control, the usc of national technical means, on-site inspection on 2 voluntary
basis or, as it is also called, by challenge, and international systematic on-site
inspections. Confidence in compliance with the convention is also promoted by
various declarations by the States parties, many of which have been proposed by
us.

One of the unresolved problems remain the methods of verification of the

destruction of stocks at special facilities. This is a very important question

and we pay great attention to it. The Soviet delegation has already had occasion
to state itc approach to this question. As is known, it stated that it was .in
favour, in this concrete casc, of thc usc of systematic international verifications,
the annual number of which (thc quota) would be detormined by the Consultative
Committee individually for cach facility on thc basis of preliminary agreed
eriteria. That is to say, the number of visits would depend upon such notions

as th2 quantity of the stocks to be destroyed, their toxicity and danger
characteristics, tachnological paramcters of the destruction facilitics, ete. We
have described it in dotail both within the Working Group and in the coursc of
~various consultations with other delezations.

Such a2 differcntiated, one might say scientifie, =2pproach could, %n our
opinion give the States partics to ths futurc convention complete confidence that
the stocks of chemical weipons are heing really destroyed and climinated.




