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- Some delegations supported thm idea of 1nc1ud1ng in the scope of a conventlon

"~ a prohibition upec:.flcally of plannlng. organlzatlon and’ fralnlng 1ntended to enable the

atilization of LOV1c 110pert1es of chemicals as cheiical ueanonu in oombat 1n oxdo;

to completely CILMlnatC chemical warfare capablllty. Others ohgected that °uch a
prohlbltlon woulq be difficult to 1mn1ement and vprlfy.' It was asserted, 1n addition,
that the prOhlblnlon of the dGVuloment nroductlon, stockplllng and retentlon of all
means of chemical warfare, including corresponding chemicals, munitions, dev1ces and
equlpment as well os means of production of chemical weapons would lead to the
elimination of thb actual chemical warfare potential, »

- Soine delggatlonvlfolt that the scope of a convention should include thé
prohibition of devclopment etc. of chemicals for hostile purposes, 1nvolviﬁg“fhu
utilization of toxic properties of such chemicals not only agalnst man but also
against animals and. plants. Some delegatlons indicated that they would prefer the
scope of a convemtion to be extended to all chemlcals capable of having toxic offects
on all componentu of the environment. Others thought that the prohibition should~
refer to hostl1e nurnoges, 1nvolv1ng the utlllzatlon of toxic properties of chemicals
agalnst man onlj, beceuse, inter alia, the wide pread 01v111an use of goiie of these
chemlcals would malke verification very dlfflcult

- Some delegatlonu suggested that the link between the'scope of the Biological

_ Weapons Convention and that of a chemical weapons convention should be referred to

wherever appropriate,



