5. Documents from Regions, Regional Organizations and Other
Organizations
At a most basic level, regional organizations play an important role in providing states with a
forum for consultation on political and security issues in a regional context. These
consultations have led, for example, to specific agreements that proclaim the region free of a
particular category of weapon or a WMD-free zone, or that implement regional strategies to
prevent the proliferation of WMD in general, and BW issues specifically.

Association of Southeast Asian Nations / ASEAN Regional Forum
As part of its commitment to promote regional peace and stability, the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) established the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) in 1994.
The 28 current participants in the ARF are: Australia, Bangladesh, Brunei Darussalam,
Cambodia, Canada, China, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, European Union, India,
Indonesia, Japan, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Mongolia, New Zealand, Pakistan, Papua New
Guinea, Philippines, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Thailand,
Timor Leste, United States, and Viet Nam.
The ARF agenda consists of two broad objectives: first, to foster constructive dialogue and
consultation on political and security issues of common interest and concern and, second, to
contribute to efforts towards confidence building and preventive diplomacy in the Asia-Pacific
region. This agenda aims to evolve in three broad stages, namely the promotion of
confidence building, development of preventive diplomacy and elaboration of approaches to
conflicts and as part of that the ARF countries agreed a non-proliferation statement in 2004.
Issues relevant to the Convention and the broader regime to control biological weapons are
regularly aired at ARF meetings, whether at Ministerial level or in one of the many subsidiary
bodies established by the ARF to consider particular issues.
This section of the Briefing Book includes a copy of the Co-Chairs' Summary Report from
the Workshop on Biorisk Management held in Manila, Philippines, during September 2010,
an extract from the Co-Chairs' Summary Report of the Third ARF Inter-Sessional Meeting on
Nonproliferation and Disarmament held in Las Vegas, USA, during February 2011, and an
extract from the Chair's Statement, 18th ARF Ministerial Meeting held in Bali, Indonesia in
July 2011.

European Union
Established in 1957 by the Treaty of Rome, the European Union (EU) currently has 25
Member States. A further two States are due to be admitted in January 2007. While the EU
has always had an interest in arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation, especially
since the adoption of its Common Foreign and Security Policy in the early 1990s, its
involvement has recently become much more intensive and pro-active. Towards the end of
2003, the EU adopted a Strategy Against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction at
the highest political level. Also in 2003, the EU appointed its first Personal Representative of
the High Representative on Non-Proliferation of WMD, Annalisa Giannella of Italy, who is
responsible for overseeing the implementation of the strategy and for preparing six-monthly
progress reports. More EU documents related to CBW are available at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/eeas/foreign-policy/non-proliferation,-disarmament-andexport-control-/documentation/documents.aspx?lang=en. Since the setting of strategic
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priorities in 2003, the EU has focused on more practical activities. In November 2003, the
Council of the European Union adopted Common Position 2003/805/CFSP on the
universalisation and reinforcement of multilateral WMD agreements which called for all
states to join the BWC and committed EU Member States to strengthened national
implementation measures. In November 2008, the Council adopted Joint Action
2008/858/CFSP in support of the BWC. Under this Joint Action, the EU has committed
€1,400,000 over 2 years and 9 months for activities to promote universalisation of the BWC,
assist States Parties with the national implementation of the BWC, promote the submission
of confidence-building measures declarations on a regular basis by States parties and
support the BWC Inter-Sessional Process. In 2008 the Council passed Joint Action
2008/307/CFSP in support of World Health Organisation activities in the area of laboratory
bio-safety and biosecurity. Under this Joint Action, the EU has committed €2,105,000 over 2
years for activities relating to the safety and security of microbial or other biological agents
and toxins in laboratories and other facilities, including during transportation as appropriate,
in order to prevent unauthorised access to and removal of such agents and toxins.
In July 2011 the Council adopted decision 2011/429/CFSP which sets out the EU’s
objectives for the Seventh BWC Review Conference.
This section of the Briefing Book includes a copy of the 2003 Common Position, the 2008
Joint Action in support of WHO activities, the 2008 Joint Action Plan in support of the BWC
and the 2011 Council decision relating to the Seventh BWC Review Conference.
The Member States of the European Union have collectively introduced a number of working
papers to past Review Conferences as well as to inter-sessional meetings. These papers
are available from the ISU website.

Latin America
In September 1991 in Mendoza, Argentina, the governments of Argentina, Brazil and Chile
jointly signed the Declaration of Mendoza which committed the three countries not to
“develop, produce or acquire in any way, stockpile or retain, transfer directly or indirectly,
and not to use chemical or biological arms.” The Declaration was agreed in the context of
the negotiation of the Chemical Weapons Convention and is primarily concerned with
supporting the negotiation but, in its preambular determination to “consolidate the region as
an area of peace and cooperation, free from the scourge of these weapons of mass
destruction”, it can be seen as a precursor of later declarations by the Organization of
American States. The Declaration was subsequently also signed by Bolivia, Ecuador,
Paraguay and Uruguay. A copy of the declaration is included in this section of the Briefing
Book.
In December 1991, the leaders of the Andean Group countries (Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador,
Peru and Venezuela) signed a Declaration on Renunciation of Weapons of Mass Destruction
in Cartagena des Indias. The declaration obliged its signatories not to produce, develop,
use, test and transfer weapons of mass destruction, whether nuclear, biological, toxin or
chemical weapons, and to refrain from storing, acquiring or holding such weapons.
Regarding the BWC specifically, the Declaration states: “They express support for the 1972
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, as well as the
negotiations aimed at strengthening its verification machinery.” Like the slightly earlier
Mendoza Declaration, the Cartagena Declaration states the goal of “the transformation of
Latin America and the Caribbean into the first inhabited area of the planet which is free of
weapons of mass destruction”. A copy of the declaration is included in this section of the
Briefing Book.
In the 2006 Review Conference, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Mexico, Peru and Uruguay submitted joint working papers
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on universalization, Article X, a new inter-sessional process, Confidence-Building Measures
and a support unit. These papers are available from the ISU website.

Non-Aligned Movement (NAM)
The first conference of non-aligned heads of state was held in Belgrade in September 1961.
At the time of the Ministerial meeting in May 2011, the Non-Aligned Movement had some
120 Member States. Summit meetings of NAM heads of state are held normally every three
years and there have been fifteen to date with the most recent being held in Egypt in July
2009. After each summit, the host country becomes chair of the NAM until the next summit
meeting, so Egypt is the current chair of the NAM. As Egypt is not a State Party to the BWC,
Cuba has been fulfilling the co-ordination role at BWC meetings. Iran will take over as NAM
Convenor in 2012. This section of the Briefing Book contains extracts from the 2009 NAM
summit declaration relating to the BWC and from the Ministerial meeting in Bali in May 2011.
A particular focus of attention by NAM states at the BWC has been Article X of the
Convention which relates to peaceful uses of the life sciences. In 2009 Cuba, on behalf of
the NAM BWC States Parties, introduced a working paper entitled The Establishment of a
Mechanism for the Full Implementation of Article X of the Convention to the Meeting of
Experts that year. A copy of the paper is included in this section of the Briefing Book.
The members of the NAM have also introduced further joint working papers to past Review
Conferences as well as to inter-sessional meetings on additional subjects such as capacity
building. These papers are available from the ISU website.

Organization of American States
The Organization of American States (OAS) brings together 35 independent countries to
strengthen cooperation and advance common interests in the Western Hemisphere1. In
addition OAS has granted permanent observer status to 62 states as well as the European
Union.
At the Second Summit of the Americas, held in Santiago, Chile, in 1998 the Heads of State
and Government decided to promote regional dialogue taking into account the new post
Cold War political, economic, social, and strategic-military factors with a view to revitalizing
and strengthening the institutions of the Inter-American system.
One result of this regional dialogue was momentum to make the region a chemical and
biological weapons-free zone, building on earlier commitments in the Mendoza and
Cartagena Declarations of 1991. In October 2003, a Special Conference in Mexico City
adopted the “Declaration on Security in the Americas” which represented a new approach to
hemispheric security taking into account the impact of globalization and other changes in the
region. The Declaration emphasized the commitment of all states in the region to the BWC
and to its full implementation. It additionally declared as an objective of the OAS making the
Americas a region free of chemical and biological weapons. This latter objective was put into
effect by a resolution of the 34th OAS General Assembly in Quito in 2004 in which OAS
Member States resolved to “concretely fulfill the shared commitment of member states to

1

On June 3, 2009, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Americas adopted Resolution AG/RES.2438
(XXXIX-O/09) which resolves that the 1962 Resolution that excluded the Government of Cuba from its
participation in the Inter-American system, ceases to have effect in the Organization of American
States (OAS). The 2009 resolution states that the participation of the Republic of Cuba in the OAS will
be the result of a process of dialogue initiated at the request of the Government of Cuba, and in
accordance with the practices, purposes, and principles of the OAS.
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make the Americas a region free of biological and chemical weapons.” A copy of the
resolution is included in this section of the Briefing Book.

Regional and Other Seminars and Events
Following on from the regional workshops organized jointly by Australia and Indonesia in
2005 and 2006 (the summaries of proceedings of which were provided in the 2006 Briefing
Book) there have been a number of regional activities in the form of seminars and
workshops. Some regional activities have been funded by external actors, such as under
the EU Joint Actions. Of particular note are two events organized jointly by Indonesia and
Norway in 2008 and 2009. The first of these was a seminar on promoting and implementing
biosafety and biosecurity and the second was a workshop on capacity building in health
security. Summaries from both of these are included in this section.
In the run-up to the Seventh Review Conference, there have been a number of events held
across the world to help develop thinking towards what might be expected from the
Conference. These were Wilton Park, UK, September 2010; Beijing, China, November 2010
(this event followed directly on from a science and technology conference held in the city
and which is summarized in a paper in section 2); Montreux, Switzerland, April 2011; Berlin,
Germany, June 2011; Manila, Philippines, June-July 2011 (this event was held the same
week as other BWC-related activities in the same city); and a conference organized by
Wilton Park, but held in the Hague, the Netherlands, September 2011. Summaries from all
of these are included in this section.
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Co-Chairs’ Summary Report

ASEAN Regional Forum
Workshop on Biorisk Management
Manila, Philippines
September 28-30, 2010

4. Dr. Greg Smith, from the Australian Animal Health Laboratory, introduced the
topic of biorisk management, which incorporates a balanced approach to biosafety

3. The Philippines, the United States, and Australia chaired the opening session of
the workshop. In opening remarks, the co-chairs noted the importance of
interagency cooperation and a cross-disciplinary approach to implementing biorisk
management strategies, as well as highlighted the important role that the ARF
plays in bringing together regional experts to share experiences on biosafety and
biosecurity.

International Efforts on Biorisk Management

2. The Workshop was attended by representatives and experts from Australia,
Canada, India, Indonesia, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Lao PDR, Malaysia,
Mongolia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, Russia, Singapore, Sri
Lanka, Thailand, Timor Leste, and the United States. Invited guests represented
the following organizations: the World Health Organization, the Asia-Pacific
Biosafety Association, and the Mahidol-Oxford Tropical Medicine Research Unit.
Participants held the view that the intergovernmental organizations provided
valuable international and regional context to the discussions.

1. Pursuant to the 17th ASEAN Regional Forum Ministerial meeting in Hanoi,
Vietnam, July 2010, the ASEAN Regional Forum Workshop on Biorisk
Management was held on 28-30 September 2010 in Manila, Philippines. The
Workshop was co-chaired by Ambassador Generoso Calonge of the Philippines,
Mr. James Nachipo of Australia, and Ms. Sharon White of the United States.



6. Ms. Naoko Noro and Mr. Shinsuke Tomotsugu of the Research Institute of
Science and Technology for Society (RISTEK) of the Japan Science and
Technology Agency, provided an overview of the Japanese response to the 2009
H1N1 pandemic and the 2010 outbreak of Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) in
Miyazaki prefecture. Ms. Noro noted that while Japan has an overall strong
medical system, it encountered problems due to a lack of an effective risk
assessment system, a lack of human resources trained in areas such as public
communication and crisis management, an ineffective risk communication strategy

5. Ms. Maureen Ellis, senior biosecurity advisor for the Global Partnership
Program in the Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade
and co-chair of the International Federation of Biosecurity Association, described
the health and security interface of biological risks and introduced the primary
elements of biorisk management including biosecurity and biosafety, noting that
terminology in this field is not uniform across regions. Ms. Ellis noted that the
current state of biosafety was inadequate worldwide and that many collections of
dangerous pathogens are not sufficiently secure, pointing to the critical need to do
more in these areas and to provide assistance to countries with inadequate
resources and expertise. Ms. Ellis outlined the three components of biorisk
management: 1. Assessment, which includes hazard identification and evaluation
of the likelihood of consequences; 2. Risk Mitigation, including addressing issues
related to engineering, practices and procedures, equipment, and administrative
control; and 3. Performance, addressing how people and things function over time.
She stressed that biothreat management requires proper practices and encouraged
participants to focus on people, learn from each other by sharing best practices,
bring different disciplines together, capitalize on the strengths of all stakeholders,
and recognize that all of us have a role to play.

and biosecurity to minimize risks associated with both naturally-occurring and
deliberate misuse of dangerous human and animal pathogens. Dr. Smith provided
a history of biological incidents, stressing the threats posed by lone perpetrators,
and noted that interest in misusing bioagents is on the rise. He stressed the
importance of personnel security, as people interested in misusing agents often
have had scientific and medical expertise, and noted that while historically lab
accidents have caused more casualties, the unrealized potential of biological
weapons calls for a robust biorisk management system.
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8. Dr. Cecelia Williams, from the U.S. Sandia National Laboratories, introduced
the history of the development of the European Committee for Standardization
(CEN) Standard for Laboratory Biorisk Management, noting that these are
management standards designed to complement technical standards such as GSP
and JSP as well as related standards on quality control (ISO 9000) and the
environment ( ISO 14000). CEN Workshop Agreement (15793) is the first and
only international standard for all laboratories that work with pathogens and toxins.

7. Dr. William So, from the U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), presented
on the law enforcement perspective on biosecurity. He outlined the law
enforcement role of the FBI in the U.S. system and highlighted efforts by the FBI’s
Biological Countermeasures Unit to enhance bioterrorism awareness through
outreach to academia, industry, and scientific communities. Dr. So stressed the
importance of communication with state and local experts, as well as interagency
communication at the national level. He described the international and national
biosecurity threat environment and stressed the importance of instilling a culture of
responsibility in industry and academic institutions. He discussed specific
challenges, including the expansion of dual use research of concern and rapid
advances in synthetic biology, but urged that new legislation and regulations to
meet these challenges should be informed and not so restrictive as to stifle
scientific progress.

The CEN Standard is a performance based document that provides a framework of
best practices and procedures based on the Plan, Do, Check, and Act model and is
comprehensive to cover a broad range of laboratories. It is designed to be an
international framework that can still incorporate local solutions to local problems.
She noted that the CEN Standard currently has not yet moved towards becoming a
formal certification or accreditation system and lacks a mechanism for
international harmonization and a certifying body, but that efforts are currently
underway to develop a system before competing standards are developed, that
takes into account the need for flexibility to address local concerns. She concluded
by outlining a vision for future advances in biorisk management, including
heightened awareness, clarified terminology, development of targeted training
strategies, commitment from stakeholders for implementation, and increased
capacity to address needs and provide accountability.

that did not project a unified voice. Ms. Noro pointed out the special success of
the Sendai Method, which was initiated by a deputy mayor with infectious disease
expertise and deviated from the national action plan by utilizing all the local clinics
to accept H1N1 patients so as not to overwhelm other medical institutions and lab
facilities. Mr. Tomotsugu outlined the Japanese response to the 2010 FMD
outbreak, highlighting the important role of local governments and the economic
considerations that influenced their decisions. He highlighted the best practices of
Ebino City, which unlike other city governments, took a proactive collaborative
response to communicate between the district leaders and municipal officers and to
identify burial disposition sites for slaughtered livestock. He highlighted the
importance of early notification and testing to assist in hedging risk, the need to
prepare and preposition equipment and material, the value of early identification of
burial sites, the need for a quick response, and the need to share information
among all stakeholders at all levels of government.

10. Dr. Maria Nerissa Dominguez, from the Philippines Country Office of the
World Health Organization, presented on the WHO’s International Health
Regulations 2005 (IHR 2005), outlining the history of IHRs and noting that the
goal of IHR 2005 is to ensure maximum public health security while minimizing
the impact on international transport and trade. Dr. Dominguez discussed how the
new IHR expands to cover all public health emergencies of international concern,
provides for an adapted response, and stresses containment at the source rather
than just at international points of entry of borders. The IHR calls for strong
national health infrastructure connected to the global alert and response system.
She stressed that implementation of the IHR will lead to faster response to detect

9. Dr. Remigio Olveda, Director of the Philippine Research Institute for Tropical
Medicine (RITM), presented on the history and functions of RITM and introduced
case studies on RITM responses to infectious disease outbreaks in the Philippines,
highlighting coordination with international organizations such as the WHO. Dr.
Olveda described the RITM strategy and methodology to biosecurity risk
assessment, detailing how RITM has developed a mitigation plan to lower risks
associated with weaknesses in physical security, program management, personnel
security, material controls and accountability, transportation security, and
information security. Specific recommendations included enhancing physical
security with new equipment and technologies, improving access control
procedures, and wherever possible using simple measures to improve security.
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13. During discussions on the presentations, participants noted the need to initiate
biorisk management strategies at the source of infectious disease incidents in
hospitals and fields, rather than view biorisk management as just a laboratory
based system. Also, participants stressed that laboratories should be defined
beyond research institutions to include facilities in hospitals and educational

12. F/Supt. Jose Embang, of the Philippine Department of Interior, presented on
confidence-building measures (CBMs) in compliance with the Biological Weapons
Convention (BWC). He outlined the process by which the Philippines organized
itself to prepare the formal documents on CBMS for submission to the BWC ISU,
stressing the importance of multi-sectoral engagement and leveraging existing
networks of interagency stakeholders. He outlined the various elements of the
CBMs and the relevant Philippine agencies contributing to the reports. He noted
that the Philippines, under the new government, will continue to organize the
official submission of CBMs on the BWC, will organize a local workshop on
CBMs and assist other countries to submit CBMs. The Philippine delegation noted
that the development of the CBMs was useful for gaining self-confidence in the
domestic structure of biological research.

11. Dr. William So, from the U.S. FBI, presented on the Amerithax investigation,
noted the wide scope of the investigation including cooperation among many
governments and institutions and the development of new forensic techniques.
International cooperation remains valuable as other countries possessed specific
investigative skills useful to the investigation. The investigation highlighted the
risks of insider threats and the importance of identifying possible motivations for
misuse of biological agents. Dr. So noted that the Amerithax case is a case model
for the importance of continuous screening of personnel who work with select
agents.

institutions as well as private institutions. Participants discussed an all hazards
approach, recognizing that existing infrastructures, such as those for poison
control, can be leveraged to provide important capacities for other hazards.

and contain public health threats, contribute to international health security, and
demonstrate countries’ willingness to be respected partners. She noted effective
implementation will require designating an IHR focal point, mobilizing resources
and developing national actions plans, strengthening alert and response capacities,
strengthening capacities at points of entry, providing for threat readiness,
sustaining international cooperation among countries and with the WHO, and
providing continued monitoring of IHR implementation.

15. The presentations discussed how to implement a biosecurity culture and how
best to instill a culture of responsibility. Presenters identified key tools, including
national action plans that incorporate a biorisk management system, administrative
measures and legislation, laboratory accreditation procedures, effective export
controls, codes of conduct on biosecurity incorporated in academic programs, and
biosafety and biosecurity networks among laboratory facilities. They stressed that
political will at the highest government levels is necessary for progress and that
there should be clear breakdown of responsibilities and roles for all stakeholders.
They noted the importance of reaching across different government agencies and
government sectors, and outreach to all stakeholders including the private sector,
academia, and biological safety and security associations. In particular, they
stressed the need for raising awareness in education institutions, called for
enhanced research review processes for dual-use research, and noted that good
security and safety practices should be incorporated in biological education
programs. Finally, several countries, including Indonesia and the Philippines,
discussed newly developed national biosecurity and biosafety associations and the

14. Pakistan, Japan, Indonesia, Philippines, Malaysia, and Thailand presented on
their respective countries’ national efforts to mitigate biorisk, and current
strategies, initiatives, and challenges. All presentations acknowledged the
potential that a bioagent may be accidentally released into the environment or
obtained with the intention to use it as a biological weapon exists and that a
collaborative international effort is needed in order to effectively / successfully
prevent the accidental release of a bioagent and counter terrorist biological
weapons threats. These presentations noted the importance of international
obligations under the BWC and UNSCR 1540. They noted the need to integrate
biosafety and biosecurity practice and discussed the important role that BSL 3 and
4 laboratories play in national health strategies. They also noted that different
countries have different priorities with respect to biothreat mitigation.

National Efforts on Biorisk Management
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18. Dr. Shanna Nesby-O’Dell, from the U.S. Centers for Disease Control,
presented on qualitative and quantitative approaches to risk assessment. Dr.
Nesby-O’Dell noted that all approaches require knowledge of biological agents
and laboratory operations, a team approach incorporating management and all
involved in operations, a site-specific evaluation before work starts at the

17. Dr. Peter Daniels, from the Australian Animal Health Laboratory (AAHL),
presented on capacity building for laboratory biosecurity, noting that successful
capacity building is dependent upon having a clear and shared understanding of
what is to be achieved and a clear understanding of who is responsible for what.
Dr. Daniels outlined AAHL’s Regional Program, based on a people centered
approach to capacity building and incorporating an iterative, incremental approach
to training rather that one-off trainings events. He listed factors for successful
capacity building, including buy-in by top management, clear policies and plans,
effective communication with all involved government stakeholders, access to
necessary expertise, and a process for external audit and review of progress. He
noted the importance of gap analysis for helping internal stakeholders gain self
knowledge and a better understanding of their own institutions.

Implementing a Biorisk Management Strategy

20. Dr. Cecelia Williams, from the U.S. Sandia National Laboratories, presented
on assessing security risks of biological facilities, noting that the process is very

19. Dr. Jean Bosco Ndihokubwayo, from the World Health Organization,
presented on the state of biosafety, biosecurity, and biorisk assessment in the
African region. He noted that biosafety and biosecurity are relatively new topics to
the region and so governments lack capacity for effective biorisk management. He
noted particular challenges related to biological agents, including a lack of
guidance for handling and storage, the lack of national regulations, lack of training
programs, and inadequate equipment. In particular he stressed the lack of
awareness of biosafety and biosecurity at the highest political levels, the lack of
local technical expertise, and the lack of money for maintenance of laboratories.
He noted that progress had been made on raising general awareness, securing
political commitment from countries to strengthen laboratory capacity, and
enhanced support from international partners and that the WHO will continue to
support countries, train biosecurity officers, enhance international partnerships, and
help countries procure equipment and reagents.

laboratory, and the establishment of appropriate safety precautions across a range
of elements. She outlined the CDC’s 5-Step Biosafety Risk Assessment,
consisting of identifying agent hazards, identifying hazards related to work
activities, determining a preliminary biosafety level, conducting a worker
assessment, and finalizing the biosafety level and reviewing with key stakeholders.
She noted that quantitative approaches, in contrast to qualitative approaches, are
standardized allowing for comparisons across institutions, but can be inflexible and
rigid. She recommended combining both types of approaches and encouraged
using qualitative to analyze work at the bench. She announced that the WHO will
be holding a 10 day train-the-trainer course in biorisk management for the SEARO
region in November. She described CDC outreach work in Africa and noted
several challenges, including the need for time and continued attention, need for
mentorship, turnover of human resources, and the loss of momentum as
management priorities change. During discussion, Dr. Nesby-O’Dell noted
particular challenges posed by animals in the laboratory environment and that
current models do not always effectively address these concerns, though she stated
that the United States is working to develop similar tailored risk assessment
modules for animal health and for other healthcare environments such as hospitals.

role they can play in promoting best practices and certification of quality control
and quality assurance.

16. These presentations raised a number of concerns and challenges, including
lack of trained manpower, the prohibitive expense of safety and security
equipment, lack of dedicated funding to support biosafety and biosecurity,
demographic changes with aging populations, population diversity, the large
movements of people within the region, and the need for further training for law
enforcement personnel. The presenters called for international cooperation and
assistance. They also noted the need for solid consensus between donors and host
institutions on requirements and solutions, and recommended searching for
synergy with other existing programs and mechanisms, donor coordination, and
developing creative mechanisms for robust funding, possibly incorporating private
sector funding. The presenters encouraged further work on enhancing regional
networks for biosafety and biosecurity.
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21. Dr. Lauren Wilson, of the Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear
Data Center of the Australian Federal Police presented on suspicious behavior in
the laboratory. Dr. Wilson stressed the importance of recognizing, reporting, and
investigating suspicious behavior and the need to raise awareness among
laboratory personnel about possible indicators that might suggest someone is
interested in misusing a biological agent. She noted that such judgments are
subjective and that there is not any one single indicator of behavior. For outsiders,
she suggested paying attention to unusual interest in laboratory facilities and
attempts to breach physical controls or to acquire access passes or codes. She
noted many possible indicators for insider threats, including changes in ideology,
appearance, and work habits and she introduced contributing factors that could
affect personnel, including personal crises, financial issues, and mental health
concerns. Dr. Wilson stressed that prevention was better than needing to respond
to an incident, and recommended the development of clear reporting guidelines for
suspicious behavior and robust outreach to laboratory personnel about the risks and

how to report concerns.
Workshop participants noted the value of national
reporting hotlines as important platforms for reporting suspicious activity.

similar to assessing risk for biosafety. She noted that the purpose of risk
assessment is to help meet international, national, and local regulations and
commitments including those under the BWC and UNSCR 1540; to assist in
deciding which scenarios should be protected against; and helping design
appropriate strategies to deny, contain, or deter such threats. The process includes
characterizing assets and threats, taking note of motive, means, and opportunity;
developing and evaluating possible threat scenarios that include both insider and
outsider threats and both physical and operational characteristics of the facility;
and characterizing the risk and developing a risk statement. She noted the value of
using multiple criteria decision making quantitative approaches, which can
incorporate weighted criteria and provide comparisons across institutions, though
she noted the current lack of data for quantifying some elements. She introduced
the Lab Biosecurity Risk Assessment Report (Biosecurity RAM) currently under
development by Sandia and offered to provide information on as to the availability
of this computer tool to participants once finalized. In conclusion, she noted that
the benefits of biosecurity risk assessment include educating responsible personnel,
learning about work activities in the laboratory, and the ability to establish
appropriate mitigation efforts.

23. Dr. Teck Mean Chua, head of the Asia-Pacific Biosafety Association,
presented on best practices of biorisk management, noting the role of regional
biosafety organizations. Dr. Chua recommended that best practices should have
the support of senior management, be sustainable, promote accountability, be
improved through regular assessment, be performance based and easy to
implement, and incorporate a holistic approach with balanced integration across
the management, science and engineering components of biorisk management. He
addressed several key recommendations from the CWA 15793, outlining the role
of national policy; biorisk management policy and the need to keep senior
management engaged; and the establishment of necessary infrastructure, noting
that technical issues are all too often left to contractors who lack full understanding
of laboratory requirements. Dr. Chua discussed the biorisk assessment process as
the backbone of biorisk management, and noted the importance of fully
understanding the rationale behind policies rather that simply following

22. Dr. Stuart Blacksell, of the Mahidol-Oxford Tropical Medicine Research Unit
(MORU), presented on the U.S. National Select Agent Registry/Centers for
Disease Control (NSAR/CDC) registration process, noting that not only is
certification a prerequisite for access to U.S National Institute of Health funding,
but that it provides a good model for developing functional ability to work with
select agents. Dr. Blacksell discussed the web-based process for initiating
registration and outlined elements included in the registration process including
measures on restricting access and how to perform security checks on personnel,
training and the importance of dual-use awareness, incident response plans for
many kinds of scenarios, and developing select agent inventories with clear audit
trails. He noted that for some areas, the U.S. system provides prescriptive
guidelines, but that it may not always be clear how to adapt the guidelines to other
countries. Dr. Blacksell also discussed the growth of BSL 3 and 4 laboratories in
Southeast Asia and outlined areas for potential cooperation with foreign donors,
including on accreditation, training, and management. He called for the creation of
a regional standard for BSL 3 accreditation and urged foreign donors to assist in
the development of local expertise in laboratory servicing, BSC accreditation, and
BSL and HEPA testing.
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25. Working Group One participants concluded that one possible approach to
effective development and implementation of national regulations could utilize
national biosafety organizations as instruments to develop regulations and present
and advocate their adoption to national governments. The regulations should
delegate responsibility and authority, address funding, include indicators and
metrics, be applicable across sectors and all types of laboratories, build upon
existing accreditation efforts, suggest a framework for implementation, and address
oversight and accountability of high containment labs. Next, pilot laboratories
could act as model champions to demonstrate effective implementation of the
regulations. Participants concluded a training strategy needs to be tiered for
different stakeholders, should be local, should use existing in-country platforms
and professionals, should use materials and products in local languages, should
address funding and sustainability, should incorporate follow-up activities, should
utilize various adult training techniques, and should consider standardized core
competencies. Participants concluded that oversight plans should identify the role

24. The workshop participants divided into three working groups to discuss
specific aspects of biothreat management in more detail. The First Working Group
addressed the development of national lab accreditation mechanisms, focusing on
the importance of national regulations, the need to build expertise and develop
human resources, and approaches to accreditation and oversight. The participants
noted the importance of tiered solutions to better address the varying capabilities
and capacities among regional countries while continuing to meet international
standards. Participants discussed the differences among accreditation standards
and debated how best to effectively harmonize their application and accreditation.

Working Group Discussions

of national authorities and should address the types of laboratories, the type of
information collected, and how to protect that information. Finally, participants
noted that biosafety accreditation needs to address who performs the assessment,
the purpose of the assessment, whether and how biosafety accreditation should be
combined with other standards, the training needs of auditors, costs of
accreditation and training, and how to build upon existing programs and models.

procedures. He also raised the importance of committees formed of trained
personnel for providing the necessary subjective judgments on whether risks are
acceptable. He concluded by calling for the ASEAN Regional Forum to hold
exercises on biosafety and biosecurity with threat scenarios in order to discuss how
to act regionally and to apply and test related skills. During discussion, Dr. Chua
noted that the various biosafety associations offer important information on
equipment related to biosafety and biosecurity on their websites. Participants
discussed the differences in laboratory situations among countries.

27. Under the role of biosafety associations in biorisk management, Working
Group Two participants addressed the role that biosafety associations play in
advancing biorisk management. The roles and activities recommended by the
working group included (1) promoting the implementation of biorisk management
standards and best practices, (2) provisioning technical support to the development
of national/regional/international standards and guidelines, (3) networking and
sharing information and experiences, (4) awareness raising among all sectors, (5)
raising the profile of associations with governments, and (6) technical support for
maintenance and certification of equipment (e.g. biosafety cabinets). Participants
concluded that each role and associated activity may be different at the
international, regional, national level and each country may have different
priorities of importance for each role. Under the topic of biosafety associations
support for the CEN Biorisk Management Standard, participants addressed what
mechanisms are needed to support the implementation of the CEN standard. The
mechanisms and activities recommended by the working group included, (1)
gaining a better understanding of the CEN standard, (2) sharing lessons learned
from those laboratories implementing the CEN standard, (3) identifying the
benefits of implementing CEN standard, (4) getting more involved in the CEN
standard development process, and (5) developing a system for biosafety
associations to evaluate and report how they are implementing the CEN standard.
Participants concluded that there is a general lack of understanding of CEN
standards and a need for education on CEN standards at all levels. Finally, under

26. The Second Working Group discussed the expanded role of national and
regional biosafety associations in biorisk management, focusing on the role of
biosafety associations in biorisk management, biosafety associations’ support for
the CEN Biorisk Management Standard, and sustainability of biosafety
associations. For each sub-topic, participants identified key roles, mechanisms, or
strategies, and corresponding biosaftey association activities.
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29. Participants in Working Group Three concluded that a “whole of government”
approach is the most critical necessity in driving to improve national biorisk
management. This would include new national policies, national gap analysis, and
organizational codes of conduct. The group also agreed bolstering the capacity of
scientists and users was important and key implementing mechanisms are trainthe-trainer programs and twinning. Engineers with expertise in biocontainment
facilities are also a key cohort to build indigenous capacity. Regional partnerships
and collaboration within and without other forums, such as ASEAN+6 are also
excellent opportunities to bolster national biorisk management efforts.

28. Working Group Three discussed raising awareness about biorisk management,
gap analysis and strategies for improvement. The group discussed multiple long
and short-term methods to improve national biorisk management including
curriculum development and certification, which would raise its profile and
increase professionalism. A key component to drive this national effort is a wholeof-government approach and awareness-raising among policy makers. This wholeof-government approach is applicable to countries regardless of their national
progress on biorisk management. International forums and organizations such as
the BWC, WHO, OIE and others should also be leveraged in these efforts to
remind governments of the importance of biorisk management. Additionally,
mechanisms that already exist which are engaged in national gap analysis should
be similarly leveraged. Hopefully these efforts will also catalyze a positive shift in
safety culture.

the topic sustainability of biosafety associations, participants discussed how
biosafety associations can remain empowered and sustainable over the long term.
The strategies and activities recommended by the working group included (1)
developing clear work and business plans, (2) engaging in fundraising activities,
(3) accrediting biosafety associations workshops and courses, (4) ensuring
association remains a neutral platform, (5) maintaining support networks from
regional and international associations down to national level associations, and (6)
expanding networking and raising the profile of associations. Participants
concluded that sustained funding is a major obstacle for the sustainability of
biosaftey associations in the long-term.



Conclusions and Steps Forward
30. The three working groups presented their conclusions to the full plenary
session and discussed the development of an ARF best-practices document on
Biorisk Management. The chairs announced that this document would continue to
be developed with an aim of having the document proposed for consideration at the
ARF Inter-Sessional Meeting on Counter-Terrorism and Transnational Crime and
the ARF Senior Officials’ Meeting and finally for recommendation to ARF
Ministers for endorsement at the 18th ASEAN Regional Forum Ministerial Meeting
in Indonesia in 2011. The Philippine Chair noted the Philippines looks forward to
next years’ ARF Biorisk Management Workshop, which will focus on detection
and surveillance as important components of the issue.
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Co-Chairs' Summary Report of
the Third ARF Inter-Sessional Meeting on Nonproliferation and
Disarmament
Las Vegas, USA, 23-25 February 2011

Introduction
1. Pursuant to the decision of the 17th Ministerial Meeting of the ASEAN
Regional Forum (ARF) held in Ha Noi on 23 July 2010, the Third ARF
Inter-Sessional Meeting on Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ISM on NPD)
was held in Las Vegas from 23-25 February 2011. The Meeting was
co-chaired by Dr. Eliot Kang, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for International Security and Nonproliferation of the United States
Department of State, Ms. Lim Kheng Hua, Director, International
Organisations Directorate, Singapore Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Mr.
Wang Xiaoning, Counselor, Department of Arms Control and Disarmament,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China.
2. Participants from Australia, Bangladesh, Cambodia, Canada, China, the
European Union, India, Indonesia, Japan, Laos, Malaysia, Mongolia,
Myanmar, Pakistan, the Philippines, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation,
Singapore, Thailand, United States, and Viet Nam were present.
Representatives from the ASEAN Secretariat, the Organisation for the
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), the Preparatory Commission for
the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO), and the
Biological Weapons Convention Implementation Support Unit (BWC-ISU)
also attended the meeting, as did a representative from the Verification
Research, Training and Information Centre (VERTIC), and from the Council
for Security Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific (CSCAP).
The List of
Participants appears as ANNEX 1.
Opening Session
3. The keynote address was delivered by Rose Gottemoeller, Assistant
Secretary of State for Arms Control, Verification and Compliance. Her
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and confidence building measures were key to the implementation of the
Treaty, and noted that the 2011 Review Conference will explore ways to
improve the mechanism for such exchanges.

with the DPRK.

biosecurity currently being undertaken in the ARF ISM on Counterterrorism
and Transnational Crime, and expressed the wish that this work could also
help support a successful Review Conference.
Topic 3: Promoting Cooperation in Nonproliferation and Disarmament

spends 1 billion USD annually on dismantlement at a facility that operated 24
hours a day, 7 days a week. Thailand emphasized the importance of
promoting trust and confidence as well as capacity-building and therefore
underscored the importance of convening a Challenge Inspection Field

Exercise with the OPCW in Thailand in 2011.

reasons for states’ reluctance to implement the Additional Protocol.
Singapore outlined different ways that it sought to support the IAEA including
through hosting two regional outreach seminars conducted by the IAEA on
the Additional Protocol in March 2011. Some participants also noted that
such outreach could be conducted in the ARF context, including by providing
information on national measures regarding nonproliferation and
disarmament into ARF participants’ contributions to the annual Security
Outlook.

Review Conference were made aware of the issues to be discussed before
the Conference began, and noted that meetings such as this ISM were
valuable in that regard. The briefing noted that the BWC has no standing
secretariat such as the OPCW or IAEA, and that the ISU is composed of only

three officers. Proposals to expand the size and mandate of this Unit will be
considered at the Review Conference, and many ARF participants
expressed support for the ISU and noted the need for it to be given the
resources it needs to complete its important work. Participants also

discussed the need for better intersessional work in between the BWC
Review Conferences, and called for ways to identify concrete means to build

nonproliferation and disarmament. Singapore stated, and many participants
agreed, that the Additional Protocol was an important step for all states to
undertake to develop confidence in a state’s peaceful intentions in pursuit of
nuclear power. Singapore also noted the importance of addressing the

24. The Biological Toxin Weapons Convention’s Implementation Support Unit
provided a briefing on the status of the Convention, and discussed
preparations for the 7th Review Conference of the Convention to be held in
December 2011. The ISU sought to ensure that all participants in the BWC

Transparency in Nonproliferation and Disarmament
26. Singapore provided a briefing on the importance of transparency in both

follow developments on the Review Conference closely to ensure a
successful Review Conference. In this regard, China noted a workshop
held in Beijing in 2010 to discuss issues in relation to and in preparation for
the 2011 Review Conference. Some participants also noted the work on

pace of chemical disarmament, but noted that the inability to meet
established deadlines was not a function of any lack of political will, but rather
it reflected the enormous challenges involved in dismantling chemical
weapons safely and irreversibly. The United States noted that it currently

Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention

25. Many participants expressed their support for the BWC. Some participants
also called for creation of a verification protocol to help build confidence in
states’ compliance with the Convention. The Meeting expressed strong
support for the 2011 Review Conference, and encouraged all participants to

challenges involved in safely destroying the weapons. Japan also noted
that a mobile destruction facility had been deployed to conduct such
destructions, and that a second mobile destruction facility was planned for
deployment. The United States also noted frustrations expressed with the

23. Responding to concerns raised by China, Japan replied that it was moving
quickly to meet its obligations under the Convention, but noted the

capacities and to promote international co-operation in support of the
objectives of the Convention. The ISU noted that exchanges of information

DPRK would be necessary, but recognized that resolution of the nuclear
issue would understandably take precedence in international engagement

Final as of 23 July 2011

ǲ ǳ

44th AMM/PMC/18th ARF
INDONESIA 2011
ǯ
18th ASEAN Regional Forum
23 July 2011
Bali, Indonesia
1.

The Eighteenth Meeting of the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) held on

23rd July 2011 in Bali, Indonesia, was chaired by His Excellency
Dr. R. M. Marty M. Natalegawa, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Indonesia.
2.

The Meeting was attended by the Foreign Ministers and Representatives

of all ARF Participants. The Secretary-General of ASEAN was also in
attendance. The List of Delegates appears as ANNEX 1.
3.

The Ministers reiterated the importance of the ARF as a primary forum

to discuss political and security issues in the region. They underlined the role
of ASEAN as the main driving force within the ARF to uphold its significant
role in the evolving regional architecture. The Meeting also underscored the
need to pursue actively the implementation of the Hanoi Plan of Action to
Implement the ARF Vision Statement 2020 in a consistent and
Page 1 of 18
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including through the work of the IAEA.

commitment to the Biological Weapons Convention and called on States
Parties to work constructively towards strengthening the regime at the
seventh Review Conference to be held in Geneva in December.

17. The Ministers re-emphasized the importance of preserving the region of
Southeast Asia as a Nuclear Weapon Free Zone and free of all other weapons
of mass destruction as enshrined in the ASEAN Charter and the SEANWFZ
Treaty. The Ministers noted their support for ongoing efforts designed to
secure the signing of the SEANWFZ Protocol by the Nuclear Weapon States,
which would strengthen the Treaty's contribution to regional and
international stability and security.

18. The Ministers reiterated their calls for a peaceful solution in managing
conflicts in the Middle East. Regarding the recent developments in Northern
Africa, the Ministers stressed the need for all parties concerned to work
towards a peaceful solution and the respect for popular aspiration for peace
and justice. Furthermore, they welcomed the growing political will to pursue
good governance as the foundation for a sustainable environment of stability
and perpetual peace in many countries in the Middle East and Northern
Africa.

regard, the Ministers expressed their support to Indonesia, Chair of ASEAN,

to continue to undertake consultations with Cambodia and Thailand on the

above matter, including on the early assignment of the Indonesian Observer

Team (IOT).

15. The Ministers discussed recent developments in Afghanistan. They

expressed support for reconstruction efforts and peaceful transition to

democratic governance in Afghanistan. The Ministers also highlighted the

need to advance economic development in Afghanistan, particularly within

the framework of capacity building, such as occupation training programs

and other technical assistance in order to improve the welfare of local

communities and ǯhuman resources.

16. The Ministers supported the international efforts in non-proliferation,

disarmament and peaceful use of nuclear energy. They stressed the

importance of moving toward the universalization of the Additional Protocol.

In working toward the goal of a nuclear weapons-free world, Ministers

underscored the importance of implementing the consensus outcomes of the

2010 NPT Review Conference and expressed their support for the 2012

Nuclear Security Summit to be held in the Republic of Korea. Ministers also

called on all ARF Participants to start immediately the Conference on

expectation of the return to democratic life in Fiji. The Ministers expressed
readiness to support such an outcome. The Meeting urged continued
     ǯ 
Group (MCG) and the Melanesian Spearhead Group (MSG).

(FMCT). They encouraged those ARF participants that have not done so to

sign and ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Ministers called

on Iran to take steps to resolve international concerns about its nuclear

program and abide by UN Security Council Resolutions 1737, 1747, 1803 and
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including especially the human rights situation. They reiterated their

fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices

Page 6 of 18

19. The Ministers followed with continued concern developments in Fiji,

programme of work negotiations on a Treaty banning the production of

Disarmament, within the agreed context of the comprehensive and balanced

1929. Ministers supported increased efforts on international nuclear safety,

the appropriate engagement of Indonesia, as current Chair of ASEAN. In this

Ministers reaffirmed their

Final as of 23 July 2011
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(Acts adopted pursuant to Title V of the Treaty on European Union)

COUNCIL COMMON POSITION 2003/805/CFSP
of 17 November 2003
on the universalisation and reinforcement of multilateral agreements in the field of non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and means of delivery
THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,

(ii) Additional Protocols with the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA Additional Protocols);

Having regard to the Treaty on the European Union, and in
particular Article 15 thereof,

(iii) Chemical Weapons Convention;
(iv) Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention;

Whereas:
(1)

(2)

(3)

(v) The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile
Proliferation;

At Thessaloniki, the European Council stated that the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and means
of delivery is a growing threat to international peace and
security; the risk that terrorists will acquire chemical,
biological, radiological or nuclear materials adds a new
dimension to this threat. Therefore, the European
Council decided that the EU collective effort would
focus, inter alia, on working towards the universal ratification of, and adherence to, the key disarmament and
non-proliferation treaties and agreements and, when
necessary, towards the strengthening thereof.
In its Action Plan for the implementation of the Basic
Principles for an EU Strategy against Proliferation of
Weapons of Mass Destruction, the EU and its Member
States undertook to promote at political level universal
adherence to instruments relating to weapons of mass
destruction and their means of delivery.
The restatement of this policy would serve as a yardstick
in the negotiations of EU positions in international
forums, and it is therefore appropriate to formulate it in
a Council Common Position,

(b) to promote the early entry into force of the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty.
These key instruments provide a basis for the international
community's disarmament and non-proliferation efforts, which
contribute to international confidence, stability and peace,
including the fight against terrorism.

Article 2
In pursuit of the objectives set up in Article 1, the EU and its
Member States will pay particular attention to the need to reinforce compliance with the multilateral treaty regime by:
— enhancing the detectability of violations, and
— strengthening the enforcement of obligations established by
this treaty regime.
To this end, particular emphasis will be placed on making best
use of existing verification mechanisms and, where necessary,
establishing additional verification instruments as well as
strengthening the role of the UN Security Council which has
the primary responsibility for the maintenance of international
peace and security.

HAS ADOPTED THIS COMMON POSITION:

Article 1
The objectives of this Common Position are:
(a) to promote the universal ratification of, and adherence to,
the following multilateral agreements and, where necessary,
to reinforce their provisions, including by ensuring
compliance:
(i) Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Agreements (NPT);

Treaty

and

Safeguards

Article 3
The EU and its Member States will focus their diplomatic action
on the pursuance of the objectives referred to in Articles 1 and
2, in accordance with the modalities set out below.
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Article 4

Article 6

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)
is the cornerstone of the global non-proliferation regime and
the essential foundation for the pursuit of nuclear disarmament,
under Article VI thereof. Achieving universal adherence to the
NPT is of crucial importance. To that end, the EU will:

The Chemical Weapons Convention is a unique disarmament
and non-proliferation instrument the integrity and strict application of which must be fully guaranteed. Effective national
implementation is essential for the effective operation of the
Convention. In order to strengthen the Convention, the EU
will:

— call on all those States not yet parties to the NPT to accede
unconditionally to the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon States
and to place all their nuclear facilities and activities under
the provisions of the IAEA Comprehensive Safeguards
System,
— urge those States not yet having entered into Safeguards
Agreements with the IAEA to fulfil their obligations in
accordance with Article III of the NPT and to conclude such
agreements as a matter of urgency,
— promote all the objectives laid down in the NPT,
— support the Final Document of the 2000 NPT Review
Conference and the Decisions and Resolution adopted at
the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference,

— encourage those countries that have not yet adhered to or
ratified the Convention to do so without delay,
— encourage all countries which are parties to the Convention
to enact without delay necessary national implementation
measures, including penal legislation. Such measures must
reflect the comprehensive nature of the Convention's
provisions,
— urge those States concerned to ensure compliance with
their obligation to destroy chemical weapons and to destroy
or convert chemical weapons production facilities within
the time limits provided for by the Convention,
— work towards the bans on chemical weapons being declared
universally binding rules of international law.

— promote further consideration of security assurances,
— promote measures to ensure that any possible misuse of
civilian nuclear programmes for military purposes will be
effectively excluded.

Article 7

The Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC) is a
cornerstone in the effort to prevent biological agents or toxins
from being used as weapons. The EU continues to support the
principle of verification of the BTWC.
Article 5
In order to strengthen the Convention, the EU will:
The EU considers the IAEA Additional Protocols to be an integral part of the IAEA Safeguards System. By raising the standard for compliance and by making it easier to detect violations, the Additional Protocols strengthen the NPT. In order to
promote the universal adoption and implementation of the
Additional Protocols, the EU will:
— urge the early ratification of the Additional Protocols by the
EU Member States and Acceding Countries by the end of
2003,
— urge other regional organisations to do likewise,
— work towards making the Additional Protocols and Safeguards Agreements the standard for the IAEA verification
system and work towards universal adherence to the Additional Protocols,
— encourage strong political and financial support for the
work of the IAEA.

— make specific efforts to convince States which have not yet
adhered to or ratified the Convention to do so without
delay,
— work towards identifying effective mechanisms
strengthen and verify compliance within the BTWC,

to

— work to ensure concrete outcomes from the annual meetings to be held between 2003 and 2005, in preparation for
the Sixth Review Conference in 2006,
— put emphasis on, where necessary, strengthening national
implementation measures, including penal legislation, and
control over pathogenic microorganisms and toxins in the
framework of the BTWC,
— work towards the bans on biological and toxin weapons
being declared universally binding rules of international
law.
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Article 9

Article 8

The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation is an important tool against the growing proliferation of
ballistic missiles capable of carrying weapons of mass destruction. The Code establishes fundamental principles where
previously there were none and represents a crucial step
towards a possible multilateral arrangement to prevent ballistic
missiles proliferation. The EU will:

— convince as many countries as possible to subscribe to it,
especially those with ballistic missile capabilities,

— work together with other subscribing States to develop
further and implement the Code, in particular the confidence building measures provided for in the Code,

The EU will promote the early entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty in accordance with the terms
set out in Council Decision 2003/567/CFSP of 21 July 2003
implementing Common Position 1999/533/CFSP relating to
the European Union's contribution to the promotion of the
early entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban
Treaty (CTBT) (1).
Article 10
This Common Position shall take effect on the date of its
adoption.
Article 11
This Common Position shall be published in the Official Journal
of the European Union.

Done at Brussels, 17 November 2003.
For the Council
The President

— promote, where possible and appropriate, a closer relationship between the Code and the UN system.

F. FRATTINI

(1) OJ L 192, 31.7.2003, p. 53.
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III
(Acts adopted under the EU Treaty)

ACTS ADOPTED UNDER TITLE V OF THE EU TREATY
COUNCIL JOINT ACTION 2008/307/CFSP
of 14 April 2008
in support of World Health Organisation activities in the area of laboratory bio-safety and biosecurity in the framework of the European Union Strategy against the proliferation of Weapons of
Mass Destruction
objective of further strengthening the universality of the
BTWC and promoting a successful outcome of the
Review Conference (hereinafter referred to as the Sixth
Review Conference). At the Sixth Review Conference,
held in December 2006, the EU promoted full
compliance with the provisions of the BTWC by all
States Parties and the strengthening, where necessary,
of national implementation measures, including penal
legislation, and the control over pathogenic microorganisms and toxins in the framework of the BTWC.
The EU also put forward working papers, including on
bio-safety and bio-security.

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,

Having regard to the Treaty on European Union, and in
particular Article 14 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)

(2)

(3)

On 12 December 2003, the European Council adopted
the EU Strategy against the Proliferation of Weapons of
Mass Destruction (hereinafter referred to as the EU
Strategy), Chapter III of which contains a list of
measures to combat such proliferation.

The European Union is actively implementing the EU
Strategy and is giving effect to the measures listed in
Chapter III thereof, in particular those related to the
reinforcement of the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention (hereinafter referred to as the BTWC),
including support for the national implementation of
the BTWC through, inter alia, Council Joint Action
2006/184/CFSP of 27 February 2006 in support of the
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, in the
framework of the EU Strategy against the Proliferation
of Weapons of Mass Destruction (1) and the EU Action
Plan on biological and toxin weapons, complementary to
the EU Joint Action in support of the BTWC (2).

On 20 March 2006, the Council of the European Union
adopted Common Position 2006/242/CFSP relating to
the 2006 Review Conference of the Biological and
Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC) (3), with the

(1) OJ L 65, 7.3.2006, p. 51.
(2) OJ C 57, 9.3.2006, p. 1.
(3) OJ L 88, 25.3.2006, p. 65.

(4)

The Sixth Review Conference reaffirmed the commitment
of States Parties to take the necessary national measures
under Articles I, III and IV of the BTWC in order to
ensure the safety and security of microbial or other
biological agents or toxins in laboratories and other
facilities, and during transportation, as well as to
prevent unauthorised access to and removal of such
agents and toxins. The Conference also urged States
Parties with relevant experience in legal and administrative measures for the implementation of the provisions of
the BTWC to provide assistance on the request of other
State Parties. The Conference encouraged such assistance
on a regional basis.

(5)

The Sixth Review Conference decided to discuss, in
2008, and promote common understanding and
effective action on, inter alia, national, regional and international measures to improve bio-safety and bio-security,
including laboratory safety and security of pathogens and
toxins.

(6)

The Sixth Review Conference also noted, in the context
of Article VII of the BTWC, that the States Parties’
national preparedness contributes to international
capabilities for responding to, investigating and mitigating outbreaks of disease, including those due to
alleged use of biological or toxin weapons.
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The Sixth Review Conference encouraged the States
Parties, in the context of Article X of the BTWC, to
continue strengthening existing international organisations and networks, in particular those of the World
Health Organisation (WHO), the Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO), the World Organisation for
Animal Health (OIE) and the International Plant
Protection Convention (IPPC), called upon States Parties
to continue supporting and/or improving national and
regional capacities to survey, detect, diagnose and
combat infectious diseases and also other possible
biological threats, and urged States Parties in a position
to do so to continue supporting, directly as well as
through international organisations, capacity-building
activities in States Parties in need of assistance in the
fields of surveillance, detection, diagnosis and combat
of infectious diseases, and related research.

On 15 June 2007, the International Health Regulation
(hereinafter referred to as the IHR) entered into force. It
regulates the movement and control of and response to
outbreaks of infectious diseases regardless of their origin,
and requires the WHO Member States to build-up core
capabilities in laboratory and surveillance to allow for the
implementation of the IHR. The WHO Secretariat is
committed to supporting WHO Member States to
implement their IHR national plans through the WHO
headquarters and regional offices, including the WHO
Office in Lyon. The WHO bio-risk reduction
management programme provides guidance on how
laboratories should operate through normative guidelines,
workshops and training on bio-safety practices,
laboratory bio-security and codes of conduct for
responsible life science research. It has also a role in
establishing UN guidelines on the transportation of
infectious substances. Under the IHR, public health
laboratories have a role in being prepared to address
biological, chemical, radiological and nuclear threats.
The definitions for bio-safety and laboratory biosecurity are encompassed in the WHO Laboratory Biosafety Manual, third edition (2004) and the Bio-risk
Management, Laboratory Bio-security Guidance (2006).

The implementation of this Joint Action shall be
performed in accordance with the Financial and Administrative Framework Agreement (hereinafter referred to as
‘the Framework Agreement’) concluded between the
European Commission, on the one hand, and the UN,
on the other hand, which sets out a framework for the
UN and the European Commission for enhancing their
cooperation, including operational partnership,

16.4.2008

contribute to the implementation of decisions made by the
States Parties at the Sixth Review Conference of BTWC, with
the following objectives:

(a) ensuring the safety and security of microbial or other
biological agents or toxins in laboratories and other
facilities, including during transportation as appropriate, in
order to prevent unauthorised access to and removal of
such agents and toxins;

(b) promoting bio-risk reduction practices and awareness,
including bio-safety, bio-security, bioethics and preparedness
against intentional misuse of biological agents and toxins,
through international cooperation in this area.

2.
To achieve the objectives referred to in paragraph 1, the
EU shall introduce projects consisting of the following
measures:

(a) organisation of outreach workshops, consultations and
training for competent authorities in the relevant sectors
and for laboratory managers/staff at the national, subregional and regional levels, aiming at a deeper understanding of bio-risk reduction practices and their effective
implementation in laboratories and other facilities, including
during transportation as appropriate;

(b) assistance to a selected country to review public health
response capacity in the context of enhancing national
biological preparedness, to develop and implement a biorisk reduction management plan, particularly concerning
laboratory practice and safety, and to harmonise it with
integrated national preparedness plans, and to strengthen
the performance and sustainability of national laboratories
by connecting them with regional and international
networks.

A detailed description of these projects is set out in the Annex
to this Joint Action.

Article 2
1.
The Presidency, assisted by the Secretary-General/High
Representative (hereinafter referred to as the SG/HR), shall be
responsible for the implementation of this Joint Action. The
Commission shall be fully associated.

2.
The technical implementation of the measures referred to
in Article 1(2) shall be carried out by the WHO, which includes
the WHO Office in Lyon.

HAS ADOPTED THIS JOINT ACTION:

Article 1
1.
For the purpose of giving immediate and practical application to the relevant elements of the EU Strategy, the EU shall

The WHO shall perform its tasks under the control of the
SG/HR assisting the Presidency. For this purpose, the SG/HR
shall enter into the necessary arrangements with the WHO.
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3.
The Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR, and the
Commission shall keep each other regularly informed about
the implementation of this Joint Action, in conformity with
their respective competences.

Article 3
1.
The financial reference amount for the implementation of
the measures referred to in Article 1(2) shall be EUR 2 105 000,
to be funded from the general budget of the European Union.

2.
The expenditure financed by the amount stipulated in
paragraph 1 shall be managed in accordance with the
Community procedures and rules applicable to the general
budget of the European Union.

3.
The Commission shall supervise the proper management
of the expenditure referred to in paragraph 2, which shall take
the form of a grant. For this purpose, the Commission shall
conclude a financing agreement with the WHO. The financing
agreement shall stipulate that the WHO is to ensure that the
visibility of the EU contribution is appropriate to its size,
including by participation of EU experts.

L 106/19

Article 4
The Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR, shall report to the
Council on the implementation of this Joint Action on the
basis of quarterly reports prepared by the WHO. These
reports will form the basis for the evaluation carried out by
the Council. The Commission shall be fully associated. It shall
report to the Council on the financial aspects of the implementation of this Joint Action.
Article 5
This Joint Action shall enter into force on the day of its
adoption.
It shall expire 24 months after the date of conclusion of the
financing agreement referred to in Article 3(3), or six months
after the date of its adoption if no financing agreement has been
concluded by then.
Article 6
This Joint Action shall be published in the Official Journal of the
European Union.

Done at Luxembourg, 14 April 2008.
4.
The Commission shall endeavour to conclude the
financing agreement referred to in paragraph 3 as soon as
possible after the entry into force of this Joint Action. It shall
inform the Council of any difficulties in that process and of the
date of conclusion of the financing agreement.
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ANNEX
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS TO BE FINANCED
1.

General objectives
The overall objective of this Joint Action is to support, through the projects described below, the implementation of
the BTWC, in particular those aspects that relate to the safety and security of microbial or other biological agents
and toxins in laboratories and other facilities, including during transportation as appropriate, in order to prevent
unauthorised access to and removal of such agents and toxins.
It is also to contribute to raising awareness of bio-risk management practices and to promote, especially through
Project 2, the harmonisation of good national laboratory practices and biological agent response with overall
national biological preparedness.

2.

Project-based specific objectives
The projects described below will address three areas of major concern in the accidental and deliberate spread of
diseases:
1. The risk of terrorists or other criminals having access to dangerous biological pathogens/toxins. The intention of
terrorists to acquire and to use the disease as a weapon must be contained. Such events as the anthrax sporeladen letters in the US in 2001 have the potential to create huge political and economic disturbances.
2. A considerable increase in new laboratories in general, but in particular in high-level containment laboratories
which lag behind in respecting adequate bio-safety and bio-security standards. In recent years, a considerable
number of countries, including countries which have limited resources, have allocated funds to construct high
level containment laboratories. While this should allow the country’s scientists to gain experience in the handling
of dangerous pathogens like the SARS coronavirus, or viral hemorrhagic fever viruses, it may also bring about
risks, especially in countries which are not able to reserve sufficient funds for the long-term maintenance of their
facilities and do not provide adequate training for staff.
3. The occurrence of laboratory incidents and accidental releases of highly dangerous bio-materials due to
inadequate bio-safety and bio-security practices in laboratories and other facilities, and lack of compliance
with the UN infectious substance packaging and shipping regulations. Three separate SARS laboratory
accidents in Asia in 2003 and 2004 and the recent death from laboratory acquired Ebola haemorrhagic fever
infection in Russia as well as deficiencies in bio-safety practices leading to laboratory acquired infections
(tularemia and meliodosis) in the US are examples demonstrating the associated risks involved in inadequate
bio-safety and laboratory bio-security, the improvement of which requires stronger commitment through
management practices and the training of staff irrespective of the type of laboratory environment (human,
animal or agricultural) in which the worker operates.

2.1. Project 1: Promotion of bio-risk reduction management through regional and national outreach
Purpose of the project
The purpose of this project is to encourage States to assume responsibility for developing programmes to avoid
accidental exposure or release and to prevent deliberate misappropriation or misuse of bio-agents in the laboratories.
The project will involve national health policy makers as well as laboratory managers and laboratory staff to
encourage their commitment to a bio-safety/bio-security culture. The project will also contribute to the development
of bio-risk reduction programmes at national, regional and international levels, including through the networking of
laboratories and through a harmonised bio-safety and laboratory bio-security definition in the countries of the
region, with the aim of promoting transparency and commitment to bioethics (including the promotion of nonproliferation). Particular attention will be given to cross-sector networking between public health and other sectors
such as animal health and the environment, to ensure a coordinated and comprehensive approach to bio-risk
reduction.
Results of the project
(i) Regions and countries will become engaged in active dialogue on the issues related to the safety and security of
dangerous bio-agents and toxins in laboratories and other facilities.
(ii) Existing laboratory bio-safety and bio-security practices will be mapped.
(iii) The development of national plans will be supported, in particular in compliance with IHR, pathogen regulations and control measures to enhance safety and security in the handling of highly infectious materials.
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(iv) Training curricula will be developed, designed to keep policy makers, laboratory managers and laboratory staff
engaged in bio-risk reduction practices. (They will include bio-ethics and the promotion of the Codes of
Conduct).

(v) Means will be provided for connecting national stakeholders among themselves and with international organisations (including the FAO, the OIE and the IPPC), so as to sustain their activities and help them become
responsible global partners in regional professional societies and international networks.

Description of the project
(a) Regional outreach workshops to raise bio-risk reduction management awareness and to envisage concrete
country-focused operational initiatives in the field of bio-safety and bio-security
In 2006, the WHO organised bio-risk reduction management awareness-raising workshops in Central and South
America, Eastern Mediterranean countries and English-speaking African countries. It will complete this first
general awareness-raising cycle of outreach in the remaining regions, and will ensure a follow-up to these
efforts through more focused outreach to respond to specific needs of the countries in the selected regions,
including on bio-ethics and the Codes of Conduct. In order to avoid duplication of effort and to coordinate and
harmonise approaches, the WHO will consult with relevant stakeholders and donors (international actors and
non-governmental organisations) on the ongoing projects and needs for assistance.

Five regional workshops are planned, which may target the following regions: sub-Saharan Africa, South
America, South and Southeast Asia, East Asia/Western Pacific, Central Asia and Eastern European countries
(including Russia).

(b) Consultations with relevant competent authorities to commit them to bio-risk reduction management in the
health sector
The WHO will consult with the competent authorities in the relevant sectors and with the managers of the
reference libraries to encourage their commitment to bio-risk reduction management. At least four visits are
planned. The countries to be visited will be selected through a consultation process within the Steering
Committee, and the selection of the countries will reflect their commitment to the implementation of the
non-proliferation policy.

(c) In-depth topic specific workshops on bio-risk reduction practices
The WHO will arrange at least two regional workshops to discuss specific topics aimed at deepening the
understanding of the elements of bio-risk reduction practices, with health policy makers as well as laboratory
managers and staff. Issues relating to legislation and management will be addressed, as well as how to plan for
sustainability of the programmes through networks, seminars and professional societies. The seminars will target
primarily Eastern Mediterranean and Eastern European countries, or other countries relevant for the selection
process in Project 2.

2.2. Project 2: Strengthening the security and laboratory management practices against biological risks (a demonstration model for
countries)
Purposes of the project
(i) To map and assess public health response capacity, in particular in respect of biological agents and toxins, in the
context of enhancing national biological preparedness by connecting the health sector with the sectors of foreign
affairs, justice, environment, commerce, agriculture (and animal health), intelligence.

(ii) To develop a forum to keep the relevant national actors informed and connected with regard to public health
preparedness and response capacity.

(iii) To develop a bio-risk reduction management plan, particularly concerning laboratory practice and safety, and to
harmonise it with integrated national preparedness plans.

(iv) To implement the national bio-risk reduction management plan, in particular concerning laboratory practice and
safety.

(v) To map and strengthen the performance, capacity and sustainability of national laboratories by connecting them
with regional and international laboratory networks.
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Results of the project
(i) The programme of the selected country will be strengthened, to minimise biological risks.

(ii) Among national stakeholders, there will be improved understanding of and trust created in the role of the public
health sector in biological incident response.

(iii) The bio-laboratory component will be connected with national stakeholders in biological incident response.

(iv) Improved laboratory safety, quality and performance.

(v) Continuance of recognised laboratory quality and connectivity will be assured through regional and international
validation.

(vi) The country will be provided with meeting laboratory core capacity in compliance with the IHR.

Description of the project
For the purposes described above, the project will be implemented over an appropriate period which requires a longterm commitment by both the applicant country and the EU. The project will be implemented in phases. An EUsponsored seconded expert should be appointed as a country project leader.

Preparatory phase
The WHO will identify a number of candidate countries for the project, with a view to recommending to EU
Member States a suitable candidate through the Steering Committee. The selection criteria will reflect as a priority
non-proliferation concerns. The WHO and the Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR, will conduct exploratory
discussions with the candidate countries. Based on the progress of those discussions, the WHO will conduct
preliminary country pre-assessment visits, relevant for the next phase of the project. The WHO will appoint a
project officer, who shall be a national of one of the EU Member States.

As a result of this preparatory process, a memorandum of understanding will be signed by the EU (represented for
this purpose by the Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR), the WHO and the selected country.

Assessment phase
In the assessment phase, the WHO will conduct an assessment of national biological activities and assets in the
selected country, and will assist with their harmonisation with national preparedness for and response to biological
incidents. This will include the completion of the bio-incidents evaluation exercise and of the coordination plan to
inform all stakeholders of the status of national preparedness against biological incidents, and the initiation of the
harmonisation of public health responsibilities in the national preparedness plan for biological threats and/or
incidents as well as public health emergencies of international concern.

Technical assistance phase
In this phase, the aim is to strengthen laboratory practices to respond to a public health event of international
concern and to ensure that laboratory performance is safe and its results are validated at the national, regional and
international levels. To achieve these goals, training will be provided for the responsible stakeholders in the public
health area and in the biological response. Laboratory infrastructure plans will be developed and country bio-safety
professionals will be connected with international networks, including through participation in the annual meetings
and conferences of the international bio-safety associations.

Evaluation phase
The WHO will prepare, on a quarterly basis and in cooperation with the selected country, reports evaluating the
implementation of national biological preparedness plans as well as national laboratory performance from the biosafety and bio-security perspective, and will forward these evaluation reports to the Presidency, assisted by the
SG/HR, and to the Commission.
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Duration
The total estimated duration of the implementation of this Joint Action is 24 months.

4.

Beneficiaries
The beneficiaries are States Parties to the BTWC or States which have initiated the ratification/accession process. The
Joint Action targets primarily countries and regions which are vulnerable because of unsafe practices in biological
laboratories, contributing to an increased risk of the loss, theft and misuse of high-consequence micro-organisms and
their products.

5.

Implementing entity
The Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR, is responsible for the implementation and supervision of the implementation
of the Joint Action. The Presidency is to entrust the technical implementation to the WHO.
The projects will be implemented by WHO staff in cooperation, as appropriate, with (experts from) WHO Member
States, in particular the EU Member States. Where recruiting new staff for the implementation of the project,
preference should be given to nationals of the EU Member States. The implementation of the Joint Action will
be supervised by a Steering Committee consisting of representatives of the WHO, the EU Presidency assisted by the
SG/HR and the Commission. The Steering Committee will hold meetings as necessary, but at least twice a year, in
order to review progress and to discuss issues relating to implementation. This is to ensure harmonisation of the
overall project implementation and evaluation reports. The Steering Committee will also serve as a mechanism for
the selection of countries for Project 1(b) and Project 2.
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III
(Acts adopted under the EU Treaty)

ACTS ADOPTED UNDER TITLE V OF THE EU TREATY
COUNCIL JOINT ACTION 2008/858/CFSP
of 10 November 2008
in support of the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC), in the framework of the
implementation of the EU Strategy against the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction
relating to the 2006 Review Conference of the Biological
and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC) (2), in particular
support for the Inter-Sessional Process, national im
plementation, Confidence-Building Measures (CBMs) and
universality, continue to guide EU actions, including
assistance and outreach projects. Those aspects of that
Common Position which gained a consensus among
the States Parties to the BTWC (hereinafter referred to
as the States Parties) and which are reflected in the Final
Document of the Sixth Review Conference of the BTWC
(hereinafter referred to as the Sixth Review Conference),
are of particular relevance for the EU’s initiatives in
support of the BTWC.

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,

Having regard to the Treaty on European Union, and in
particular Article 14 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)

On 12 December 2003, the European Council adopted
the EU Strategy against the Proliferation of Weapons of
Mass Destruction (hereinafter referred to as the EU
Strategy), Chapter III of which contains a list of
measures to combat such proliferation.

(2)

The European Union (EU) is actively implementing the
EU Strategy and is giving effect to the measures listed in
Chapter III thereof, in particular those relating to the
reinforcement, implementation and universalisation of
the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological)
and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction (hereinafter
referred to as the BTWC).

(3)

In this regard, Council Joint Action 2006/184/CFSP of
27 February 2006 in support of the BTWC, in the
framework of the EU Strategy against the Proliferation
of Weapons of Mass Destruction (1), has achieved
substantial results in terms of universality and national
implementation, since seven more States have subse
quently become States Parties to the BTWC and two
States have benefited from the legal assistance provided
by EU experts.

(5)

The EU should also help States Parties to benefit from
the expertise that the Member States have acquired with
regard to the confidence-building process and trans
parency in the framework of the BTWC, in particular
through the Action Plan on biological and toxin
weapons adopted by the Council on 20 March 2006,
which provides for regular submission of CBM
declarations by the Member States and for an update
of the lists of nominated experts and laboratories
available to assist in the United Nations SecretaryGeneral’s Mechanism for Investigating Alleged Use of
Chemical and Biological Weapons,

HAS ADOPTED THIS JOINT ACTION:

(4)

Equally, the priorities and measures set out in Council
Common Position 2006/242/CFSP of 20 March 2006

(1) OJ L 65, 7.3.2006, p. 51.

Article 1
1.
For the purpose of the immediate and practical implemen
tation of certain elements of the EU Strategy, and to consolidate
the progress achieved in the universalisation and national im
plementation of the BTWC through Joint Action
2006/184/CFSP, the EU shall further support the BTWC, with
the following general objectives:

— promoting the universalisation of the BTWC,
(2) OJ L 88, 25.3.2006, p. 65.
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— providing support for the implementation of the BTWC by
the States Parties,

— promoting the submission of CBM declarations by the States
Parties,

— providing support for the BTWC Inter-Sessional Process.

2.
The projects to be supported by the EU shall have the
following specific objectives:

(a) providing States not yet parties to the BTWC with means to
carry out such initiatives at the national or sub-regional
level as will raise awareness of the BTWC, by providing
legal advice concerning the ratification of and accession to
the BTWC, and by offering training or other forms of
assistance in order for the national authorities to be able
to comply with their obligations under the BTWC;

(b) assisting the States Parties in the implementation of the
BTWC at national level, in order to ensure that the States
Parties implement their obligations under the BTWC by
means of national legislation and administrative measures
and establish functioning relationships between all national
stakeholders, including the national legislature and the
private sector;

13.11.2008

responsible for the implementation of this Joint Action. The
Commission shall be fully associated.

2.
The technical implementation of the activities referred to
in Article 1 shall be carried out by the United Nations Office for
Disarmament Affairs (hereinafter referred to as the UNODA) in
Geneva. It shall perform its task under the control of the
SG/HR, assisting the Presidency. For this purpose, the SG/HR
shall enter into the necessary arrangements with the UNODA.

3.
The Presidency, the SG/HR and the Commission shall keep
each other regularly informed concerning the implementation
of this Joint Action, in accordance with their respective compe
tences.

Article 3
1.
The financial reference amount for the implementation of
the measures referred to in Article 1(2) shall be EUR 1 400 000
to be funded from the general budget of the European Commu
nities.

2.
The expenditure financed by the amount set out in
paragraph 1 shall be managed in accordance with the
procedures and rules applicable to the general budget of the
European Communities.

(c) facilitating the regular submission of CBM declarations by
the States Parties, by preparing explanatory materials
relating to the CBM process and by improving the
technical aspects of the electronic submission of existing
CBM declarations as well as by improving the security
and maintenance of a restricted website, by facilitating the
establishment of national points of contact and the
submission of the first CBM declarations and by organising
a conference of CBM points of contact in connection with
BTWC meetings in 2008 and 2009;

3.
The Commission shall supervise the proper management
of the expenditure referred to in paragraph 2, which shall take
the form of a grant. For this purpose, the Commission shall
conclude a financing agreement with the UNODA. The
financing agreement shall provide that the UNODA is to
ensure the visibility of the EU contribution, appropriate to its
size.

(d) promoting a focused discussion at the regional level among
representatives of the government, universities, research
institutes and industry on BTWC inter-sessional topics, in
particular the oversight of science and education.

4.
The Commission shall endeavour to conclude the
financing agreement referred to in paragraph 3 within three
months after the entry into force of this Joint Action. It shall
inform the Council of any difficulties in that process and of the
date of conclusion of the financing agreement.

A detailed description of the projects referred to above is set out
in the Annex.

Article 4

Article 2
1.
The Presidency, assisted by the Secretary General of the
Council/High Representative for the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (hereinafter referred to as the SG/HR), shall be

The Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR, shall report to the
Council on the implementation of this Joint Action on the
basis of regular reports prepared by the UNODA. These
reports shall form the basis for the evaluation carried out by
the Council. The Commission shall be fully associated. It shall
report on the financial aspects of the implementation of this
Joint Action.
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Article 5
This Joint Action shall enter into force on the day of its adoption.
It shall expire 24 months after the date of conclusion of the financing agreement referred to in Article 3(3),
or six months after the date of its adoption if no financing agreement has been concluded within that
period.
Article 6
This Joint Action shall be published in the Official Journal of the European Union.

Done at Brussels, 10 November 2008.
For the Council
The President
B. KOUCHNER
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ANNEX
1.

General Framework
Building on the successful implementation of Joint Action 2006/184/CFSP, this Joint Action serves as an operational
policy tool for carrying forward the objectives of Common Position 2006/242/CFSP and focuses in particular on
those aspects on which a general consensus was reached at the Sixth Review Conference, as reflected in its Final
Document.
This Joint Action will be guided by the following principles:
(a) making best use of the experience gained through Joint Action 2006/184/CFSP;
(b) reflecting on specific needs expressed by the States Parties as well as States not parties to the BTWC with respect
to better implementation and universalisation of the BTWC;
(c) encouraging local and regional ownership of the projects in order to ensure their long-term sustainability and to
build a partnership between the EU and third parties in the framework of the BTWC;
(d) focusing on those activities that bring concrete results and/or contribute to an early framing of common
understanding relevant for the 2011 BTWC review process;
(e) supporting the Chair of the States Parties’ meetings and making best use of the mandate of the Implementing
Support Unit (hereinafter referred to as the ISU) as agreed at the Sixth Review Conference.

2.

Objective
The overall objective of this Joint Action is to support the universalisation of the BTWC, to enhance the implemen
tation of the BTWC, including the submission of CBM declarations, and to support the best use of the Inter-Sessional
Process 2007-2010 for the preparation of the next Review Conference.
The EU will, in its assistance to the BTWC, take fully into account the decisions and the recommendations adopted
by the States Parties at the Sixth Review Conference held in Geneva on 20 November-8 December 2006.

3.

Projects

3.1. Project 1: Promotion of the universalisation of the BTWC
Project purpose
To increase adherence to the BTWC and awareness of the States Parties’ obligations under the BTWC either through
country-focused assistance activities or through structured sub-regional initiatives, building on the experience and
contacts resulting from Joint Action 2006/184/CFSP.
This project will animate the decisions made by the States Parties at the Sixth Review Conference concerning the
types of universalisation activities, the exchange of information and the reporting on universalisation efforts, and the
support for the Chair of States Parties’ meetings in his role of coordinator for universalisation activities.
Project results
(a) Increased adherence to the BTWC in all geographical regions;
(b) Enhanced understanding of the BTWC among the relevant national authorities and/or strengthened sub-regional
networking concerning the BTWC in order to promote accession to the BTWC;
(c) Promotion of voluntary implementation of the BTWC by States prior to their accession thereto.
Project description
In 2006 and 2007 the EU carried out regional outreach to almost all those States which are not parties to the
BTWC with the intention of encouraging the ratification of or accession to the BTWC. Seven States have subse
quently adhered to the BTWC. As a next step, this project provides for an outreach to up to seven States not parties
to the BTWC, either in the form of targeted country assistance or sub-regional workshops, in order to achieve the
objectives and results of this project.
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Project implementation
The Chair of the States Parties’ meetings, assisted by the ISU, will be asked to inform those States which are not
parties to the BTWC of the EU assistance available for the promotion of universalisation, which can take the
following forms:

(a) Country-specific or sub-regional (maximum of five countries) legal assistance related to the ratification of or
accession to the BTWC. If, in a country applying for assistance, the accession to or ratification of the BTWC
requires the adoption of legislative or administrative measures relating to its implementation, the legal assistance
may also cover those measures;

(b) Country-specific or sub-regional (maximum of five countries) assistance to raise awareness of and support for the
BTWC among political and opinion leaders and to encourage those States which are not parties to the BTWC to
take the measures necessary for the implementation of the BTWC, such as setting up of points of contact,
networking among key national stakeholders, and provision of training;

(c) Country-specific financial assistance allowing the participation of relevant national stakeholders, in particular the
authorities responsible for the ratification of the BTWC, in the BTWC process (e.g. participation as observers at
the experts’ and/or States Parties’ meetings). This type of assistance shall be provided for on a case-by-case basis
and only when it can make a realistic difference for the prospects of a State acceding to the BTWC;

(d) Financial grants for training and awareness-raising visits of relevant national stakeholders to the authorities of EU
Member States responsible for the implementation of the BTWC.

This project will enable partnerships between the EU Member States and beneficiary countries to ensure continuity of
the EU’s universalisation efforts and to offer a permanent point of reference for the beneficiary countries throughout
the process of ratification of or accession to the BTWC. The participating EU Member States may volunteer to
accompany, either individually or in groups, the selected beneficiaries throughout the ratification or accession
process.

3.2. Project 2: Assistance to States Parties for the national implementation of the BTWC
Project purpose
To ensure that the States Parties implement their obligations under the BTWC by means of national legislation and
administrative measures and enforce them effectively, taking into account the final document of the Sixth Review
Conference, the common understanding reached at the relevant meetings of the States Parties and the synthesis
drawn from the discussions at the experts’ and States Parties’ meeting.

Project results
(a) Adoption of appropriate legislative or administrative measures, including criminal law provisions, which
encompass the full scope of the prohibitions and preventive measures provided for in the BTWC;

(b) Effective implementation and enforcement to prevent violations of the BTWC and to impose sanctions in cases
of breaches;

(c) Better coordination and networking among all stakeholders involved in the BTWC process, including the private
sector, in order to promote effective implementation.

Project description
Based on positive experience of cooperation in the area of legislative assistance relating to the implementation of the
BTWC in Peru and Nigeria, the EU will continue to provide legal advice to a maximum of seven interested States
Parties.

The ISU will be asked to inform the States Parties of the EU assistance available for the implementation of the
BTWC, which can take the following forms:

(a) legal advice and assistance relating to the drafting of legislative and administrative measures relevant for the
implementation of any prohibitions and preventive measures provided for in the BTWC or agreed on by virtue
of a common understanding;
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(b) awareness-raising workshops relating to the national implementation of the BTWC and the enforcement of
national measures, which may target:
— the decision-making authorities and national legislatures in order to facilitate political consensus on this issue,
— the government stakeholders involved in the implementation of the BTWC in order to create networks and
designate points of contact/competent national authorities,
— the industry, universities and research institutes and non-governmental organisations to create public-private
partnerships.
A strong preference will be given to bilateral projects focused on legal drafting.
3.3. Project 3: Promotion of the submission of CBM declarations on a regular basis by States Parties to the BTWC
Project purpose
To promote and increase the submission of CBM declarations by the States Parties on a regular basis, by encouraging
and facilitating the preparation, compilation and transmission of the required data on an annual basis, including by
contributing to the improvement of the electronic submission of the CBM declarations and enhancing the security of
the website relating to the CBMs, and by providing assistance particularly for the points of contact.
Project results
(a) Appointment of national points of contact for the submission of CBM declarations;
(b) Creation or enhancement of national mechanisms for the preparation and compilation of information requested
in the CBM declarations;
(c) Regular submission of the CBM declarations to the ISU by national points of contact;
(d) Improvement of the technical aspects of the electronic submission of CBM declarations and of the security and
maintenance of the website for the CBMs.
Project description
The Sixth Review Conference recognised an urgent need for increasing the number of States Parties participating in
the CBMs. In that regard, it also recognised the technical difficulties experienced by some States Parties in submitting
complete and timely declarations. In order to increase participation of States Parties in the CBM process, the EU will
offer assistance to States Parties through three types of activities:
(a) Preparation of comprehensive documentation covering the methodology of national preparation and compilation
of CBM data, including a brochure and a schedule for the submission of CBM declarations, to provide examples
of good practices while recognising differences in the national procedures. The documentation will also provide
descriptions of tools and information made available on this subject by the ISU and will take into account
similar initiatives of other institutions and States Parties. The brochure will be reproduced in all the official
languages of the UN.
Overall coordination of the preparation of the brochure will be carried out by the UNODA. A meeting of EU
experts involved in the drafting of the brochure may be convened to discuss and finalise it. The brochure will be
distributed to the States Parties.
(b) Provision of support for the creation and functioning of national points of contact in charge of preparing the
submission of CBM declarations, including in-country assistance to a maximum of seven States Parties in the
preparation of the first CBM declarations. Those States with a significant level of bio-research or with high
incidents of endemic diseases will be considered a priority.
The ISU will be asked to inform the States Parties of the assistance made available by the EU in the area of
CBMs.
(c) Organisation of two workshops involving existing and newly designated CBM points of contact in connection
with the experts’ or States Parties’ meetings, in order to share experience gained from the CBM process and from
the collection of data, and to encourage all States Parties to designate a point of contact.
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The invitations to the workshops will specify that the workshops are part of an EU initiative. The ISU will inform
the States Parties that for each conference, if necessary, the EU can cover the expenses of a maximum of ten
participants from the non-EU States Parties which have recently made the decision to appoint a point of contact.
Those States with a significant level of bio-research or with high incidents of endemic diseases will be considered
a priority for possible funding on a case-by-case basis.

(d) Financial contribution to the UNODA to facilitate the further improvement and maintenance of the existing
secure CBM website and to improve the technical aspects of the electronic submission of existing CBM
declarations, in accordance with the decision of the States Parties at the Sixth Review Conference.

3.4. Project 4: Support for the BTWC Inter-Sessional Process
Project purpose
To support the BTWC Inter-Sessional Process, and in particular the discussion on the 2008 and 2009 inter-sessional
topics, within and outside the EU, with a view to promoting the adoption of concrete measures.

Project results
(a) Launching the discussion between the private and public sectors in the EU on the security challenges associated
with the progress in bio-sciences and bio-technology research and on the appropriate measures to be adopted at
the national, regional or global level to address those challenges, and in particular concerning the oversight of
science, education, awareness-raising and the development of codes of conduct for the bio-sciences and biotechnology industry, as well as encouraging a discussion on the enhancement of international cooperation and
assistance in the area of disease surveillance, detection, diagnostics with a view to identifying concrete assistance
needs;

(b) Submitting a report to the inter-sessional meetings on the findings and recommendations generated by the
discussions in the EU context;

(c) Facilitating the discussion on the inter-sessional topics in different regions of the world, especially in those not
represented adequately at the inter-sessional meetings.

Project description
This project provides for two workshops at the EU level, bringing together representatives of the government,
industry, universities and research institutes and non-governmental organisations, to allow an exchange of experience
and a reflection on the 2008 and 2009 inter-sessional topics. The workshops will ideally take place before the
experts’ or States Parties’ meetings. A report on the workshops will be submitted to the States Parties.

In order to promote reflection on these issues globally, funds will be made available for two types of activities:

(a) Participation of a maximum of seven non-EU representatives in each EU regional workshop, in particular from
the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM);

(b) Organisation of a maximum of four national workshops to discuss the 2008 and 2009 inter-sessional topics in
different regions of the world. It is expected that non-EU States Parties which participated in the EU regional
workshops may wish to organise similar national workshops in their respective countries and ask for EU
assistance for that purpose.

4.

Procedural aspects, coordination and the Steering Committee
In principle, applications by third states for any assistance and cooperation under this Joint Action must be
addressed to the SG/HR, assisting the Presidency, and to the UNODA. The UNODA will review and assess those
applications, as appropriate, and submit recommendations to the Steering Committee. The Steering Committee will
examine the applications for assistance as well as the action plans and their implementation. The Steering Committee
will present a final list of beneficiary countries, which will thereafter be endorsed by the Presidency, assisted by the
SG/HR, in consultation with the competent working party of the Council.

The Steering Committee will be composed of a representative of the Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR, as well as of
the incoming Presidency, and of the UNODA. The Commission will be fully associated. The Steering Committee will
review the implementation of the Joint Action regularly, at least once every 6 months, including by the use of
electronic means of communication.
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To ensure strong ownership and sustainability of EU-initiated activities by the beneficiary countries, it is envisaged
that whenever possible and appropriate, the selected beneficiaries will be asked to prepare action plans which will
specify, among others, a schedule for carrying out funded activities (including through national resources), details on
the scope and duration of the project, main stakeholders. The UNODA or the Member States, as appropriate, shall be
associated with the preparation of the action plans. The implementation of the projects shall be carried out in
accordance with the action plans.
5.

Reporting and assessment
The UNODA will submit to the Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR, regular bi-monthly progress reports on the
implementation of the projects. The report will be transmitted to the relevant working party of the Council for an
assessment of progress and for an overall evaluation of the projects as well as for a possible follow-up.
Whenever possible, the States Parties will be informed of the implementation of this Joint Action.

6.

Information and Collaboration Management System (ICMS)
The ICMS, which was developed under Joint Action 2006/184/CFSP, will be maintained and used for the purpose of
exchange of information, drafting and other communication among EU experts, the UNODA and third countries, as
appropriate, as well as for the preparation of relevant assistance visits.

7.

Participation of EU experts
Active involvement of EU experts is necessary for the successful implementation of this Joint Action. Their costs
relating to the implementation of the projects will be covered by this Joint Action. The UNODA will be encouraged
to make use of the existing list of EU legal experts and to develop similar tools for the CBMs and other aspects of
implementation as appropriate.
It is expected that in connection with envisaged assistance visits (e.g. legal assistance, CBM assistance), the involve
ment of a group of a maximum of three experts for a maximum duration of five days will be considered a standard
practice.

8.

Duration
The total estimated duration of the implementation of this Joint Action is 24 months.

9.

Beneficiaries
The beneficiaries of universalisation activities are States which are not parties to the BTWC (both signatory States
and non-signatory States).
The beneficiaries of implementation and CBM-related activities are the States Parties.
The beneficiaries of the activities relating to the Inter-Sessional Process are the government representatives of
Member States and other States Parties as well as representatives of the private sector, universities and research
institutes and non-governmental organisations.

10. Third-party representatives
In order to promote regional ownership and sustainability of the projects, the participation of non-EU experts,
including those from regional and other relevant international organisations, may be funded by this Joint Action.
The participation of the Chairperson of States Parties’ meetings as well as of the ISU staff may be funded on a caseby-case basis.
11. Implementing entity
Technical implementation of this Joint Action will be entrusted to the UNODA in Geneva which will perform its
task under the control of the SG/HR assisting the Presidency.
In carrying out its activities, the UNODA will cooperate with the Presidency, assisted by the SG/HR, and the Member
States and other States Parties and international organisations as appropriate.
12. Implementing entity — Staff issues
Given the extra-budgetary character of the activities envisaged to be assigned to the UNODA in this Joint Action,
additional staff will be needed to implement the planned projects.
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COUNCIL DECISION 2011/429/CFSP
of 18 July 2011
relating to the position of the European Union for the Seventh Review Conference of the States
Parties to the Convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons and on their destruction (BTWC)
alia, new scientific and technological developments
relevant to the BTWC, as well as progress made by the
States Parties to the BTWC (hereinafter the ‘States Parties’)
in the implementation of the obligations under the
BTWC and in the implementation of the decisions and
recommendations agreed upon at the Sixth Review
Conference.

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,

Having regard to the Treaty on European Union, and in
particular Article 29 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

On 12 December 2003, the European Council adopted
the EU Strategy against proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction which aims, inter alia, at reinforcing the
Convention on the prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of bacteriological (biological)
and toxin weapons and on their destruction (BTWC),
continuing the discussion on the verification of the
BTWC, supporting universalisation and national imple
mentation of the BTWC, including through the means
of criminal legislation, and strengthening compliance
with it.

On 28 April 2004, the United Nations Security Council
unanimously adopted Resolution 1540 (2004),
describing the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their means of delivery as a threat to
international peace and security. On 27 April 2006,
the UN Security Council unanimously adopted
Resolution 1673 (2006) in order to intensify the
efforts to promote the full implementation of Resolution
1540 (2004). Implementation of the provisions of these
Resolutions contributes to the implementation of the
BTWC.

On 26 August 1988, the UN Security Council adopted
Resolution 620 (1988) which, inter alia, encourages the
Secretary-General to carry out promptly investigations in
response to allegations concerning the use of chemical
and bacteriological (biological) or toxin weapons that
constitute a violation of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. On
8 September 2006, the General Assembly adopted the
United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy,
annexed to Resolution 60/288, under which Member
States encourage the Secretary-General to update the
roster of experts and laboratories, as well as the
technical guidelines and procedures, available to the
Secretary-General for the timely and efficient investi
gation of allegations.

The Sixth Review Conference of the States Parties to the
BTWC decided that the Seventh Review Conference is to
be held in Geneva not later than 2011 and should review
the operation of the BTWC, taking into account, inter

(5)

On 27 February 2006, the Council adopted Joint Action
2006/184/CFSP (1) and on 10 November 2008, the
Council adopted Joint Action 2008/858/CFSP (2). Both
joint actions promote universality of the BTWC and
support its implementation by the States Parties.
Moreover, Joint Action 2008/858/CFSP promotes the
submission of confidence building measures (CBM)
declarations by the States Parties, and provides support
for the BTWC intersessional process.

(6)

In parallel to Joint Action 2006/184/CFSP, the European
Union agreed an EU Action Plan on biological and toxin
weapons, complementary to the EU Joint Action in
support of the BTWC (3) in respect of the BTWC in
which Member States undertook to submit CBM declar
ations to the UN in April every year and lists of relevant
experts and laboratories to the UN Secretary-General to
facilitate any investigation of alleged use of (chemical)
biological and toxin weapons.

(7)

In the light of the forthcoming BTWC Seventh Review
Conference from 5 to 22 December 2011, it is appro
priate to update the position of the European Union,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1
The objectives of the Union at the Seventh Review Conference
of the States Parties to the Convention on the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of bacteriological
(biological) and toxin weapons convention and on their
destruction (BTWC) shall be to review the operations of the
BTWC and explore options to strengthen it further.

To attain these objectives, the Union shall put forward concrete
proposals to the Seventh Review Conference due to take place
from 5 to 22 December 2011.
(1) OJ L 65, 7.3.2006, p. 51.
(2) OJ L 302, 13.11.2008, p. 29.
(3) OJ C 57, 9.3.2006, p. 1.
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Article 2
At the Seventh Review Conference, the Union shall work, in
particular, to ensure that the States Parties to the BTWC (here
inafter the ‘States Parties’) address the following priorities:
(a) building confidence in compliance with the BTWC;
(b) supporting its national implementation; and
(c) promoting its universality.

Article 3
For the purposes of the objectives laid down in Article 1 and
the priorities laid down in Article 2, the Union shall:

(a) contribute to a full review of the operation of the BTWC at
the Seventh Review Conference, including the implemen
tation of undertakings made by the States Parties under
the BTWC;

(b) support a further substantive intersessional process during
the period between the Seventh and Eighth Review
Conferences and identify specific areas and enhanced
arrangements for further progress under this process;

(c) support the Eighth Review Conference, to be held no later
than 2016;

(d) build consensus for the successful outcome of the Seventh
Review Conference, on the basis of the framework estab
lished by the previous conferences, and promote, inter alia,
the following key issues:

(i) working towards identifying and strengthening
effective mechanisms to build confidence in
compliance within the BTWC;

(ii) States Parties should be able to demonstrate
compliance by means of information exchange and
enhanced transparency about their capabilities and
actions for implementation and intentions towards
compliance. This can be achieved by means of declar
ations, consultations and on-site activities, representing
increasing levels of transparency and scrutiny, but also
by information exchange and review during the inter
sessional process. While recognising that there is
currently no consensus on verification, which
remains a central element of a complete and
effective disarmament and non proliferation regime,
the Union is willing to work towards identifying
options that could achieve similar goals;
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(iii) effective implementation and full compliance with all
obligations under the BTWC by all States Parties;
supporting and strengthening, where necessary,
national implementation measures, including criminal
legislation, and control over pathogenic microorganisms and toxins in the framework of the
BTWC, inter alia, by increasing the capacity of the
Implementation Support Unit of the UN Office for
Disarmament Affairs (ISU) to support national imple
mentation and taking it up as an intersessional topic.
Further action could be considered and decisions taken
on ways and means to enhance national implemen
tation. The Union will encourage discussions on
possible options in this regard, especially in the area
of national legislation, coordination among national
stakeholders and regional and sub-regional coop
eration; and implementation of appropriate biosafety
and biosecurity management standards for life science
institutions;

(iv) universal adherence of all States to the BTWC,
including calling on all States not party to the
BTWC to adhere to it without further delay and to
commit legally to the disarmament and non-prolif
eration of biological and toxin weapons; and,
pending adherence of those States to the BTWC,
encouraging them to participate as observers in the
meetings of the States Parties and to implement, on
a voluntary basis, the provisions of the BTWC.
Working towards the ban on biological and toxin
weapons being declared a universally binding Rule of
International Law, including through universalisation
of the BTWC; and therefore recommending the
adoption of an action plan on universalisation, coor
dinated by the ISU, and evaluated during dedicated
sessions during the intersessional process;

(v) efforts to enhance transparency and build confidence
in compliance include the confidence building
measures (CBM) mechanism. The Union is willing to
work on the enhancement of this mechanism by iden
tifying measures to increase the participation, quality
and comprehensiveness of the CBM mechanism;

(vi) enhancing transparency about cooperation and
assistance related to Article X of the BTWC and
taking into account the work and the expertise of
other international organisations. The Union will
continue to support the concrete implementation of
Article X of the BTWC through its various assistance
programmes and is willing to continue the elaboration
of common understandings, which forms the basis for
effective action with regard to cooperation for peaceful
purposes in the framework of the BTWC. Further
action could be considered and decisions taken on
the enhancement of international cooperation,
assistance and exchange in biological sciences and
technology for peaceful purposes, and on promoting
capacity building in the fields of disease surveillance,
detection, diagnosis, and containment of infectious
diseases;

BWC 2011 Briefing Book -- Page 508 of 608

L 188/44

EN

Official Journal of the European Union

(vii) strengthening the UN Secretary-General’s mechanism
for investigation of alleged use of biological and
toxin weapons. Further action could be considered
and decisions taken on the provision of assistance
and coordination in the context of Article VII of the
BTWC with relevant organisations upon request by
any State Party in the case of alleged use of biological
and toxin weapons, including improving national
capabilities for disease surveillance, detection and
diagnosis and public health systems. Work done
separately on strengthening the UN SecretaryGeneral’s mechanism for investigation of alleged use
of biological and toxin weapons can further help
indirectly strengthen Articles VI and VII of the BTWC;
(viii) supporting a process of more frequent assessments of
relevant scientific and technological developments,
which may have implications for the BTWC, such as
the increasing convergence of chemistry and biology
and in the rapidly developing fields of synthetic
biology and nanotechnology;
(ix) compliance with the obligations under UN Security
Council Resolutions 1540 (2004) and 1673 (2006),
in particular to eliminate the risk of biological and
toxin weapons being acquired or used for terrorist
purposes, including possible terrorist access to
materials, equipment, and knowledge that could be
used in the development and production of biological
and toxin weapons;
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ambiguities. The detailed and concrete proposals for
the modification of the CBM are based on the
reports of the Geneva Forum Workshop,
— supporting the compilation of the information
provided in the CBM forms. To that end, the
Union would support the ISU playing a greater
role in supporting the national points of contact
and the national authorities responsible for
ensuring compliance. This support could include
elements such as setting up a reference library, a
‘helpdesk’-function, providing the CBM forms in
several languages, introducing an electronic
format, and giving regional seminars for national
points of contact,
— introducing incentives for CBM submission, such as
integrating details about Article X of the BTWC
related information into the CBM mechanism
(using the current form D or creating a new form);
(iii) increasing relevance and comprehensiveness of CBM
forms by:
— referring to all relevant Articles of the BTWC, taking
into careful account the need to achieve an appro
priate balance between providing useful information
and the effort required to obtain it. This is to avoid
increasing complexity and workload, which could
potentially deter participation,

(x) the G8 Global Partnership programmes targeted at
support for disarmament, control and security of
sensitive materials, facilities, and expertise;

— modifying the CBM via a possible two-step
approach, the modifications that would need
further examination being left to a new interses
sional process;

(xi) consideration of, and decisions on further action on
the basis of the work undertaken pursuant to the
intersessional process during the period from 2007
to 2010 and the efforts to discuss, and promote
common understanding and effective action on the
adoption of necessary national measures to
implement the prohibition set out in the BTWC.

(b) measures related to the UN Secretary-General’s mechanism
for investigation of alleged use of biological and toxin
weapons; reaffirming the need for the States Parties to
ensure the effectiveness of the provisions of that
mechanism and to take practical steps to this end, such as
providing support for training programmes, and developing
an analytical laboratory system.

Article 4

Article 5

In order to strengthen compliance with the BTWC, the Union
shall promote:

In addition to the objectives laid down in Article 1 and the
priorities laid down in Article 2, the Union shall support the
strengthening of the role of the ISU. In particular, the Union
shall support:

(a) measures related to CBM declarations:
(i) examining annual CBM declarations as the regular
national declaration tool on implementation and
compliance and developing them further with this
objective in mind;
(ii) increasing the quality of CBM declarations by:
— reducing to the largest extent possible the
complexity of CBM forms and removing potential

(a) the prolongation of the ISU’s mandate for another five
years;
(b) the following activities being included in the mandate of the
ISU:
(i) establishing a communication and information platform
on policy, scientific and other activities relevant to the
BTWC (setting up a ‘reference library’/electronic
database for building awareness with States Parties,
academia and industry);
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(ii) liaising and sharing information with other relevant
international organisations;

(iii) further strengthening the national implementation of
the BTWC by facilitating the exchange of information
and advice on national implementation;

(iv) further supporting the CBM system by participating to a
review process of the CBM declarations. Based on
information supplied by means of revised CBMs, the
ISU could be mandated to compile Article X of the
BTWC related information into an online database;

(v) developing a system to review scientific and tech
nological developments and their impact on the BTWC;

(vi) developing an action plan on universalisation;

(c) an adequate expansion of the current ISU staff in order to
enable the ISU to carry out the activities referred to in
point (b).
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to have a science and technology item included on the
agenda of Meetings of States Parties, to have a dedicated
experts meeting for science and technology, to set up an
advisory panel or to set up an open-ended science and
technology forum);

(c) support the development of national regulatory frameworks,
in particular on biosafety and biosecurity. The adoption of
appropriate management standards for biosafety and biose
curity for laboratories and industry, although they are not in
any way a substitute for a compliance regime, can help
States Parties in the long term with the implementation of
the obligations set out in the BTWC. They could also prove
to be a useful tool, along with other measures, to contribute
to a future enhanced compliance regime. Discussion on this
development, i.e. with the relevant industry, could be part of
a new intersessional process;

(d) support the reinforcement of the decisional character of the
intersessional process by exploring a range of options such
as making the final report of the States Parties’ Meetings
binding, agreeing on road maps, considering the possibility
of working groups on specific issues, action plans or
recommendations.

Article 7

Article 6
In order to support the review and strengthening of the inter
sessional process, the Union shall in particular:

(a) support the following topics for a new intersessional
process either as intersessional topics or through dedicated
working groups:

(i) national implementation;

(ii) universalisation;

In order to support universality, the Union shall:

(a) support the adoption of an action plan on universalisation,
managed by the ISU, setting out concrete steps and
activities. The action plan might include activities such as
outreach events, joint demarches, the translation of relevant
documents, incentives such as information exchange on
assistance offers, and assistance visits to complete the first
CBM submissions. This action plan would be evaluated and,
if necessary, modified at each States Parties’ Meeting;

(b) support the organisation of dedicated sessions or working
group meetings on universalisation during the intersessional
process in order to coordinate outreach activities between
various actors and plan regional initiatives.

(iii) further post-RevCon work on CBM;

(iv) assistance and cooperation under Articles VII and X of
the BTWC, including identification of requirements for
assistance in the development and adoption of appro
priate regulatory frameworks (focusing on biosafety and
biosecurity in the first instance);

(v) developments in science and technology;

(b) support a process of more frequent assessments of relevant
scientific and technological developments. The ISU could
play a role via its renewed mandate. In addition to a
detailed discussion in the intersessional process, States
Parties could decide on alternative ways to discuss science
and technology issues (i.e. to create a new working group,

Article 8
The Union shall support the review of the implementation of
Article X of the BTWC at the Seventh Review Conference. This
review shall aim at:

(a) exploring how to integrate information related to assistance
in the CBM, by revising Form D or creating a new form, in
order to allow States Parties to exchange information about
activities concerning cooperation and assistance;

(b) mandating the ISU to compile Article X of the BTWC
related information into an online database, which could
be on the restricted area of the website.
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Article 9
Action taken by the Union for the purposes referred to in
Articles 1 to 8, shall comprise:

(a) on the basis of the position set out in Articles 1 to 8,
proposals by the Union of specific, practical and feasible
arrangements for the effective enhancement of the imple
mentation of the BTWC for consideration by the States
Parties at the Seventh Review Conference;

19.7.2011

(c) statements delivered by the High Representative of the
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy or the
Union Delegation to the UN in the run up to and during
the Seventh Review Conference.
Article 10
This Decision shall enter into force on the date of its adoption.
Done at Brussels, 18 July 2011.

(b) démarches by the High Representative of the Union for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy or the Union delegations;
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For the Council
The President
C. ASHTON
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The Declaration of Mendoza

September 5, 1991
Mendoza, Argentina
September 5, 1991
The Government of the Federative Republic of Brazil, the Government of the Republic of Argentina, the Government of the Republic of Chile,
Convinced that total proscription of chemical and biological weapons will contribute to the strengthening of the security of all countries;
Determined to consolidate the region as an area of peace and cooperation, free from the scourge of these weapons of mass destruction;
Ratifying the respective unilateral declarations on non-possession of chemical weapons formulated by the three countries;
Agreeing with the need to prevent the dissemination of such weapons by means of a multilateral convention, being currently negotiated at the
Conference on Disarmament, prohibiting completely chemical arms and their production facilities, uging all countries tthat manufacture and
possess such weapons to be parties to the Convention;
Contributing to the confidence building measures agreed upon by the Party States of the 1972 Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production, and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, which will
hold its third Review Conference in Geneva from September 9 to 27;
Declare:
1. Their total commitment not to develop, produce or acquire in any way, stockpile or retain, transfer directly or indirectly, and not to use
chemical or biological arms;
2. Until the future Convention on chemical arms enters into force, their commitment to study and analyze jointly all the necessary
mechanisms for assuring the fulfillment of the agreement;
3. Until the Convention enters into force in accordance with international law, their intention of establishing in their respective countries
appropriate inspection mechanisms for the substances defined as precursors of chemical warfare agents;
4. Their desire to cooperate closely to facilitate conclusion of a multilateral convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons and of
subscribing simultaneously as original parties;
5. Their right to use all peaceful applications of chemistry and biology for economic and technological development and for the well being of
their people;
6. Their conviction that the application of the Convention will create between the States Parties a sign of mutual trust that will allow
substantial improvement of international cooperation in the exchange, among others, of chemical substances, related equipment and
technology;
7. Their purpose of contributing decidedly to the success of the Third Review Conference of the Convention on the Prohibition of Biological
Weapons and their readiness to examine ways of strengthening their verification mechanisms;
8. Their hope that other countries in the region will join this agreement.
Signed in the City of Mendoza, on 5 September 1991, in two originals, in Portuguese and Spanish, both texts being equally authentic.
Francisco Rezek
for the Government of the
Federative Republic of Brazil

Guido de Tella
for the Government of the
Republic of Argentina
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Enrique Silva Cimma
for the Government of the
Republic of Chile

BWC 2011 Briefing Book -- Page 514 of 608

BWC 2011 Briefing Book -- Page 515 of 608

BWC 2011 Briefing Book -- Page 516 of 608

BWC 2011 Briefing Book -- Page 517 of 608

BWC 2011 Briefing Book -- Page 518 of 608

NAM2009/FD/Doc.1
Original:English

XV SUMMIT OF HEADS OF STATE AND
GOVERNMENT OF THE NON-ALIGNED
MOVEMENT
Sharm el Sheikh, Egypt
11th to 16th of July 2009

FINAL DOCUMENT

16 July 2009
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transparent consultations and negotiations, focusing on its technical, legal, political and
economical implications, before any decision is taken about this complex and sensitive matter.
The Heads of State and Government emphasized that decisions should be made by
consensus, with the participation of all IAEA member States, and any proposal from IAEA
must be consistent with its Statute, without any prejudice to the inalienable right of its
member States to research, develop and use for peaceful purposes of nuclear sciences, in all
its aspects.
135
The Heads of State and Government emphasizing the importance of the positive role
played by the Non-Aligned Members in the IAEA, stressed the necessity that all members of
the IAEA strictly observe its Statute. They stressed that any undue pressure or interference in
the Agency’s activities, especially its verification process, which could jeopardize the efficiency
and credibility of the Agency, should be avoided. They recognised that the IAEA is the sole
competent authority for verification of compliance with the obligations under the respective
safeguard agreements of the Member States. They also reaffirmed that a clear distinction has
to be made between the legal obligations of Member States under their respective safeguards
agreements and their voluntary undertakings, in order to ensure that such voluntary
undertakings are not turned into legal safeguards obligations.
136
The Heads of State and Government stressed that the discussion of the IAEA’s future
role until 2020 and beyond is an issue of extraordinary importance for all IAEA member
States, in particular for NAM members. Therefore it should be conducted through a
transparent and careful deliberation process, with active participation of all IAEA member
States. Any decision in this regard should take into account the interests of all IAEA member
States in order to achieve consensus.
137
The Heads of State and Government reaffirmed the inviolability of peaceful nuclear
activities and that any attack or threat of attack against peaceful nuclear facilities –
operational or under construction- poses a great danger to human beings and the
environment, and constitutes a grave violation of international law, principles and purposes of
the UN Charter and regulations of the IAEA. They recognised the need for a comprehensive
multilaterally negotiated instrument prohibiting attacks or threat of attacks on nuclear
facilities devoted to peaceful uses of nuclear energy.
138
The Heads of State and Government affirmed the need to strengthen the Radiological
Safety and Protection Systems at facilities utilising radioactive materials as well as at
radioactive waste management facilities, including the safe transportation of these materials.
They reaffirmed the need to strengthen existing international regulations relating to safety and
security of transportation of such materials. While reiterating the need to take appropriate
measures to prevent any dumping of nuclear or radioactive wastes, they called for effective
implementation of the Code of Practice on the International Transboundary Movement of
Radioactive Waste of the IAEA as a means of enhancing the protection of all States from the
dumping of radioactive wastes on their territories.
139
The Heads of State and Government stressed that the issue of proliferation should be
resolved through political and diplomatic means, and that measures and initiatives taken in
this regard should be within the framework of international law; relevant conventions; the UN
Charter, and should contribute to the promotion of international peace, security and stability.
140
The Heads of State and Government of the States Parties to the Biological and Toxin
Weapons Convention (BTWC) reaffirmed that the possibility of any use of bacteriological
(biological) agents and toxins as weapons should be completely excluded, and the conviction
that such use would be repugnant to the conscience of humankind. They recognised the
particular importance of strengthening the Convention through multilateral negotiations for a
legally binding Protocol and universal adherence to the Convention. They reiterated their call
to promote international cooperation for peaceful purposes, including scientific-technical
exchange. They underlined the importance to maintain close coordination among the NAM
States Parties to the Convention and highlighted that the Convention on Biological and Toxin
Weapons forms a whole and that, although it is possible to consider certain aspects
separately, it is critical to deal with all of the issues interrelated to this Convention in a
balanced and comprehensive manner.
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141
The Heads of State and Government of the States Parties to the Biological and Toxin
Weapons Convention stressed the importance of the active participation by NAM States
Parties to the BTWC in this year’s Experts and Annual Meeting in the framework of the
Convention, in August and December 2009, respectively, on enhancing international
cooperation, assistance and exchange in biological sciences and technology for peaceful
purposes, promoting capacity building in the fields of disease surveillance, detection,
diagnosis, and containment of infectious diseases, which are items of utmost interest not only
to the NAM States Parties to the BTWC but also to all developing countries. They further
encouraged the BTWC States Parties to provide information, as set forth in paragraph 54 of
the Final Document of the Sixth BTWC Review Conference, on how Article X of the BTWC on
the issue of international assistance and cooperation is being implemented.
142
The Heads of State and Government of the States Parties to the Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC) invited all States that have not yet signed or ratified the Convention to do
so as soon as possible with a view to its universality. They reaffirmed that the effective
contribution of the Convention to international and regional peace and security can be
enhanced through its full implementation. The Heads of State and Government reaffirmed the
importance of international cooperation in the field of chemical activities for purposes not
prohibited under the Chemical Weapons Convention. They reiterated their call on the
developed countries to promote international cooperation for the benefit of States Parties
through the transfer of technology, material and equipment for peaceful purposes in the
chemical field and the removal of all and any discriminatory restrictions that are contrary to
the letter and spirit of the Convention. They recalled that the full, balanced, effective and nondiscriminatory implementation of all provisions of the Convention in particular economic and
technical development through international cooperation, is fundamental to the achievement
of its object and purpose. While expressing their serious concern that more than 57% of
chemical weapons still remain to be destroyed, they called upon States having declared
possession of chemical weapons to ensure full and complete compliance with the final
extended deadline (29th of April 2012) for the destruction of their chemical weapons, in order
to uphold the credibility and integrity of the Convention. They stressed that the obligation and
responsibility for the destruction of chemical weapons lies solely with the possessor States
Parties and that fulfilment of this obligation is fundamental to achieve the object and purpose
of the Convention. In this regard, they called on the relevant possessor States Parties to
intensify the rate of destruction of their chemical weapons stockpiles by taking every
necessary measure to meet their final extended deadlines for the destruction of their chemical
weapons in accordance with the provisions of the Convention.
143
The Heads of State and Government of the States Parties to the CWC reaffirmed that
the implementation of the Article X of the CWC on assistance and protection against chemical
weapons make a significant contribution to countering the threats of use of chemical
weapons. They stressed the importance of achieving and maintaining a high level of readiness
of the OPCW to provide timely and needed assistance and protection against use or threat of
use of chemical weapons, including assistance to the victims of chemical weapons.
144
The Heads of State and Government of the States Parties to the CWC, while paying due
respect to the chemical weapons victims and their families, declare their firm conviction that
international support to provide special care and assistance to all victims suffering the effects
of exposure to chemical weapons is an urgent humanitarian need and that the States Parties
to the Convention as well as the OPCW should pay urgent attention to meeting these needs
including through the possible establishment of an international support network.
145
The Heads of State and Government condemned the recent Israeli military aggression
against the Gaza Strip and the occupying power’s indiscriminate shelling and bombing of
Palestinian civilian areas, and expressed their grave concern over the reported use in civilian
areas of harmful and potentially fatal incendiary weapons, such as white phosphorous. In
this regard, they called for a thorough investigation of this serious matter by relevant bodies
under the appropriate international conventions and agreements.
146
The Heads of State and Government regretted unsubstantiated allegations of noncompliance with relevant instruments on weapons of mass destruction and called on States
Parties to such instruments that make such allegations to follow procedures set out in those
instruments and to provide necessary substantiation for their allegations. They called upon all
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States parties to the respective international instruments to implement fully and in a
transparent manner all their obligations under these instruments.
147
The Heads of State and Government expressed their satisfaction with the consensus
among States on measures to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction.
They welcomed the adoption by consensus of the General Assembly Resolution 63/60 entitled
“Measures to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction” and underlined
the need for this threat to humanity to be addressed within the UN framework and through
international co-operation. While stressing that the most effective way of preventing terrorists
from acquiring weapons of mass destruction is through the total elimination of such weapons,
they emphasized that progress was urgently needed in the area of disarmament and nonproliferation in order to help maintain international peace and security and to contribute to
global efforts against terrorism. They called upon all Member States to support international
efforts to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction and their means of
delivery. They also urged all Member States to take and strengthen national measures, as
appropriate, to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction, their means of
delivery and materials and technologies related to their manufacture.
148
While noting the adoption of resolution 1540 (2004), resolution 1673 (2006) and
resolution 1810 (2008) by the Security Council, the Heads of State and Government
underlined the need to ensure that any action by the Security Council does not undermine the
UN Charter and existing multilateral treaties on weapons of mass destruction and of
international Organisations established in this regard, as well as the role of the General
Assembly. They further cautioned against the continuing practice of the Security Council to
utilize its authority to define the legislative requirements for Member States in implementing
Security Council decisions. In this regard, the Heads of State and Government stressed the
importance of the issue of non-state actors acquiring weapons of mass destruction to be
addressed in an inclusive manner by the General Assembly, taking into account the views of all
Member States.
149
Mindful of the threat posed to humankind by the existing weapons of mass destruction
and underlining the need for the total elimination of such weapons, the Heads of State and
Government reaffirmed the need to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass
destruction and therefore supported the necessity of monitoring the situation and triggering
international action as required.
150
The Heads of State and Government reaffirmed the sovereign right of States to acquire,
manufacture, export, import and retain conventional arms for their self-defence and security
needs. They expressed their concern about unilateral coercive measures and emphasized that
no undue restriction should be placed on the transfer of such arms.
151
The Heads of State and Government recognised the significant imbalance in the
production, possession and trade in conventional weapons between the industrialized and the
Non-Aligned Countries, and called for a significant reduction in the production, possession
and trade of conventional weapons by the industrialized states with a view to enhancing
international and regional peace and security.
152
The Heads of State and Government remained deeply concerned over the illicit
transfer, manufacture and circulation of small arms and light weapons (SALW) and their
excessive accumulation and uncontrolled spread in many regions of the world. They
recognized the need to establish and maintain controls over private ownership of small arms.
They called on all States, in particular major producing States, to ensure that the supply of
small arms and light weapons is limited only to Governments or to entities duly authorized by
Governments and to implement legal restrictions and prohibitions preventing the illicit trade
of small arms and light weapons. They encouraged all initiatives by States to mobilize
resources and expertise as well as to provide assistance to strengthen the full implementation
of the UN Program of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in SALW in All
Its Aspects.
153
The Heads of State and Government emphasized the importance of a prompt and full
implementation of the Programme of Action, and in this regard, stressed that international
assistance and cooperation is an essential aspect in the full implementation of the Programme
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Meeting of Experts
Geneva, 24-28 August 2009
Item 5 of the provisional agenda
Consideration of, with a view to enhancing international
cooperation, assistance and exchange in biological
sciences and technology for peaceful purposes, promoting
capacity building in the fields of disease surveillance,
detection, diagnosis, and containment of infectious diseases

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A MECHANISM FOR THE FULL
IMPLEMENTATION OF ARTICLE X OF THE CONVENTION
Submitted by Cuba on behalf of the Group of the Non-aligned Movement
and Other States Parties

1.
The States Parties of the Non Aligned Movement and other States Parties recognize the
importance of the full implementation of Article X for the proper functioning of the Convention,
mainly by the significant role given to the international cooperation in this field. In this regard,
they reaffirm their proposal of Plan of Action for the implementation of Article X, which was
published in document BWC/CONF.VI/WP.39, dated 8 December 2006, of the Sixth Review
Conference of the States Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their
Destruction (BWC). Likewise, the States Parties of the Non-Aligned Movement and other States
Parties also recall the Working Paper BWC/CONF.VI/WP.29 on Article X of the Convention
and the proposals contained therein.
2.
The Convention was established with the main objective of the total elimination of
bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons but it has failed to ascertain the achievement of
this goal since its inception. This is an issue that will inevitably have to be revisited by the States
Parties. The years that have gone by since the entry into force of the Convention provide a broad
and useful experience from which to learn lessons, including the period elapsed since the Fifth
Review Conference, with the holding of expert and States Parties meetings on annual basis.
Nevertheless we hope that a decision can be adopted in the Seventh BWC Review Conference in
2011 recommending negotiations on a legally binding Protocol to comprehensively strengthen
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the implementation of the Convention including in the area of international cooperation for
peaceful purposes.
3.
The membership of the Convention is not homogenous in terms of the States Parties’
abilities. There are marked disparities that result from asymmetries in the development of the
States Parties. The Article X of the Convention is a fundamental tool to overcome this situation.
The Group of States Parties of the Non-Aligned Movement and other States Parties, representing
the developing countries in the Convention, has included the full implementation of Article X as
a priority.
4.
The States Parties of the Non-Aligned Movement and other States Parties call on the
developed countries to promote international cooperation for the benefit of States Parties through
transfer of technology, material and equipment for peaceful purposes in the biological field and
the removal of all restrictions that are contrary to the letter and spirit of the Convention.
5.
States Parties of the Non Aligned Movement and other States Parties attach due
importance to promoting South-South cooperation in the framework of the Convention.
6.
Given the increasing prevalence of some infectious diseases during last decade; the need
for capacity building for diagnosis, prevention, treatment and control of diseases in all States
Parties as well as the enhancement of all States Parties' capabilities to combat infectious
diseases; and the global environment imposing restrictions in this field which make difficult for
the developing countries to observe the national and international obligations; the States Parties
of the Non Aligned Movement and other States Parties call upon all States Parties to the
Convention to take actions to overcome these problems.
7.
The Convention lacks an appropriate mechanism that would allow States Parties to
facilitate the broadest possible transfer and exchange materials and scientific and technological
information regarding the use of bacteriological (biological) and toxin agents for peaceful
purposes, as well as exercise the right to participate in these exchanges. The States Parties of the
Non-Aligned Movement and other States Parties are ready to engage in open and participative
discussions with the rest of the States Parties to the Convention on the establishment of such a
mechanism.
8.
The States Parties of the NAM and other States Parties are convinced that a plan with
concrete actions for the full implementation of article X of the Convention would be possible if
the developed States Parties took necessary actions and shared with developing countries the
benefits accrued from their economic and technological developments in this field, based on the
use of bacteriological (biological) and toxic agents for peaceful purposes. In this context, the
States Parties of the Non-Aligned Movement and other States Parties recommend establishment
of a mechanism under the Convention open to participation of all States Parties, to perform the
following tasks:
(i)

Identify and address the needs in terms of equipment, materials and scientific and
technological information regarding the use of the bacteriological (biological) and
toxin agents for peaceful purposes;
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(ii)

Overcome the obstacles hampering the full implementation of Article X of the
Convention;

(iii) Mobilize the necessary resources, including financial resources, to facilitate the
widest possible exchange of equipment, material and scientific and technological
information regarding the use of bacteriological (biological) and toxin agents for
peaceful purposes, in particular from developed to developing States Parties;
(iv) Facilitate the development of human resources in developing States Parties in the
implementation of the Convention, taking into account the special situation faced
by them;
(v)

Coordinate cooperation with other relevant international and regional organizations
for the financial and technological support of activities for the use of bacteriological
(biological) and toxin agents for peaceful purposes;

(vi) Establish sponsorship programme in the BWC to support participation of
developing States Parties in the meetings and other activities of the Convention.
This sponsorship programme could also be utilized, depending upon the availability
of resources, to enhance participation of non States Parties in order to promote the
goal of universalization of the Convention.
9.
The States Parties of the NAM and other States Parties strongly believe that due to the
high importance of Article X as one of the main pillars of the BWC, the deliberation on this
Article should regularly be on the agenda of intersessional meetings.
10.
The States Parties of the Non-Aligned Movement and other States Parties would like to
seize this opportunity to encourage the States Parties to report on how Article X is being
implemented as set forth in paragraph 54 of the Final Document of the Sixth BWC Review
Conference.
________
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prejudice to the inalienable right of its member States to research, develop and use
for peaceful purposes of nuclear sciences, in all its aspects.
175. The Ministers emphasizing the importance of the positive role played by the
Non-Aligned Members in the IAEA, stressed the necessity that all members of the
IAEA strictly observe its Statute. They stressed that any undue pressure or
interference in the Agency’s activities, especially its verification process, which could
jeopardize the efficiency and credibility of the Agency, should be avoided. They
recognised that the IAEA is the sole competent authority for verification of
compliance with the obligations under the respective safeguard agreements of the
Member States. They also reaffirmed that a clear distinction has to be made between
the legal obligations of Member States under their respective safeguards agreements
and their voluntary undertakings, in order to ensure that such voluntary
undertakings are not turned into legal safeguards obligations.
176. The Ministers reaffirmed the inviolability of peaceful nuclear activities and that
any attack or threat of attack against peaceful nuclear facilities –operational or
under construction- poses a great danger to human beings and the environment,
and constitutes a grave violation of international law, principles and purposes of the
UN Charter and regulations of the IAEA. They recognised the urgent need for a
comprehensive multilaterally negotiated instrument prohibiting attacks or threat of
attacks on nuclear facilities devoted to peaceful uses of nuclear energy.
177. The Ministers affirmed the need to strengthen the Radiological Safety and
Protection Systems at facilities utilising radioactive materials as well as at
radioactive waste management facilities, including the safe transportation of these
materials. They reaffirmed the need to strengthen existing international regulations
relating to safety and security of transportation of such materials. The Ministers
noted efforts of the IAEA in this regard including convening an “International
Conference on the safe and secure transport of radioactive material: The next fifty
years- creating a safe, secure and sustainable framework” in Vienna from the 17th to
the 21st of October 2011. While reiterating the need to take appropriate measures to
prevent any dumping of nuclear or radioactive wastes, they called for effective
implementation of the Code of Practice on the International Transboundary
Movement of Radioactive Waste of the IAEA as a means of enhancing the protection
of all States from the dumping of radioactive wastes on their territories.
178. The Ministers stressed that the issue of proliferation should be resolved
through political and diplomatic means, and that measures and initiatives taken in
this regard should be within the framework of international law; relevant
conventions; the UN Charter, and should contribute to the promotion of
international peace, security and stability.
179. The Ministers of the NAM States Parties to the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention (BTWC) reaffirmed that the possibility of any use of bacteriological
(biological) agents and toxins as weapons should be completely excluded, and the
conviction that such use would be repugnant to the conscience of humankind. They
recognised the particular importance of strengthening the Convention through
multilateral negotiations for a legally binding Protocol and universal adherence to
the Convention. They reiterated their call to promote international cooperation for
peaceful purposes, including scientific-technical exchange, and to adopt concrete
actions in this regard such as those contained in the Plan of Action to implement
the Article X submitted by the NAM States Parties at the Sixth Review Conference,
and the additional NAM States Parties' proposal on a mechanism for the full
implementation of Article X of the Convention presented more recently. They
underlined the importance to maintain close coordination among the NAM States
Parties to the Convention and highlighted that the Convention on Biological and
Toxin Weapons forms a whole and that, although it is possible to consider certain
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aspects separately, it is critical to deal with all of the issues interrelated to this
Convention in a balanced and comprehensive manner.
180. The Ministers of the NAM States Parties to the BTWC stressed the importance
of the active participation by NAM States Parties to the BTWC in the Seventh BTWC
Review Conference, to be held at the end of 2011, to advance their positions on this
Convention, particularly those on Article X of the BTWC, especially by emphasizing
the need for enhancing international cooperation, assistance and exchange in
biological sciences and technology for peaceful purposes. They further encouraged
the BTWC States Parties to provide information, as set forth in paragraph 54 of the
Final Document of the Sixth BTWC Review Conference, on how Article X of the
BTWC on the issue of international assistance and cooperation is being
implemented.
181. The Ministers of the States Parties to the Chemical Weapons Convention
(CWC) invited all States that have not yet signed or ratified the Convention to do so
as soon as possible with a view to its universality. They reaffirmed that the effective
contribution of the Convention to international and regional peace and security can
be enhanced through its full implementation.
The Ministers reaffirmed the
importance of international cooperation in the field of chemical activities for
purposes not prohibited under the Chemical Weapons Convention. They reiterated
their call on the developed countries to promote international cooperation for the
benefit of States Parties through the transfer of technology, material and equipment
for peaceful purposes in the chemical field and the removal of all and any
discriminatory restrictions that are contrary to the letter and spirit of the
Convention. They recalled that the full, balanced, effective and non-discriminatory
implementation of all provisions of the Convention in particular economic and
technical development through international cooperation, is fundamental to the
achievement of its object and purpose. While expressing their serious concern on the
recent indications by certain possessor states parties that they will not meet their
obligations regarding the deadlines for the total elimination of chemical weapons
and that 36.28% of chemical weapons still remained to be destroyed as of 31st
January 2011, they called upon States having declared possession of chemical
weapons to ensure full and complete compliance with the final extended deadline
(29th of April 2012) for the destruction of their chemical weapons, in order to
uphold the credibility and integrity of the Convention. They stressed that the
obligation and responsibility for the destruction of chemical weapons lies solely with
the possessor States Parties and that fulfilment of this obligation is fundamental to
achieve the object and purpose of the Convention. In this regard, they called on the
relevant possessor States Parties to intensify the rate of destruction of their
chemical weapon stockpiles by taking every necessary measure to meet their final
extended deadlines for the destruction of their chemical weapons in accordance with
the provisions of the Convention.
182. The Ministers of the States Parties to the CWC reaffirmed that the
implementation of the Article X of the CWC on assistance and protection against
chemical weapons make a significant contribution to countering the threats of use
of chemical weapons. They stressed the importance of achieving and maintaining a
high level of readiness of the OPCW to provide timely and needed assistance and
protection against use or threat of use of chemical weapons, including assistance to
the victims of chemical weapons.
183. The Ministers of the States Parties to the CWC, while paying due respect to the
chemical weapons victims and their families, declare their firm conviction that
international support to provide special care and assistance to all victims suffering
the effects of exposure to chemical weapons is an urgent humanitarian need and
that the States Parties to the Convention as well as the OPCW should pay urgent
attention to meeting these needs including through the possible establishment of
an international support network.
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184. The Ministers once again condemned the Israeli military aggression against
the Gaza Strip in 2009 and the occupying power’s indiscriminate shelling and
bombing of Palestinian civilian areas, and expressed their grave concern over the
reported use in civilian areas of harmful and potentially fatal incendiary weapons,
such as white phosphorous. In this regard, they reiterated their call for a thorough
investigation of this serious matter by relevant bodies under the appropriate
international conventions and agreements.
185. The Ministers regretted unsubstantiated allegations of non-compliance with
relevant instruments on weapons of mass destruction and called on States Parties to
such instruments that make such allegations to follow procedures set out in those
instruments and to provide necessary substantiation for their allegations. They
called upon all States parties to the respective international instruments to
implement fully and in a transparent manner all their obligations under these
instruments.
186. The Ministers expressed their satisfaction with the consensus among States
on measures to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction. They
welcomed the adoption by consensus of the General Assembly Resolution 65/62
entitled “Measures to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass
destruction” and underlined the need for this threat to humanity to be addressed
within the UN framework and through international co-operation. While stressing
that the most effective way of preventing terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass
destruction is through the total elimination of such weapons, they emphasized that
progress was urgently needed in the area of disarmament and non-proliferation in
order to help maintain international peace and security and to contribute to global
efforts against terrorism. They called upon all Member States to support
international efforts to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass
destruction and their means of delivery. They also urged all Member States to take
and strengthen national measures, as appropriate, to prevent terrorists from
acquiring weapons of mass destruction, their means of delivery and materials and
technologies related to their manufacture.
187. While noting the adoption of resolution 1540 (2004), resolution 1673 (2006)
and resolution 1810 (2008) by the Security Council, the Ministers underlined the
need to ensure that any action by the Security Council does not undermine the UN
Charter and existing multilateral treaties on weapons of mass destruction and of
international Organisations established in this regard, as well as the role of the
General Assembly. They further cautioned against the continuing practice of the
Security Council to utilize its authority to define the legislative requirements for
Member States in implementing Security Council decisions. In this regard, the
Ministers stressed the importance of the issue of non-state actors acquiring
weapons of mass destruction to be addressed in an inclusive manner by the General
Assembly, taking into account the views of all Member States.
188. Mindful of the threat posed to humankind by the existing weapons of mass
destruction particularly Nuclear Weapons and underlining the need for the total
elimination of such weapons, the Ministers reaffirmed the need to prevent the
emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction and therefore supported the
necessity of monitoring the situation and triggering international action as required.
189. The Ministers reaffirmed the sovereign right of States to acquire, manufacture,
export, import and retain conventional arms for their self-defence and security
needs. They expressed their concern about unilateral coercive measures and
emphasized that no undue restriction should be placed on the transfer of such
arms.
190. The Ministers recognised the significant imbalance in the production,
possession and trade in conventional weapons between the industrialized and the
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AG/RES. 2000 (XXXIV-O/04)
THE AMERICAS AS A BIOLOGICAL- AND CHEMICAL-WEAPONS-FREE REGION
(Adopted at the fourth plenary session, held on June 8, 2004)

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY,
HAVING SEEN the Annual Report of the Permanent Council to the General Assembly, in particular the
section related to hemispheric security issues (AG/doc.4265/04 add. 5 corr. 1);
AWARE of the determination of the international community to eradicate the development, production,
use, stockpiling, and transfer of biological and chemical weapons;
BEARING IN MIND the Declaration on Security in the Americas, adopted at the Special Conference on
Security, held in Mexico City, in October 2003, in which the states of the Hemisphere declared their objective
“to make the Americas a region free of biological and chemical weapons,” and in particular its paragraphs 4.m,
4.y, 12, 13, and 14;
RECALLING its resolution AG/RES. 1236 (XXIII-O/93), “Cooperation for Security and Development
in the Hemisphere: Regional Contributions to Global Security,” which recognized the efforts of the member
states to contribute to regional and global security and which commended them for their adherence to the
principles of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of
Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction (Chemical Weapons Convention);
RECALLING ALSO its resolutions AG/RES. 1624 (XXIX-O/99), “Inter-American Support for the
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and
on Their Destruction”; and AG/RES. 1966 (XXXIII-O/03), “The Americas as a Biological- and ChemicalWeapons-Free Region”;
NOTING that 26 member states are states parties to the Chemical Weapons Convention and 31 member
states are states parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction (Biological Weapons Convention);
UNDERSCORING the importance of universal participation by all member states in the Biological
Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention and their full implementation, in accordance with
the domestic legal framework of each member state;
MINDFUL of the fundamental importance of full implementation and strict observance by member
states of arms limitation, disarmament, and nonproliferation obligations and commitments; and
WELCOMING the activities of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW),
among them the establishment of a working group, that encourage universal accession to and foster full
implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention and of the practical program of work undertaken by the
states parties to the Biological Weapons Convention aimed at strengthening the Convention and stemming the
biological weapons threat,
RESOLVES:
1.
To concretely fulfill the shared commitment of member states to make the Americas a region
free of biological and chemical weapons.
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2.
To reaffirm member states’ commitment to arms control, disarmament, and the nonproliferation
of all weapons of mass destruction, and to the principles and norms of the Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction (Chemical
Weapons Convention); the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction (Biological Weapons Convention);
and the 1925 Geneva Protocol to the 1907 Hague Convention.
3.
To urge those member states which have not yet done so to consider acceding as soon as
possible to the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Biological Weapons Convention, to consider subscribing
to the International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (ICOC), and to promote the
universalization of these conventions and arrangements.
4.
To urge member states to adopt, at the national level, legal and administrative measures for
implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Biological Weapons Convention.
5.
To welcome the specific steps taken by a number of member states to accede to and implement
said Conventions.
6.
To urge member states’ participation in upcoming regional meetings of the Organisation for the
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), which encourage the universalization of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, legislative measures to implement it, and the establishment of National Authorities to the OPCW.
7.
To urge member states which have not yet done so to establish National Authorities responsible
for liaising with the OPCW, in accordance with the Chemical Weapons Convention.
8.
To welcome efforts of the states parties to the Biological Weapons Convention to promote
measures for national implementation and for strengthening of the Convention in order to stem the biological
weapons threat.
9.
To carry the message of the importance of the implementation of, and compliance with, relevant
international obligations outside the region.
10.
To request the Permanent Council to discuss and review, in the framework of the Committee on
Hemispheric Security, the efforts of member states to fulfill their commitment to a region free of biological and
chemical weapons, in accordance with paragraph 13 of the Declaration on Security in the Americas.
11.
To urge member states to implement the recommendations contained in the Declaration on
Security in the Americas to prevent and eliminate the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
12.
To request the Secretary General to transmit this resolution to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations and to the Director-General of the OPCW.
13.
To request the Permanent Council to report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth regular
session on the implementation of this resolution, which will be carried out within the resources allocated in the
program-budget of the Organization and other resources.
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Item 5 of the provisional agenda
Consideration of national, regional and
international measures to improve biosafety
and biosecurity, including laboratory safety
and security of pathogens and toxins

REGIONAL SEMINAR FOR SOUTH EAST ASIA ON PROMOTING AND
IMPLEMENTING BIOSAFETY AND BIOSECURITY
Submitted by Indonesia and Norway
1.
A regional seminar for South East Asia on promoting and implementing biosafety and
biosecurity was held in Jakarta 4-5 June 2008. The seminar was co-hosted by Indonesia,
Norway, and the Biological Weapons Convention Implementation Support Unit (ISU), with Det
Norske Veritas (DNV) and the Eijkman Institute for Molecular Biology as technical organizers.
More than 70 representatives from 17 countries took part in the seminar. The seminar also
benefited from substantive contributions by the World Health Organization, the Asia-Pacific
Biosafety Association, and academia.
2.
Besides rich discussions and presentations, the seminar was greatly enriched by a visit to
the BSL 3 laboratory at the Eijkman Institute in Jakarta.
3.
The seminar facilitated an exchange of both views and experiences among the
participants. The seminar did not negotiate any outcome documents, but the conveners of the
event made the following observations:
(i)

There is a clear need among countries in the region to further enhance their
capabilities in addressing challenges such as emerging and re-emerging diseases
which affect human, animal and plant health.

(ii)

Capabilities must be adapted to local needs, taking into account the complexities
involved in setting up new laboratories, as well as the challenges associated with
construction, on-going maintenance and running costs.
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(iii)

Increased co-operation between countries in the region was encouraged, in order
to make full use of existing capabilities and resources.

(iv)

The process of improving research capabilities with new and well established
laboratories was welcomed, but it was also recognised that this process may pose
certain dangers regarding handling of highly hazardous biological materials.

(v)

It was noted that only limited information is available in terms of the number,
location and safety / security levels of laboratories in this region.

(vi)

Adequate systems to address biosafety and biosecurity are critical in overcoming
these challenges. This would involve physical structures, strong commitment by
senior management, development of safety and security procedures and training.

(vii)

It was affirmed that countries in the region should learn from each other's
experiences. Experience from the Eijkman Institute is of particular relevance.

(viii) It was noted that other recent initiatives and in particular the development of the
Laboratory Biorisk Management Standard (CWA 15793) provide an opportunity
to address many areas of concern regarding proliferation of biological weapons
and intentional misuse.
(ix)

External certification and audit would improve safety and security standards.

(x)

The human element is the crucial part of the chain for many aspects of biosafety
and biosecurity: good facilities and procedures are not sufficient if personnel are
not adequately trained and do not clearly understand their roles and
responsibilities.

(xi)

A number of actors have important roles in promoting biological safety and
security: governments, professional organisations, research institutions,
international organisations, and international networks such as regional biological
safety associations. Partnerships are encouraged.

(xii)

The importance of national regulations based on international and regional
standards was recognised.

(xiii) There is a need to address the challenges posed by transport of dangerous
material, including the ability to safely, securely and cost effectively ship samples
and cultures by air.
(xiv)

It was noted that fully implementing the obligations set by the BTWC and the UN
Security Council resolution 1540 is an essential component in providing biosafety
and biosecurity.

(xv)

Participants noted with satisfaction that most countries in the regions are States
Parties to the BTWC, yet it was underlined that not all relevant stake-holders and
actors are fully aware of the BTWC norm.
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(xvi)

Codes of conduct can contribute to increasing awareness and commitment
towards the BTWC. Such codes should be flexible and adapted to local
circumstances, while retaining a core message.

(xvii) It was recognised that the BTWC aims not only to promote non-proliferation, but
also peaceful co-operation in biological sciences, while also taking note of the
role of the BTWC in relation to other institutions such as the WHO, FAO and
OIE.
(xviii) States parties are encouraged to provide annual confidence-building measures
(CBMs) under the BTWC in order to enhance transparency.
(xix)

The BTWC ISU can play an important role in facilitating enhanced co-operation
and assistance among BTWC state parties in the region.
_____
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MEETING OF THE STATES PARTIES TO THE
CONVENTION ON THE PROHIBITION OF
THE DEVELOPMENT, PRODUCTION AND
STOCKPILING OF BACTERIOLOGICAL
(BIOLOGICAL) AND TOXIN WEAPONS AND
ON THEIR DESTRUCTION

BWC/MSP/2009/MX/WP.5
5 August 2009

ENGLISH ONLY

2009 Meeting
Geneva, 7-11 December 2009
Meeting of Experts
Geneva, 24-28 August 2009
Item 5 of the provisional agenda
Consideration of, with a view to enhancing international
cooperation, assistance and exchange in biological
sciences and technology for peaceful purposes, promoting
capacity building in the fields of disease surveillance,
detection, diagnosis, and containment of infectious diseases

CO-CHAIRS’ SUMMARY OF THE INTERNATIONAL WORKSHOP ON
THE BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION SUPPORTING GLOBAL
HEALTH: REDUCING BIOLOGICAL RISKS BY BUILDING CAPACITY
IN HEALTH SECURITY
Submitted by Indonesia and Norway

1.
An international workshop on The Biological Weapons Convention Supporting Global
Health: Reducing Biological Risks by Building Capacity in Health Security was held in Oslo on
18-19 June 2009 1 . The workshop was co-hosted by Indonesia, Norway, and the Biological
Weapons Convention Implementation Support Unit (ISU). The workshop built on the
experiences from the Regional Seminar on Promoting and Implementing Biosafety and
Biosecurity Management held in Jakarta on 4-5 June 2008 2 .
2.
The workshop was also intended to make a contribution to ongoing efforts to further
strengthen national implementation of the BWC, as well as supporting the Foreign Policy and
Global Health Initiative calling for greater awareness of the many links between foreign policy
and global health issues.
3.
More than 70 representatives from 25 countries took part in the workshop, which was
opened by Norway’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, Jonas Gahr Støre. Substantive contributions
were made by the World Health Organization, the World Organisation for Animal Health, the
1
2

For details, see http://www.btwc-workshopx2009.no
See BWC/MSP/2008/MX/WP.20

GE.09-63036
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Food and Agriculture Organization, the BWC ISU, the European Union, national experts and the
private sector.
4.
There were rich discussions on global challenges in human, animal and plant health, and
how the BWC could support national, regional and international actions in these areas.
Participants exchanged experiences from a variety of national perspectives and circumstances,
with a view to identifying challenges and opportunities for greater cooperation and coordination
in the health, security and arms control fields, and exploring prospects for further capacitybuilding activities that support both public health and security goals. In particular, participants
discussed ways in which these goals might be pursued through practical steps to implement
Article X of the BWC.
5.
The workshop did not negotiate any outcome document, but the conveners of the event
made the following observations:
(i)

Participants recognised that health is deeply interconnected with the environment,
trade, economic growth, social development, national security and human rights
and dignity.

(ii)

Participants underlined the importance of the full and effective implementation of
all the provisions the BWC, noting that this could make significant contribution in
meeting health and development objectives.

(iii) Participants affirmed that the importance Article X and transparency in achieving
specific public health and security objectives and in meeting UN Millennium
Development Goals.
(iv) While taking into account different perspectives on how to implement Article X,
participants underlined the need to develop a common approach in addressing this
article in relation to other provisions of the BWC, in particular Articles I and III.
(v)

It was further noted that strengthening biosafety and biosecurity, education and
awareness-raising, as part of comprehensive implementation of the BWC at
national level, would greatly facilitate the full realisation of Article X.

(vi) Participants discussed a range of possible national and international approaches to
strengthening the implementation of the BWC. Some raised the possibility of
negotiating a legally-binding instrument to strengthen the BWC; others advocated a
focus on cooperative national and international action to enhance networks and
build capacity.
(vii) It was stressed that a well-functioning national health system would constitute the
best defence in the case of intentional spread of diseases, and would ensure that
scarce resources are used more effectively, including through an “all hazard
approach”.
(viii) Participants recognised the importance of the revised WHO International Health
Regulations (IHR) for effectively addressing current and emerging health security
challenges.
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(ix) Full implementation of the IHR requires mobilisation of national and international
resources for capacity building to meet the national capacity requirements in the
given IHR timeframe. Article 5 and Annex 1 of the IHR provide the requirements
for national capacity which could be supported in the context of Article X of the
BWC.
(x)

It was further noted that the IHR contains obligations with respect to cooperation
and provision of assistance and that IHR implementation requires the involvement
of many sectors other than the health sector, including the security sector.

(xi) Animal and plant health are considered as important global public goods, and
essential for food safety and security. It was stressed that recent experience has
demonstrated that human health cannot be considered in isolation from animal and
plant health.
(xii) Concern was expressed on insufficient mobilisation of resources for animal and
plant health. Donor countries were encouraged to provide more long-term,
sustainable and predictable funding. Initiatives and capacity building programmes
carried out by the FAO and the OIE were greatly appreciated.
(xiii) Participants called for further strengthening existing international organizations and
networks working on infectious diseases, in particular those of the WHO, FAO,
OIE and IPPC, within their respective mandates.
(xiv) Participants recognised that strengthening health security required sustained and
long-term investment in human resources, infrastructure, and standard operating
procedures, adapted to local needs and circumstances.
(xv) It was noted that early investment to build capacity and preparedness was much
more cost-effective than responding to events as they occurred.
(xvi) Participants urged an integrated, cross-sectoral approach to funding, in view of the
need to pool resources from the different national and international agencies
working in public health, agriculture, law-enforcement and security.
(xvii)Participants underlined the need for partnerships with relevant stakeholders, and
recognised the important role that could be played by the private sector, academia
and NGOs in building capacity for health security.
(xviii) Participants welcomed the contributions currently being made by the private
sector, academia and NGOs in the areas of research on diagnosis and treatment of
infectious disease, providing access to medicines, and working with local
communities to strengthen their healthcare capabilities.
(xix) Continued cooperation, dialogue and constructive engagement among all relevant
actors will be required to effectively manage the complex issues surrounding
sharing of viruses and production and access to vaccines, in the interest of building
national health capacities worldwide.
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(xx) Standards in relation to BWC implementation, such as safety, security and control,
may contribute in enhancing confidence, while taking into account respective
national legislation.
(xxi) Participants recognised the need for strengthened cooperation between developed
and developing countries; there were also important opportunities for increased
cooperation among developing countries.
_______
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Report on Wilton Park Conference WP1046

PROSPECTS FOR THE 2011 BTWC REVIEW CONFERENCE
Friday 24th – Sunday 26th September 2010

Fourteen months remain before States Parties to the Biological Weapons Convention will gather in
Geneva to review the operation of the convention, with a view to assuring that the purposes of the
preamble and the provisions of the convention are being realised. This will be the seventh such
Review and there appears to be an emerging understanding that this Conference will represent an
important turning point in the history of the convention. The shadow of the failed Protocol
negotiations and the failure of the 2001 Review Conference to agree a final declaration have now
lifted. The Sixth Review Conference in 2005 not only agreed an agenda and a final report, but also
adopted a programme of work programme for the intervening years which has helped to rebuild state
party confidence in the treaty and has created an important space for communication between States
Parties and other stakeholders such as international organisations, non governmental organisations and
life scientists. The expectation is that the upcoming Review Conference will build upon these
successes and something new will emerge ensuring that the Biological Weapons Convention remains
relevant in the face of considerable pressures such as advancing science and technology and the
changing nature of biological threats.
To achieve a ‘successful’ Review Conference requires careful planning. The task of any Review
Conference is to review the operation of the agreement so as to ensure that its purposes are being met,
or if they are not being met to agree collective action which will steer implementation back on track.
What a Review Conference is not is a moment to resolve all known problems or rectify all known
deficiencies and so it is important not to have unrealistic expectations about what can be achieved or
unintentionally overload the Conference period such that success is not achievable. What constitutes
‘success’ therefore needs to be thought about before the Conference begins: is success to be measured
in terms of what the Review Conference itself achieves? Might success be viewed in terms of what the
Conference begins?
In terms of the latter success criterion, concrete proposals for action need to be developed. These
proposals ought to be ambitious because they will be directing work in the post 2011 period but they
must also have a realistic chance of gaining consensus agreement. In this respect preparations for the
Review Conference have reached a critical juncture: where ‘agreeing that something needs to be done’
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moves from vague discussion into designing concrete proposals for presentation. This applies to States
Parties as well as civil society groups who wish to propose action. Entering this final stage of
preparation necessitates continuous critical reflection about what the norm and the Convention
actually need to remain robust over the next decade Proposals are likely emphasise both organic and
evolutionary growth as well as new designs and structures for operation and implementation. . Whilst
disagreement and arguments about proposals are bound to occur, it will be vital to view them with an
open mind so that opportunities to strengthen the convention can be seized upon.

Proposed areas for action
During the course of the meeting consensus that ‘something needs to be done’ emerged around a list
of topics. This list included: confidence-enhancing measures; the future of the Implementation Support
Unit and the intersessional work program; issues relating to co-operation and assistance; and issues
relating to verification and compliance. The breadth of topics - from the seemingly straightforward to
the highly complex - reflects the idea that no area of the Convention should be immune from
discussion. Indeed, none of the proposed areas of action considered at the meeting could be bounded
such that it did not impinge on other areas of the convention. Thus, when designing proposals, it is not
only important to consider adequate resourcing but also to view their impact upon other areas on the
convention. In addition it is necessary to consider whether the full range of actors required for the
proposal has been engaged.

On confidence enhancing measures
Enhancing confidence that all members of the BWC are in compliance with the convention can be
achieved in a variety of ways. Two principle measures discussed at this meeting were the confidence
building measures and national implementation.
Confidence building measures were first agreed at the Second Review Conference in 1986 “in order to
prevent or reduce the occurrence of ambiguities, doubts and suspicions and in order to improve
international co-operation in the field of peaceful biological activities”. The CBMs were elaborated at
a meeting of scientific and technical experts in 1987, and were modified and considerably expanded
by the Third Review Conference in 1991. They have not been modified since1, so they are currently
the only permanent transparency mechanism in the BWC. As such the CBMs have a heavy burden
placed on them with some viewing them erroneously as a sufficient replacement for a conversation on
compliance.
Several proposals were put forward to improve the current CBM process. These included improving
the currently low participation in the CBM process, making the CBMs a topic of the next programme
of intersessional work and refocusing the content of the forms. The low rate of participation is a
1

The Sixth Review Conference in 2006 agreed on various improvements to the mechanisms for submission and
distribution.
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criticism often levied against the CBM process as it calls into question their value. Whilst in general
the level of participation needs to be improved, it was asked whether simply increasing the numbers of
returns would provide the necessary levels of confidence that all states parties were in compliance
with the aims and objectives of the Convention. If it was thought that it would, then a number of
measures were suggested which might improve participation, such as rewarding reporting or removing
obstacles to reporting. If simply increasing the numbers of States Parties that returned CBMs was not
thought to inspire the necessary levels of confidence, then might improving the analysis of the
information once collected raise levels of confidence?
Given the limitations of what can be done during a Review Conference, the second and third proposals
suggested the need for a period of dedicated time to discuss the purpose of the CBM process and the
content of the current forms. This time would allow critical reflection: is the process of CBMs, in their
current state, for example, enough to fulfil the purpose they were designed for, namely to prevent or
reduce the occurrence of ambiguities, doubts and suspicions and in order to improve international cooperation in the field of peaceful biological activities ? If not, what is needed to fulfil that purpose?
Are there alternatives to the system which might be considered, for example dedicated compliance
reports? If the issue of CBMs was made part of the next intersessional process it was thought essential
that the Meeting of States Parties be given decision-making powers so that action could be taken
before the eighth Review Conference in 2016.
Concerning the content of the information provided it was thought that the current CBMs might be
refocused. As mentioned the contents of the forms have not been modified since the Third Review
Conference in 1991 where it was agreed that they should focus on seven parts:
CBM A Part 1: Exchange of data on research centres and laboratories;
CBM A Part 2: Exchange of information on national biological defence research and
development programmes
CBM B: Exchange of information on outbreaks of infectious diseases and similar
occurrences caused by toxins
CBM C: Encouragement of publication of results and promotion of use of knowledge
CBM D: Active promotion of contacts
CBM E: Declaration of legislation, regulations and other measures
CBM F: Declaration of past activities in offensive and/or defensive biological research
and development programmes
CBM G: Declaration of vaccine production facilities
It was proposed that the contents of these forms could be changed so that the information elicited
would allow (1) better assessment about whether a State Party had the ability to control work
performed in its boarders, (2) provide more nuanced signals about actual and latent capability within a
particular state and (3) provide information relating to specific topics such as dissemination. So for
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example CBM forms might be changed to include pertinent information on biosafety and biosecurity
legislation and regulations and details of any codes of conduct in place, thereby linking the CBM
process more directly with national implementation obligations; similarly more information could be
provided on BL4 facilities and mass production capabilities as well as information on aerosol work.
On national implementation it was noted that whilst much work has already been done during the last
two intersessional processes, much work remains. This reflects the iterative approach which is
required to attend many of the topics that have already been discussed during the intersessional
process and suggests the need for increasing the sustainability of assistance and resources. As is the
case in this area, assistance can be given by non governmental actors who can work alone or be bought
into open networks with States Parties.
At the most basic level there remains gaps in the national implementing legislation of some States
Parties to the Convention which needs to be rectified. During work already performed to assist in
national implementation it has been found that there is a need for better understanding of the drivers of
national implementation so that awareness of the BWC can be associated with hooks such as food
security and fulfilment of the obligations attached to UNSCR 1540. Sub-regional and national
workshops have been successfully used to raise awareness of the BWC. These help particularly in
overcoming linguistic barriers and can be used to support national champions of the BWC and
national authorities. Additionally it has been found that there is a need for better understanding of
States Parties own understanding of the needs for national implementation so that regulators don’t talk
past one another and co-ordination between regulatory agencies can be improved. Understanding of
concepts such as the ‘general purpose criterion’ needs to be improved so that incorporating them into
implementing legislation can be improved.

On the issue of verification-compliance
Whilst the issues of compliance and verification are closely related, the two are quite different
especially in terms of standards of evidence and attitudes. However in order for States to have
confidence that the obligations of the convention are being met they need both: confidence that other
members of the treaty are in compliance, through for example the provision of information, and the
ability, if needed, to verify compliance. Verification can therefore be seen as a spectrum of activity
which includes measures such as information checking as well as challenge inspections.
The issue of verification has been previously discussed in the BWC context and resulted in more than
six years of negotiations towards a legally binding instrument that was to strengthen the treaty by
establishing verification or other compliance-promoting procedures. The draft Protocol was
subsequently rejected in 2001. Some States Parties still wish to return to working towards a legally
binding verification measure; other States Parties have expressed a fierce commitment not to reengage
in this process. In order to have a meaningful discussion about verification these competing tensions
have to resolved or put to one side.
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The environment in which discussions about verification and compliance now occur is very different
from the environment of those previous discussions. The global diffusion of knowledge, material and
equipment associated with life science research and commerce means that more people in more places
are acquiring at least some of the basic expertise, materials and equipment that are necessary to pursue
development of biological weapons. Given the global ubiquity of much of the material and equipment,
the biological challenge to security is moving away from a material-and-equipment-based threat and
towards a knowledge-based risk. Any discussion of verification has to accommodate these changes.
If discussions regarding verification are to progress it will be necessary to ensure that all parties
understand what the terms ‘verification’ and ‘compliance’ mean and how they are being used. Being
open about how one understands and uses terminology will enable the determination about what, in
the future, will constitute compliance. Without being able to answer this first order question, it will not
be possible to determine what information is needed to demonstrate compliance as well as other
second order questions such as: how is compliance be promoted and enforced? Can tools already
developed be strengthened or used in new ways, for example consultative measures or the United
Nations Secretary Generals investigative mechanism? Do all aspects of the convention require the
same level of compliance or might flexibility be promoted? Who will collect and analyse information
regarding State Party compliance and will there be equity in access to that information? In returning to
these basic questions it may be possible to overcome the competing tensions in the verification debate.
However the components of any future verification regime will remain the same: the need for
information and a consultation and investigation mechanism which is robust and inspires State Party
confidence.

On co-operation and assistance
Article X of the BWC, on the exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological
information for the use of biological agents and toxins for peaceful purposes, has traditionally divided
States Parties along north/south lines, but the relationship between the co-operation and assistance
aspects and security aspirations is evolving and the Article X debate is being reframed in a manner
which is allowing many of the obstacles which previously prevented meaningful discussions to be
removed. In part this is because of the work being done to improve national implementation of the
BWC which is promoting a sense that there are internal control mechanisms to ensure that the
technology exchanged will be used for peaceful purposes only. Supplier states have begun to work
with recipient states to assist in building capacity in this area.
Despite this progress, Article X remains a potentially divisive topic for the upcoming Review
Conference. Consequently it is important to find a way to discuss Article X related issues. This is
likely to require some conceptual level thinking: what is meant by ‘co-operation’ and ‘assistance’? Are
the terms being used in the same way by all parties? Are categories such as ‘developed’ and
‘developing’ world useful given the global location of bio-industries? Even after such work, it may be
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necessary to be ‘forgiving’ about how terminology is used so as to disentangle the political undertones
of this debate from what is trying to be achieved.
As with other topics proposed for consideration at the Review Conference, there is a need to go
beyond the open-ended language of the final document and be specific in what can be done within the
BWC context.

On the issue of science and technology
Essential to ensuring that the BWC remains robust in the next decade is the ability to adequately
identify and address rapid advancements in science and technology which are occurring in areas
relevant to the convention. Whilst consensus appears to be emerging around the view that the current
system of reviewing science once every five years is no longer adequate, a cautionary note was made
against underestimating the skill set needed to scan and track relevant mature and emerging scientific
and technological trends and then analyse their potential for the Convention. The convergence of life
science research with other scientific disciplines such as information technology and mathematics and
the increasing specialisation of areas means that the skills required to perform an adequate review of
all areas of science and technology relevant to the BWC cannot be found in a single person or small
team. Deeper engagement with the scientific community is needed so that their insights can be better
utilised.
As a result of the intersessional topics, much of the recent attention directed towards engaging with the
scientific community has focused on codes of conduct and education and awareness raising, especially
with the life science community in academic settings. This is important, and like national
implementation much has been done with more needing to be done including reaching out to scientists
in non academic settings and reaching out to other categories of professional scientist.
However, engaging with the science community in order to utilise their knowledge of advancing
science and technology would require a different approach than has been employed as well as outreach
to a wider scientific audience than life science. One lesson learnt through work on codes of conduct
and education that can be taken across is the importance of framing scientist participation in terms of
‘social responsibility’ rather than referencing biological weapons. Assisting in the review of relevant
science and technology should be similarly framed.
Several proposals emerged which States Parties might consider including the topics of reviewing
science and technology being made into a special intersessional topic with a meeting either occurring
either at the mid-point of the five years or each year, scientists directly feeding into these reviewing
meetings, and the implementation support unit receiving and co-ordinating input from the science
community. Questions were raised as to the specifics of the form this review might take with some
referencing models of scientist participation occurring in other policy areas, for example the
relationship between the OPCW and the International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry. It was
noted that many options for the different forms of scientific review that are already tabled, would
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require direct participation of scientists, and as such consideration of the current status of civil society
at the intersessional meetings would be required so that their contribution can be formally recognised.

On the intersessional work program and Implementation Support Unit
At the resumed Fifth Review Conference, States Parties agreed to hold an intersession program of
work. Following assessment at the Sixth Review Conference in 2006 the intersessional work program
was renewed for 2007-2010 and an Implementation Support Unit for the Convention was established
to provide administrative support to meetings as well as comprehensive implementation and
universalisation of the Convention and the exchange of confidence-building measures.
The intersessional process has been widely regarded as a success and should continue. However
several limitations of the current format were highlighted so that States Parties might consider
reforming the process at the upcoming Review Conference. These include in inability of the Meetings
of States Parties to take decisions and the current inflexible process of selecting topics for the meetings
several years in advance.
Regarding the future of the intersessional process it was thought that there needs to be a reexamination of the decision-making ability of the Meeting of States Parties and a re-examination of
the separation between the Meetings of Experts and the Meeting of States Parties, which currently
means that the two groups examine different issues. One proposal was to combine both types meetings
into a longer meeting session; another introduced the idea of creating topical working groups,
populated by both States Parties and civil society that would run in parallel with the annual meetings.
The working groups could produce reports that would be presented to the Meeting of States Parties for
consideration. Another proposal suggested deciding core subjects for the intersessional process in
advance, but building-in flexibility so that new topics could be proposed or topics not previously
agreed upon could be reconsidered. Core subjects might include national implementation, codes of
conduct, universality as well as confidence building measures.
If there is to be a substantial change in the work of the intersessional meetings it was suggested that
the mandate and workload of the Implementation Support Unit (ISU) be revisited. This suggestion
echoed more general suggestions that the ISU be made into a permanent mechanism but came with the
cautionary note that the current mandate is flexible and any revisiting might unintentionally restrict the
work currently performed by the ISU. The ISU has become a focal point of the BWC, acting as
conduit of information and facilitator of information exchange. This includes acting as an interface
between States Parties and civil society actors including the private sector. Currently staffed by three
people, it was proposed that the unit be enlarged and given additional resources so that, for example, it
can increase its networking activities.
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Conclusion
To reiterate, the meeting reached general concurrence that something had to be done on these issues if
the Review Conference was to have a worthwhile outcome, but there was little clear consensus about
what needed to be done. Thus there were criteria for success but no targets. This is not necessarily a
problem, since the Review is still a year away. It is perhaps sufficient – and encouraging – that there
may be some clarity now on where to put in a real effort over the next year.

The 2011 Review Conference thus looks increasingly complex. The 2006 sense of possible regime
failure is not there, which can be liberating, but also daunting because it means that success can be
harder to define and consequently harder to achieve. The 2006 Review rebuilt the consensus in the
BTWC; the 2011 Review will have to think about what to do with that consensus, who to include
within it, and how it may be enhanced. In short, there is still a great deal at stake next year; rather than
whether there will be a BTWC, it is about what kind of BTWC and how robust it will be. The
consensus on securing the BTWC future appears to be quite robust – the vision of how the BTWC
works and how it should develop remains less clear.

Dr Caitriona McLeish
December 2010
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International Workshop on Strengthening International Efforts to Prevent the
Proliferation of Biological Weapons: The Role of the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention

CO-CHAIRS’ SUMMARY
From 4 to 6 November 2010, China, Canada, and the BWC Implementation Support Unit cohosted this workshop in Beijing, China. Eighty-four representatives from thirty-two States
Parties and nine international and specialist organizations participated. The workshop did not
agree any conclusions or recommendations, but the three Co-chairs prepared the following
summary of the discussions.
The Assistant Foreign Minister of China, H.E. Mr. Liu Zhenmin addressed the workshop at
the opening ceremony. Mr.Liu shared China’s views on the overall biological disarmament
and non-proliferation situation and highlighted the irreplaceable role played by the BWC in
eliminating the threat and proliferation of biological weapons and promoting the peaceful use
of biotechnology. He pointed out that the BWC was well implemented and widely supported
by States Parties. Under the new circumstances, how to respond to bioterrorism and prevent
the abuse of biotechnology had become a new challenge facing the Convention. He
emphasized the importance of the universalization of the Convention and international
cooperation between/among States Parties to enhance the Convention, and encouraged
participants to have open and candid discussions during this workshop, build up consensus
and contribute to the success of the Seventh Review Conference. Ambassador Marius Grinius
of Canada and Mr. Richard Lennane, Head of the BWC Implementation Support Unit, also
addressed the workshop at the opening ceremony, highlighting the importance of the BWC to
global security and the need for thorough preparations for the Seventh Review Conference.
The Evolving Context
The workshop heard the history of efforts to strengthen the BWC, culminating in efforts to
reinforce aspects of its implementation through the 2007-2010 intersessional process. Past
review conferences had achieved much, speakers suggested, but there were many
opportunities to go further in the future. The meeting heard of the value of different types of
meetings, in different settings, and in different locations, in preparing for the Seventh Review
Conference.
On assessing the biological threat to international security, speakers noted that there was a
broadening range of threats, as well as varying perceptions of these threats. A broad and
flexible response was therefore needed. The vulnerability of food security and agriculture to
an attack with a biological weapon was particularly stressed by some participants.
Participants noted that States Parties shared the aim of strengthening the BWC: they agreed
on the relevant principles, norms and many of the provisions, but opinions differed on how to
create effective procedures. The discussions that followed highlighted that there was more
than one way to approach this issue. Participants also suggested that there might be lessons to
be learnt from other disarmament and non-proliferation regimes.
The meeting addressed developments in science and technology and their implications for the
BWC. Participants stressed that efforts to address biological warfare should not be at the
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-2expense of biological welfare. The workshop considered the importance of focusing on the
benefits of scientific and technological advances for dealing with biological risks and threats,
as well as their potential for use to cause harm. The meeting also heard that international and
national scientific unions and academies are increasingly active in identifying relevant
advances and investigating their implications. Discussions identified a number of relevant
advances, in particular those advances that might pose a greater risk in the nearer term,
including: advances in the understanding of the central nervous system; improvements in
delivery and targeting technologies; and production advances through biopharming and
bioreactor technology.
Issues of governance and oversight of science and technology were also addressed and the
importance of closer collaboration between scientific and policy making communities was
highlighted. Some participants expressed an interest in developing a framework for the BWC
to address advances in science and technology more frequently and as part of its next
intersessional process. The value of carefully considering risk and threat assessments was
stressed, especially with regards to shaping responses to potential implications. Participants
also stressed the importance of improving efforts to reach out to industry.
National and International Approaches, Resources and Partners
On national implementation of the BWC, participants noted there were challenges in
coordinating domestic stakeholders and with international partners; in competing with other
national priorities; and in securing the necessary resources for effective action. Some
participants expressed a desire to move from politically-binding commitments on
implementing the BWC to legally-binding ones. Discussing the need to effectively coordinate
assistance for national implementation, some participants suggested that the ISU was bestplaced to do this and should be provided with the mandate and resources to assume the
primary responsibility in this area. Others suggested more of a clearing-house role for the
ISU.
Participants were also briefed on the importance of closer collaboration to address current
vulnerabilities to human, animal and plant disease. The importance of having the necessary to
capacity for disease detection and response was also stressed. The workshop considered the
overlap between abilities to deal with natural, accidental and deliberate disease, with
participants noting that safe and secure laboratory capacity was needed to help deal with
disease outbreaks regardless of origin. Participants discussed how support for the mandates of
relevant international organisations (such as WHO, FAO and OIE) can support the aims of
the BWC.
On the importance of Article X, participants heard of differences between States Parties in
terms of both the development of science and technology and their ability to implement the
BWC. Participants noted the value of working together, both bilaterally and under the
auspices of the BWC, to narrow gaps in these capacities. The workshop heard that the full
implementation of all the articles of the BWC facilitates cooperation and assistance, and that
implementation of Article X could not be considered in isolation from other aspects of the
BWC. Speakers highlighted the need to ensure that efforts to address the threats posed by
biological weapons do not unduly restrict the pursuit of, or collaboration for, the peaceful use
of the biological sciences. The workshop heard examples of North-South, South-South and
North-North cooperation among States Parties. Several participants noted the need for better
coordination of action and cooperation among states under Article X, and for ensuring

BWC 2011 Briefing Book -- Page 550 of 608

-3relevant efforts are efficient, effective, sustained over the longer term, and do not duplicate
existing efforts.
Current shortcomings in assistance and cooperation were considered. One participant noted
that much of the current effort under Article X was focused on diseases affecting humans and
that more needed to be done with animal and plant diseases. Some participants said that too
much assistance and cooperation was focused on efforts to strengthen biosafety and
biosecurity capacity. Other participants referred to a broad range of existing Article X
assistance activities, highlighting current efforts in education, joint research, disease
surveillance capacity and the consolidation of strain collections.
Some participants called for a specific mechanism to improve the implementation of Article
X and to broaden the provision and availability of assistance, referring to specific proposals
made at the Sixth Review Conference and at the 2009 Meeting of States Parties1. Other
participants noted that efforts undertaken outside of the BWC, through ministries of health,
development, and agriculture, enabled States Parties to meet many of their obligations under
Article X. It was suggested that additional meetings on this issue would be useful prior to the
review conference in order to develop common understandings.
The workshop discussed the importance of expanding the membership of the BWC and the
means of doing this, including through UN resolutions, summit statements, regional
workshops, ISU outreach activities, and bilateral demarches by States Parties. Participants
discussed the need for incentives for states not party to join the BWC, including cooperation
and assistance activities under Article X. Participants also stressed the need for wider
involvement of States Parties from all regions in universalization efforts.
Speakers highlighted the importance of effective networking among international
organizations and other multilateral security forums pursuing activities relevant to and
directly supportive of the BWC. Speakers suggested that it was necessary to remove barriers
to collaboration, to identify common ground and improve cooperation between regimes, and
to optimise the use of resources. At the same time, some participants stressed the importance
of international organizations respecting their specific mandates and suggested that dedicated
capacities under the BWC might be necessary to complement their activities. Concerns were
expressed over the current duplication of efforts, the need for greater coordination, and poor
communication of assistance activities. There were suggestions that the ISU might have a
role to play in improving communication.
Participants highlighted the important roles for scientists, education and civil society.
Speakers welcomed the fact that the scientific community had become much more active in
considering the potential security implications of its work, and had been developing capacity
to educate practitioners on dual-use concerns, the BWC and relevant national laws and
regulations. The workshop heard that there remained a great deal of work to do in this area.
Civil society, participants suggested, provided capabilities and contacts that complemented
other efforts. To this end, participants noted the important role played by individual
“champions” and non-governmental individuals. Several participants proposed the value in
creating a prize to reward the outstanding efforts of such individuals.

1

See BWC/CONF.VI/WP.29 and BWC/MSP/2009/WP.2 respectively
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-4Past Approaches
On the 2007 to 2010 intersessional process, the workshop considered the various outcomes
and what opportunities had been created. Speakers noted that the intersessional processes
proved more useful than initially expected and had prompted regional and national action.
Participants heard that the 2007-2010 meetings had improved on the work of the 2003-2005
process, initiated useful discussions on the agreed topics, solidified working relationships and
facilitated greater involvement of relevant government agencies from outside the arms
control community. According to speakers, the intersessional process also enabled greater
cooperation with other relevant international activities; provided for greater involvement by
IGOs, NGOs, the scientific community and civil society; and fostered more effective support
for national implementation.
The workshop also considered opportunities which might have been missed. Speakers noted
that these included: the lack of focus on increasing treaty membership; opportunities for
greater cooperation between BWC States Parties and the Organization for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons; a lack of conceptual discussions on compliance with the BWC; as well
as a lack of focus on how to improve confidence in compliance. Some participants also
highlighted initiatives where interests were shared across regional groupings, as a useful
approach for future activities.
The workshop examined what might need to be improved in a future process. Speakers made
several suggestions, including: a specific mandate for meetings of States Parties to take
decisions; focusing experts meetings on specific issues to strengthen the treaty, such as the
CBMs, measures for universalization, assistance and cooperation, or the role of the ISU;
enabling meetings of States Parties to return issues to expert level discussion for further
improvement; and using standing expert groups to work on a continuing basis on particular
issues such as cooperation and assistance, science and technology, and national
implementation. Some participants believed that the current format of meetings had run its
course. Other participants thought that the current process continued to be valid, but still
wished to improve its functioning, including by making better use of limited meeting time.
Another participant called for a framework that embraced the BWC as a whole and to
develop a roadmap to make better use of the intersessional processes to strengthen the treaty.
Towards the Future
The workshop considered areas that might form part of the outcome at the Seventh Review
Conference, including verification and compliance, CBMs, international cooperation and
assistance (Article X), science and technology, the intersessional process, and the ISU.
On what success at the Review Conference might look like, speakers noted that a minimum
would be a final document that included understandings on the three pillars of disarmament,
non-proliferation and cooperation and assistance. One participant called for the creation of a
framework to help find a balance between these issues. The workshop also heard that there
were some issues that would need to be addressed after the review conference and that one
element of success would be reaching an agreement on how best to do this. Some participants
suggested progress on cooperation and assistance would be a key to unlock success. Speakers
and participants were optimistic that the Seventh Review Conference would also be able to
agree upon a further intersessional process for 2012-2015.
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-5Speakers identified verification as one issue where there remains disparity of positions, with
diverse national views on the feasibility of verification, ranging from those still in favour of a
protocol, through those that felt the rate of development of the science and technology was a
challenge to that approach, to those that felt that the treaty was inherently unverifiable. The
workshop heard a proposal for a three stage process to help enable progress in reaching
common understandings in this area: firstly, to solicit opinions prior to the review conference
from a wide range of parties, secondly, to consider compliance issues during a future
intersessional process; and to develop commitments under Articles V and VI to ensure that
there are effective measures to confront allegations of non-compliance. Another participant
called for concrete proposals as to how a verification mechanism might work at a practical
level. Some participants expressed a preference for returning to negotiating a legally-binding
instrument to strengthen all the articles of the BWC. Other participants expressed a
preference for seeking alternative approaches to further elaborate the provisions of, and
developing specific procedures under, the BWC. One participant suggested identifying those
elements that might reach consensus in the near term and which would also strengthen the
BWC, and starting work on them as soon as possible. Another participant called for
actionable outcomes and proposed targeted initiatives on specific areas, such as education, or
participation in CBMs, that could bring together interested parties to develop guidelines and
tools, hold workshops and support activities in these areas.
On practical considerations for developing a consensus outcome at the review conference,
participants heard that the key considerations were “ambition, realism, consensus and
passion”. Participants noted that sound procedural approaches enable successful substantive
discussions and that it was important to develop concrete proposals well in advance of the
conference. Several participants and speakers called for additional meetings prior to the
Review Conference but cautioned that it was important that efforts were developed
collectively. Working groups could be created to flesh-out ideas on areas such as Article X
and CBMs. The importance of transparency and inclusiveness was stressed, as was the need
to encourage civil society participation.
On CBMs, the workshop heard an account of an informal process led by Norway, Germany
and Switzerland to develop proposals to improve the CBMs, which examined many of the
issues that were later discussed by participants. Participants discussed changes in the
scientific and political contexts since the CBMs were introduced in 1987. It was suggested
that there were two options for the Review Conference: reform the CBMs, or replace them
with something entirely new. The workshop considered three issues main issues:
participation, content (comprising accuracy, comprehensiveness and comprehensibility), and
procedure. The various possible reasons for low participation were reviewed, including lack
of manpower, lack of awareness of relevance, different priorities, and possible lack of
relevance of content. On content, participants recognised it was a complex issue, and that
gathering accurate and comprehensive data was a significant challenge for States Parties. On
process, participants discussed with collation and distribution of CBMs was enough, or if
CBMs should be part of some wider mechanism, such as an accountability framework.
Some participants suggested combining CBMs with reporting on Article X, and requests for
assistance. Other participants cautioned that CBMs, even if developed and expanded, could
not be a substitute for effective verification and compliance measures. Participants also
discussed the question of whether to see k agreement on CBMs at the Review Conference
itself, or to commission work on the issue in the intersessional process, or a combination of
both.
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On the ISU, participants recognised the very positive role played by the ISU since its
establishment. Many participants suggested expanding the ISU in terms of both size and
mandate, but some noted that it was important for States Parties first to decide want they
wanted to do to strengthen the BWC, and then decide how the ISU could contribute. The
workshop heard that there was still much to be done in strengthening the BWC where the ISU
could play a role. Some highlighted cooperation and assistance activities in particular, and
specific proposals were made for the ISU to assist in the implementation of Article X,
including through establishing a database of requests for and offers of assistance.
Proposals
In the course of the workshop, various participants made the following specific proposals for
the Seventh Review Conference to consider:
• To include national implementation: in a new action plan; in the next intersessional
process; in the agendas of relevant international, regional and sub-regional organizations;
and in building law enforcement capacity.
• To further elaborate the provisions of the BWC and develop specific procedures to
strengthen the treaty regime.
• To build capacity to deal with disease, irrespective of cause.
• To enhance and improve mechanisms for information exchange, including on disease
surveillance and disease situations as well as through the Confidence Building Measures.
• To improve specific efforts to strengthen education, outreach, awareness raising and codes
of conduct amongst those involved with the life sciences.
• To strengthen Article X by defining precisely what is meant by cooperation and assistance,
examining what assistance is currently available, and identifying gaps so that future
assistance can be focused in these areas.
• To better integrate assistance and cooperation efforts into the CBM process and to
consider a greater role for the ISU in acting as a clearing-house for Article X, including
through establishing a database and providing reports to States Parties.
• To develop an action plan on universalization to strengthen efforts to expand the
membership of the treaty.
• To establish a mechanism to sponsor participation in BWC meetings.
• To agree to an intersessional process between the Seventh and Eighth Review Conferences
and to enable it to take decisions on issues in which consensus exists.
• To develop CBMs in light of advances in the biological sciences and technology.
• To establish working groups to discuss specific issues, such as cooperation, science and
technology
• To enhance the mapping of available resources, such as for export controls, etc. The ISU
should further develop this activity.
• To consider the good practices of other entities, other processes and regimes.
_____________

BWC 2011 Briefing Book -- Page 554 of 608

International Workshop on Developing Practical Proposals for the Seventh Review
Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention

CO-CHAIRS’ SUMMARY
From 8 to 10 April 2011, Indonesia, Norway and the BWC Implementation Support Unit
(ISU) co-hosted this workshop in Montreux, Switzerland. There were 58 participants from 27
countries and nine organizations. The workshop did not agree any conclusions or
recommendations, but the three co-chairs prepared the following summary of discussions.
The opening session of the workshop was addressed by Ambassador Dian Triansyah Djani
(Indonesia), Ambassador Bente Angell-Hansen (Norway) and Richard Lennane (Head of the
ISU). They outlined the aims of the workshop in identifying practical proposals for
consideration at the Seventh Review Conference, stressed the importance of a forwardlooking approach, and emphasised the need for fostering discussion and common
understandings between States Parties and across regional groupings.
Identifying areas of action for a successful review conference
The workshop heard details of previous seminars on preparing for the Seventh Review
Conference, including the International Workshop on Strengthening International Efforts to
Prevent the Proliferation of Biological Weapons, held in November 2010 in Beijing, China.
Work to date had identified six areas that provided fertile ground for future considerations:
the intersessional process; the confidence-building measures; science and technology; the
Implementation Support Unit; international cooperation and assistance; and compliance and
verification. Participants also discussed other possible areas of action, with many stressing
the need for more attention to and action on universalization.
It was suggested that there was broad agreement among States Parties that ‘something’
needed to be done to further improve the BWC in the areas identified. BWC stakeholders had
identified a common goal. The workshop marked the start of a process to work out in detail
what that ‘something’ could be. There did not need to be a single answer; efforts might focus
on a range of options and examine their comparative costs and benefits. It was time, speakers
suggested, to move beyond a survey of the BWC landscape and to debate concrete proposals.
The intersessional process
There was a general sense of satisfaction with the 2007-2010 intersessional meetings.
Participants considered that such meetings provided a useful way to bring real world issues
and timeframes into BWC settings, especially by bringing expertise together in one place and
at one time. Participants felt that they had provided a useful tool for discussion and building
common understandings.
Some participants argued that more needed to be done to take effective action and that
accepting greater variation in national approaches would need to be included in the future.
Participants also drew attention to aspects of past intersessional processes that might need to
be re-examined, including: possible overlaps and repetitions between Meetings of Experts
and Meeting of States Parties; opportunities to continue discussions between meetings,
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especially through the use of modern information technology; and avoiding too much of a
health security focus that would detract from the core security function of BWC.
There were extended discussions on the work that might be undertaken after the Seventh
Review Conference. Participants detailed three broad options for the future: to continue with
the present arrangements; to move to address specific articles or themes in or more structured
way; or to revisit a need for a legally binding multilateral approach.
Participants noted that the intersessional meetings were an innovation after the cessation of
efforts to negotiate a more comprehensive regime. Some participants felt that it was not a
permanent substitute for detailed treaty provisions on implementation. Others felt that it had
become a core component of the work of the BWC and should continue indefinitely.
The discussions identified a number of possible topics for future attention, including:
improving the CBMs and further transparency measures; broader compliance issues and
declarations; implementing and coordination measures for Article X, including building
disease surveillance and response capacity; the impacts of advances in science and
technology; dual-use education for life scientists; capacity to respond to the use or alleged
use of biological weapons; implementation of Article V; as well as procedures to initiate
Article VI.
Many participants expressed support for continuing to find ways to bring expertise into the
work of the BWC. This would necessitate a process to capture expert contributions as well as
sufficient time for capitals to consider these contributions and find the best way to respond.
The meeting heard of the importance of ensuring that experts were actually able to attend and
participate in these meetings and that the costs of such participation should be considered.
Some participants were in favour of continuing to use Meeting of Experts to provide for
expert contributions. Others preferred to shift into a more flexible format, such as thematic
working groups. Or the approaches could be combined.
Some participants stressed the importance of continuing to have Meetings of States Parties;
others argued that they served a limited purpose. It was felt that there were certain topics,
such as national implementation, that would continue to benefit from the managerial
oversight these meetings might provide. Some participants felt that some States Parties might
be uncomfortable proceeding straight to a Meeting of States Parties without having had the
opportunity to consult and signal their views in advance.
The question of whether a future intersessional process should be able to take decisions was
repeatedly raised. Participants stressed the importance of identifying the specific areas in
which decisions might be taken. It was also suggested that some areas might not be suited to
decisions by States Parties, such as codes of conduct and dual use education for life scientists.
Such areas might benefit more from engagement with stakeholder communities than from the
imposition of decisions.
The confidence-building measures
The workshop heard a brief summary of the history of the evolution of the confidencebuilding measures (CBMs) which were described as the only transparency-enhancing
mechanism agreed upon by States Parties. There remains relatively low participation in the
CBM process. It was suggested that this stemmed from two distinct groups of States Parties:
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those that cannot complete a CBM, which might need to be assisted to do so; and those that
will not, which might require different types of approaches. The meeting also heard that there
was inconsistency in the quality of submissions. It was suggested that there remains a lack of
means to enable participation and a lack of a mechanism to develop best practice.
There were calls for a two-track approach to improving the CBMs: the first track would be to
identify ‘quick fixes’, to make the forms more user friendly and relevant, that might be
agreed upon at the Review Conference itself; the second track would be a longer-term
approach, perhaps as part of the next intersessional process, to explore reconfiguring the
CBMs to play more significant role under the BWC. It was suggested that ultimately it might
be necessary to move towards declarations for binding commitments and additional
transparency building tools for supplementary activities.
The workshop also heard a number of challenges to improving the CBMs and discussed
possible solutions, including: providing assistance to help meet the costs of efforts to gather
the necessary data; simplifying the complexity of the forms; and providing incentives to
participate. Participants discussed the lack of clarity as to whether the CBMs are intended as
verification tools or for building confidence, which might be resolved by clearly focusing
future efforts on enhancing transparency.
The discussion also covered the lack of collective analysis of the CBM data provided. As
most of the CBMs are still published in restricted access area of the ISU website, the ISU
would be the only actor able to analyse the returns. There were calls to request the ISU to
make an annual presentation on general trends in reporting under the BWC, without
identifying any individual States Parties. Other participants did not think central analysis of
CBMs would be useful.
It was also suggested that it remains unclear as to how States Parties make use of the
information submitted under the CBMs. There were calls to strengthen measures for
following up on data submissions or requesting clarifications, including: supplementary
meetings and information exchanges; a revision of the role of the ISU enabling it to request
any missing forms; and more assistance to enable participation.
Some participants made detailed proposals for altering specific aspects of the current forms.
The workshop also heard the details of the initiative undertaken by Germany, Norway,
Switzerland and the Geneva Forum to catalogue changes to the CBMs that might be
considered by the Seventh Review Conference. A number of more general changes were also
discussed, including: expanding the CBMs to better address Article X; using them as a
vehicle to gather offers and requests for assistance; and altering the format of reporting to
move away from a series of static PDF files to present the data in a more interactive manner.
Science and technology
The workshop heard the importance of focusing on the benefits offered by science and
technology for the BWC as well as on the possibilities for misuse. It was also stressed that
the impact of advances in science and technology was not limited to the scope of the BWC
but could also affect its implementation and operation. There were several calls to establish
more regular and formal connections between the scientific and BWC communities, and it
was noted that the flow of information and ideas should run in both directions.
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There was discussion on whether the rate and spread of advances in the life sciences and
technology required a more frequent review than every five years. Most participants felt that
a more frequent review was needed. Some participants felt that a full review was only needed
every five years but that there was value in activities between reviews. The value of
interactions through the intersessional process was noted, as was the importance of
addressing one or two specific aspects of science and technology at time, rather than trying to
review the whole field annually.
It was suggested that due to the rate and spread of the science and technology that the BWC
would need to be able to draw upon a more diverse set of expertise than it would be possible
to cover in an advisory board. Participants’ attention was drawn to the activities of a de facto
science advisory network built on the work of IAP: the Global Network of Science
Academies as well as international scientific unions.
Two detailed practical proposals were made for frameworks to address advances in science
and technology. One participant suggested an annual process where a Meeting of States
Parties would select scientific topic(s) for review the following year. An independent
scientific body, such as the IAP, would then be tasked with preparing a review of this topic.
The scientists involved in preparing that review would then discuss it with national technical
experts from States Parties at a scientific advisory meeting. The scientific advisory meeting
would then consider the implications of these topics and prepare a report for States Parties.
The Meeting of States Parties would then consider this report, decide on any required action,
and select topic(s) for the following year.
A second proposal was to create a standing review panel. Such a panel could have around 24
members appointed by States Parties for a five-year period. The panel could report on
relevant scientific and technological developments. It could identify technologies and
techniques with the greatest potential for malign use as well as examine how advances in
science and technology might enable efforts to deal with disease. The panel might also work
on dual-use issues such as education for life scientists and codes of conduct. It could also
facilitate the development of relevant communication strategies. The membership of the
panel would need to respect geographic representation, include members from both private
and public sectors, and with backgrounds in human, animal and plant diseases. The panel
could meet annually and report to Meetings of States Parties, which would forward any issues
that required follow-up action to the next review conference.
The Implementation Support Unit
A range of different options for institutional support for the BWC were discussed, including a
comprehensive intergovernmental organization, an international secretariat, and an
implementation support unit. Participants were reminded that the type, size and capacity of
institutional support required would be dependent upon the future work of the BWC. There
were many calls to renew the mandate of the Implementation Support Unit
The workshop discussed the current role and activities of the ISU. It was suggested that many
of the activities currently undertaken by the Unit, such as supporting meetings of the BWC,
national implementation, participation in CBMs in expanding treaty membership as well as
outreach and liaison activities, would continue in the future and that ISU engagement in these
areas was still needed. There was also discussion of the practical and logistical arrangements
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currently in place and the relationship of the ISU with the UN Office for Disarmament
Affairs.
Discussions also included suggestions for new areas and ways in which the Unit may need to
work. Some participants felt that the current mandate was broad enough to cover any
activities that the Unit was likely to need to pursue, including work on the implementation of
Article X. The possibility of using the ISU as a clearing house for assistance was also
discussed. There were several calls to retain flexibility in what the Unit is tasked to do,
transparency on its activities, and neutrality in how it works with States Parties.
Participants heard that the primary constraint on the work of the Unit was its human
resources. The Unit currently had to turn down between a third or half of activities in which it
could be engaged as there is not enough staff to service them. The importance of the Unit
having sufficient administrative support was also highlighted.
Voluntary contributions were also discussed. To date, such funds have only been used in
pursuit of the existing mandate of the Unit but questions were posed as to possible future
conflicts of interest and the need to ensure that all States Parties can benefit from the work of
the Unit. Participants heard that such voluntary contributions had allowed the Unit to expand
the geographic scope of its work. There was a proposal for the Unit to provide budget details
within its annual report.
International cooperation and assistance
Participants stressed the overall importance of assistance and cooperation for the BWC, with
some characterizing the Convention as an instrument for international cooperation in security
and development. Some participants raised problems of political denials of transfers and what
to do about them.
Participants drew attention to the importance of sustainability and avoiding duplication when
working together to build capacity. There was also recognition that there has been a shift in
perceptions of assistance and cooperation in recent years and that with the diffusion of life
science capacity around the world that international approaches to these issues had also
changed. There was a general sense that there were practical opportunities for improving how
States Parties worked together to cooperate and build capacity.
The meeting also heard that balancing regulatory and promotional aspects of the BWC is not
a zero sum game and that they support each other in a mutually beneficial cycle of increasing
trust, capacity, security and development. Participants suggested that there were ways to
improve the implementation of Article X that strengthen the overall effectiveness of the
Convention, and ways to improve the security aspects of the Convention that strengthen
cooperation, assistance and transfer of technology. Many participants strongly supported a
proposal for a mechanism to improve the implementation of Article X, but would like more
details of what such a mechanism would involve. There were also calls to establish a working
group to examine modalities for the full implementation of Article X and to further efforts for
cooperation and assistance.
Participants considered the close linkages between Article VII on the provision of assistance
following the use of a biological weapon, and Article X on international cooperation and
development. Participants discussed opportunities for international cooperation and
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assistance and highlighted the importance of: building capacity to respond to the alleged use
of biological weapons; building capacity to detect, mitigate and respond to disease outbreaks;
improving national health systems; enhancing biosafety and biosecurity; participation in
BWC meetings; strengthening national implementation; and increasing South-South
cooperation.
There were also proposals for improved information sharing on international cooperation and
assistance, including: using the CBMs to gather details of requests for, and capacity to
provide assistance; performing some basis analysis on data gathered; using the ISU as
clearing house for assistance; creating and maintaining, or gaining accesses to database(s) of
offers of assistance and relevant capacity housed in international organizations; adding
details of international assistance and cooperation opportunities to the BWC website; closer
collaborations between the ISU and national contact points; and external needs assessments
to facilitate requests for assistance.
Compliance and verification
The workshop heard of the need to identify how States Parties can demonstrate to others their
compliance with the BWC, as well as the need to identify ways to build confidence that
others are complying. There were calls to develop the existing procedures and practices in
this regard. Several participants stressed the importance of efforts in this area being forwardlooking, given significant changes in the broader security environment over the last couple of
decades. For example, advances in microbial forensics might offer new capacity to
investigate the alleged use of a biological weapon. Participants noted the opportunity to set a
new independent path that was not hostage to past disputes. There were also calls for a
strategic thinking space to give States Parties the opportunity to explore options for future
work in this area.
Discussions covered past efforts to ensure compliance with the obligations of the BWC. It
was noted that in the early days of the work of the Ad Hoc Group there had been long and
inconclusive discussions as to whether it was possible to verify compliance with the BWC.
Several participants noted that the efforts of the Ad Hoc Group were not to develop a
verification protocol but to develop a protocol to strengthen the Convention. Others noted
that it the protocol nevertheless ended up containing many of the tools of verification.
Some participants cautioned that to start to re-examine verification would lead to the same
divisive debate of the past and that future efforts might be better directed towards assessing
and monitoring compliance. To this end, it was proposed that the first practical step that
States Parties might take would be to determine what compliance with the Convention would
look like. It was suggested that a common understanding of what a state would have to do to
be in compliance with the BWC would then enable the development of tools to assess such
compliance. Several participants felt that ultimately efforts to assess compliance would
necessitate legally-binding commitments. There were calls to establish a working group to
examine compliance issues.
Several participants laid out approaches that focused on developing toolboxes containing
multiple elements that would collectively enable assessments of compliance, including:
developing the existing compliance reporting mechanism used at review conferences;
developing better capacities to investigate allegations of use; exploring means for making
declarations; improved transparency measures; strengthened consultation procedures under
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Article V; and better means for exchanging information on suspicious disease events and
allegations of use.
Some participants felt that the only way to create a regime to strengthen the Convention was
to develop a legally binding mechanism that addresses all provisions of the BWC. They
expressed the opinion that a piecemeal approach was not feasible. Several other participants
argued for working on individual components, testing them in operation, and then ultimately
recombining them in a balanced manner, possibly into a legally-binding framework.
Conclusions – preparing for a successful Review Conference
States Parties were advised to prepare for success not failure. Participants discussed the need
to establish markers for success in advance of the Review Conference. It was suggested that
the Review Conference should not settle for the lowest common denominator but that States
Parties should work to identify areas where action could be taken and that will make a real
difference to international peace and security.
The workshop heard guidance on how to achieve a successful outcome, including the
importance of:
•

Starting early – it was necessary to engage actors that could influence discussions
and outcomes;

•

Listening intently – to understand the positions and perspectives that drive these
actors;

•

Building interpersonal chemistry amongst negotiators – conferences flounder
most commonly not because of difference between national positions but because
of mismanaged relationships;

•

Working with all stakeholders – States Parties, through their missions and in
capitals, as well as the wider community, NGOs, industry and scientists;

•

Building bridges between groups of like minded countries and coalitions – to
encourage stakeholders to move into a shared space.
_____
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Berlin Seminar
Outlook and Perspectives for the BTWC Seventh Review Conference
9 – 10 June 2011
Chair’s Summary
The German Federal Foreign Office hosted the seminar on 9 and 10 June 2011 in Berlin. 35
participants from 20 countries and four organizations participated in the seminar. The seminar
did not seek to agree any conclusions or recommendations as it was conducted under Chatham
House rules. Based on experience from preceding similar events (Wilton Park, Beijing,
Montreux), the agenda focused on issues which in view of the organizers required some more
in-depth discussion. The chair prepared the following summary of discussions.
The five seminar sessions were moderated by different participants and started with opening
statements by invited speakers. The agenda of the seminar sketched out some questions for
each session and slides used for opening statements are attached.
Ambassador Klaus-Peter Gottwald, Director-General of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Department of the FFO welcomed the participants, followed by Ambassador Paul van den
Ijssel (NLD) expressing his expectations as President designate of the Seventh BTWC Review
Conference.
Session 1: Confidence Building Measures
The seminar heard two brief summaries of the goal of the process which tries to build
confidence by transparency and information exchange and to prevent ambiguities and improve
international cooperation. The process has qualitative as well as quantitative problems.
Qualitatively, the CBMs have not been updated in 20 years; quantitatively, less than 40 percent
of the States Parties participate in the annual exchange. A lack of opportunity exists to monitor
and discuss the information contained in CBM declarations. Analysis of CBM declarations
addressing trends over time could be done by ISU. The way forward to make the process more
reliable could be taking a decision at the 2011 RevCon on proposals in the CHE-NOR-GER
paper and initiating a conceptual discussion on confidence building as agenda item of the
intersessional process.
In the discussion, the so-called two-track approach, i.e. decision on updating CBM forms at the
RevCon and a conceptual discussion, if needed, in the intersessional process was seen by
several participants as the way forward for improving the CBM process. Some participants
expressed that they favoured giving the task of a generic trend analysis to ISU, but that the ISU
should refrain from individual analysis of CBM declarations. Also the idea of “peer analysis”
was introduced, which means that in the intersessional process States Parties could present their
CBM declarations and stand ready for discussion in a bottom-up process. One of the problems
of low participation in the annual exchange may be the complexity of gathering information for
filling the CBM forms. Therefore proposals for updating the CBMs should not increase the
burden. Another problem may be that the submission of CBM declarations is not legally
binding. Views were expressed that a legally binding system is seen in the context of a
compliance regime rather than with confidence building measures.
Making full CBM declarations public available, as some States Parties already do, may not be
an option for all States Parties, but they may be in a position to allow the publication of some
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forms while keeping others restricted. Regarding Article X issues addressed in existing and
proposed for updating CBM forms, views were expressed that a more flexible process than the
static CBM declarations may be needed, but some argued to retain Article X issues in the CBM
forms in addition to a possible other process.
Session 2: Compliance
The opening statement addressed the lack of a regime ensuring compliance with the BTWC and
cautioned against mixing-up confidence building with compliance measures. States Parties are
not in a position to restart a process on verification, but there seems to be growing
understanding for enhancing compliance and looking for measures increasing trust in States
Parties’ compliance. Issues that need to be taken into account are prohibitions and preventive
measures addressed in Articles I to IV but to some extent also activities related to Articles V,
VI, VII and X. With regard to obligations under Articles I to IV States Parties could do more to
broaden the “show” as well as the “see” side of compliance. Accountability reports, providing
up-to-date text versions of relevant laws and regulations to the ISU implementation database,
possibly mandatory, voluntary visits to military as well as civil facilities of concern and
invitation of international participants to seminars and workshops at such facilities could
provide deeper insight and build trust in compliance. With regard to Article V (consultation and
cooperation in case of compliance concerns), procedures related to consultations were
discussed in detail last time in 1991 (see Final Report of Third RevCon) and should be
reviewed. In relation to Article VI (invoking UNSG and SG mechanism) diverging views exist
as to whether and how this mechanism could complement the BTWC as a compliance measure.
The view was expressed that a compliance regime for the BTWC requires a legally binding
structure and that compliance and verification measures under the CWC could provide relevant
guidance. Other participants argued for having a discussion at the RevCon and in the
intersessional process what compliance means in the BTWC context and to explore which
measures are already in place and what could be done in addition to increase trust in
compliance. Some expressed support for the proposals referred to in the opening statement and
argued that improving compliance may also be possible without legally binding mechanisms.
Some saw trust in compliance as an overarching issue that builds on a number of areas and
their further development. They addressed the necessity of developing a baseline for all States
Parties to understand what it means to build trust in compliance and to resolve compliance
concerns.
Session 3: Cooperation and Assistance
In the introduction to the session, it was stated that the Article X issue is a well known topic
also from other treaties but has not been resolved to general satisfaction in different fora. There
are clauses in Article X where States Parties have not yet agreed on their meaning. In addition
different views exist with regard to security efforts and economic development activities under
the BTWC. The intersessional process demonstrated that apart from the differences a lot of
cooperation and assistance between States Parties exists. One of the benefits of the
intersessional process was that experts who could clearly identify needs of their countries met
experts from countries that can provide support. This may have contributed to a common
understanding and to enabling an agreement on something substantive as to Article X at the
RevCon. However, a proposal should be circulated very soon if it is to stand a chance for
agreement. It should be sufficiently detailed and should take into account what could be done in
the BTWC context and that there are also other fora for assistance and cooperation. An
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electronic information exchange of needs and offers could increase cooperation, but it should
not be restricted to electronic matching, but rather include also personal communication.
In the discussion, views were expressed that the ISU could manage a database on assistance
and cooperation requests and offers, but an active coordination role of the ISU was seen going
too far. The ISU could have a clearing house function and possibly assist a requesting State
Party in clearly defining its need. The problem of avoiding duplication of activities was
mentioned by several participants considering that other fora also deal with cooperation and
assistance. It was mentioned that from 2012 with the full implementation of the IHR an
additional mechanism for assistance and cooperation will be in place. As on the national level
different organisations may be involved in providing international assistance and cooperation it
is sometimes difficult to identify what is already being done and by whom. Providing
respective data could avoid duplication and help identifying where gaps exist. Making
assistance and cooperation an integral part of the intersessional process would help identifying
gaps and ways as to how they can be addressed. Some participants referred also to the possible
south-south component of assistance and cooperation, seeing that some States in the south
developed already some potential of being technology providers. Participants expressed the
feeling that a positive mood can be identified for progress in solving the Article X issue at the
RevCon. For achieving such progress at the RevCon the availability of a draft paper as soon as
possible could be helpful. Such paper may take into account concerns expressed with regard to
Article X papers tabled in 2009.
Session 4: Proposals and Options for Decision Making
Two opening statements introduced new ideas for consideration. The first one dealt with the
questions whether and how decision-making could improve the intersessional process (see
attachment). The second one suggested that the creation of a “bureau”-like body in Geneva
could stimulate awareness and assist improving governance of the BTWC process.
Concerns were expressed regarding the overlap of MXPs and MSPs in the past, therefore the
focus should be on how to avoid this overlap. It was questioned whether making decisions and
recommendations will solve the problem. At MXPs and MSPs States Parties always could have
agreed on recommendations and decisions by consensus if willed to do so. While the decision
making process at the Review Conference is based on States Parties’ credentials, MXPs and
MSPs lack such backing. The “straightjacket” mandate for topics being discussed in the past
intersessional process limited decision making anyway, a more flexible “comfort zone”
approach for topics of the future intersessional process could provide a better chance for
making recommendations and go beyond the present status of creating only common
understanding. But, views were expressed that decisions and recommendations could be made
at MXPs and MSPs, if at all, only on clearly defined technical and administrative but not on
substantive issues.
A proposal was made to establish a “Bureau” in Geneva consisting of representatives from the
regional groups in Geneva with rotating chairmanship, depositaries, chairman of the
MSP/RevCon and the head of the ISU as the “Bureau’s”secretary which could assist in
preparing meetings and create a higher degree of commitment to the BTWC by continuing
discussions between meetings. One objective is improving interaction between States Parties
especially in the long period between January and August, but also to serve as some kind of
focal point for the inclusion of new and attractive thematic areas and an increased involvement
of industry and science.
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Session 5: Structure of the Intersessional Process
The session started with two presentations proposing concrete steps for reorganizing the
structure of the intersessional process (see attachments). Both proposals suggest the
restructuring of the intersessional process by creating open-ended working groups. Each of the
working groups could be tasked with a cluster of substantive issues which would allow that
within the cluster the group could set different priorities. Each group could be guided by a
coordinator responsible for overseeing work between formal meetings and would report the
group’s work to the MSP. According to one proposal, formal working group sessions would
take place together with other sessions at the MXP. The other suggestion foresaw that the
working groups would meet twice a year. In this case the second meeting could take place in
the week before the MSP and could recommend decisions that could be agreed in the MSP.
More or less similar proposals for the content of the clusters were made.
Participants expressed the view that wide international participation was one of the benefits of
the past intersessional process. This should not be lost. A concern was expressed that splitting
in different working groups may require more money for experts. But, use of modern
communication and collaboration tools (e-mail or internet platforms) could limit formal
meetings to the minimum necessary. However, use of English as single working language
would be a prerequisite. The question was raised, how national positions could be
communicated when more than one expert from a State Party participates in the electronic
exchange of views. With regard to decision making, concerns mentioned above under Session 4
were reiterated. Some participants saw the possibility that with the proposed working group
structure without decision making a shorter MSP could be possible. Some addressed a possible
combination of the proposed structure with the aforementioned “bureau” idea. Some
participants expressed their preference for retaining the MXP/MSP-structure as it is and argued
for additional standing panels/committees with government and government named academics
and industry representatives dealing with S+T but also other BTWC relevant issues.

Attachments:
- Agenda
- Presentation on Decision Making
- Presentations on Structure of the Intersessional Process (2)
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Regional Workshop on Preparations for the Seventh Review
Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention
30 June – 1 July, 2011, the New World Hotel, Makati City, the Philippines

Vice-Chair’s Summary
On Thursday 30 June and Friday 1 July 2011, 41 representatives from ASEAN countries
(Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand,
Vietnam) as well as Australia, China, the European Union, Japan, Norway, the Republic of
Korea, the United States and the United Kingdom participated in a regional workshop on
Preparations for the Seventh Review Conference (RevCon) of the Biological Weapons
Convention (BWC). The BWC Implementation Support Unit (ISU), United Nations Office
for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA), the United Nations Secretariat for Resolution (UNSCR)
1540 and the non-governmental organisation VERTIC also participated. The two-day
workshop was one of three consecutive events held in Manila under the heading ‘BWC
Conference Week for East Asia and the Pacific’. The Anti-Terrorism Council, Office of the
Philippines President and Department of Foreign Affairs of the Philippines, provided the
Secretariat.
This Regional Workshop, co-chaired by Australia and the Philippines, followed on from four
earlier seminars on preparations for the RevCon1. It provided an opportunity for participants
from the East Asia and Pacific regions to share ideas on the seventh RevCon. Participants
explored ideas for strengthening the BWC and for strengthening the voice of the region in the
Review process. Discussions focussed on universality, Confidence Building Measures
(CBMs), the next intersessional process, compliance, advances in science and technology
(S&T), the ISU, assistance in the case of an alleged use and international cooperation.
As with earlier seminars, this workshop did not attempt to agree a final document. Instead,
the Vice-Chair has prepared a summary of discussions for the information of States Parties.
The discussions were under Chatham House rules.2
Universality
Participants heard that universalisation efforts had resulted in nine new states acceding since
the last intersessional process began in 2007. Participants noted that within the region, Nepal
and Myanmar were not yet BWC States Parties.
The variety of reasons why states are not party to the Convention were discussed – these
range from a lack of awareness of, and misperceptions about, the Convention, the priority
given to other issues, including poverty alleviation and development, and capacity and
financial constraints. Participants also heard that, in very few cases, security considerations
resulted in a decision by a state not to join the BWC – these states were described as ‘hard
1

The first held at Wilton Park in September 2010, the next in Beijing in November 2010, the third in Montreux
in April 2011 and, most recently, in Berlin 9-10 June.
2
Comments have been not attributed to particular participants.
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targets’. In this context, the positive contribution of universalisation to reinforcing the global
norm prohibiting the use of biological weapons was emphasised.
Participants acknowledged that raising awareness of the BWC is a team effort – not only the
role of the Chair and of the ISU but also of States Parties. The importance of coordinating
with other agencies’ efforts was also noted – VERTIC, the EU Joint Action, UNSCR 1540
Committee, the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) and the
World Health Organisation (WHO) were cited as relevant examples. Participants noted the
range of resources available. It was suggested that a coherent operational plan for
universalisation could be developed. It was also suggested that the advancement of
international cooperation and assistance will contribute to the universalisation as it provides
an incentive for states to accede the Convention.
Confidence Building Measures (CBMs)
Participants noted the objectives of CBMs - to enhance transparency and build confidence of
compliance among States Parties, and to avoid as well as reduce ambiguities, doubts and
suspicions. Some participants argued that they can also facilitate improved international cooperation. The interrelated external (international) and internal (domestic) roles of the CBM
returns were acknowledged - externally, they build confidence, which in turn supports
international co-operation and assistance activities, which (internally) enhances national
capacity. The indirect value of the process was also recognised. Compiling CBMs enables a
review of national implementation by each State Party and ensures that States Parties are
aware of BWC-relevant activities taking place within their own borders.
There appeared to be broad agreement on a two-track approach to refining CBMs, involving
a modest streamlining and amendment of the forms to be agreed by the 7th RevCon, with
States Parties undertaking to engage in broader conceptual discussions on refining and
enhancing CBMs, as well as potential additional transparency tools, in the next intersessional
period. The informal process undertaken by Germany, Norway, Switzerland and the Geneva
Forum was acknowledged as being very useful. Participants noted a number of issues yet to
be agreed, including how to increase participation (quantitatively and qualitatively), how best
to improve procedures and make the information provided more meaningful (e.g. through
analysis and, possibly, translations). Some participants emphasised that CBMs should not be
confused with compliance. The possibility that small groups, or peer groups, could review
and discuss the CBM returns was also raised.
A new intersessional process for 2012-2015
In discussions on a new intersessional process for 2012-2015, participants heard of the need
to balance ambition with practical and feasible ideas. It was recognised that the last two
intersessional processes had been useful in facilitating dialogue and identifying challenges
which required further work. But a number of participants expressed concern at the lack of
flexibility in the approach used so far, with the intersessional topics agreed at the five-yearly
Review Conferences, which does not provide the opportunity for States Parties to continue
discussion of a key topic between meetings.
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It was suggested that it may be appropriate to re-organize the intersessional process to enable
particular issues to be addressed in a more timely manner. Some saw it as important that
intersessional annual meetings had discretion to address individual topics on an ongoing
basis, such as:
(i)
national implementation – including strengthening and making more effective use of
CBMs
(ii)
international cooperation – including identifying gaps that need to be addressed
(iii)
scientific and technological advances, including dual-use issues.
Participants heard a proposal for the establishment of a series of working groups on these
issues, which could become part of the Meetings of Experts held in August. Each working
group could appoint a facilitator who would collaborate with the ISU. Working groups would
be open ended and participation would be on a voluntary basis. Facilitators would report
outcomes to the annual Meeting of States Parties (MSP) to enable States Parties to exchange
their views and consider any actions required.
States Parties were encouraged to avoid a proliferation of topics, given the resource
constraints. Also, it was acknowledged that a change in approach would be required to enable
MSPs to recommend actions flowing from the outcomes from the working groups, and in the
selection of issues to be considered by the working group in the following year, to enable the
activities of working groups to adapt year by year to developments in their areas of
responsibility. Examples set by other Conventions may be useful in this context.
Participants also considered options to enhance the regional dimension of the BWC in the
next intersessional period. In this context, one suggestion was that regional deliberations on
the Convention could be incorporated into existing regional processes (e.g. ASEAN Regional
Forum). Some noted that while regional BWC-related activities would be less expensive for
participants, they may impose additional financial and other burdens on the secretariat.
Compliance
Views were expressed that, given the history of the compliance issue, it would not be helpful
for the 7th RevCon to call for a return to negotiations on a legally binding verification
instrument. An alternative proposal was suggested involving the establishment of a
compliance working group for the next intersessional period. This would discuss and develop
common understandings on relevant BWC compliance issues and consider appropriate
action.
It was noted that there have been different views on what constitutes ‘compliance with the
BWC’ and this is still not clear (for example, do we mean compliance with some or all
Articles of the Convention? And what constitutes compliance with each Article?). In addition
to definitional issues, the working group could consider what types of information would
enhance assurance in compliance, how existing mechanisms could be better used (i.e.
Articles V, VI and the UN Secretary General’s Investigation Mechanism), and what new
mechanisms might be useful to enhance transparency and enhance confidence in compliance.
It was noted that the underlying aim of compliance activities was to gain a greater level of
assurance that other States Parties were fully complying with the Convention. The question
whether we could in fact verify the BWC in a manner comparable to other WMD treaties was
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raised. Participants nonetheless acknowledged there were a range of means to enhance
assurance of compliance, and that providing for some discussions of these issues in the next
intersessional period could be useful.
Review of advances in science and technology
Participants heard of the benefits of advances in, inter alia, synthetic biology,
nanotechnology, certain toxins and pharmoco-genomics, but also noted the dual-use
implications of some of these developments. It was acknowledged that the relevance of
Article I has not diminished. Given the rapid advances in science and technology (S&T) with
implications for the BWC, several participants expressed the view that reviews of relevant
developments should be undertaken more frequently than the five-year interval between
Review Conferences. The suggestion that there be annual reviews was highlighted, with
some support for an open ended meeting of scientific experts rather than a scientific advisory
board or panel. It was suggested that the Inter Academy Panel and other international
scientific societies could contribute to such a process.
Participants also considered the importance of examining advances in S&T from a regional
perspective, and not only from the developed world point of view. The possibility of
convening a regional workshop was discussed, and the importance of ensuring different
regional membership of any S&T review process was noted. In this context, it was
recognised that the globalisation of the biotechnology sector makes the distinction between
‘developed’ and ‘developing’ countries less clear-cut.
Implementation Support Unit
It was noted that the BWC Implementation Support Unit has been characterised as one of the
success stories of the last Review Conference in 2006. Participants acknowledged that,
through its work supporting States Parties’ implementation of the Convention, the ISU has
clearly shown its efficiency, effectiveness and professionalism. Its ability to work with other
organisations was highlighted. Its role in providing administrative support to meetings and to
the comprehensive implementation and universalisation of the Convention, in addition to
centralising the exchange of confidence building measures, was recognised as continuing to
be important.
Participants were encouraged to give their full support for proposals for the ISU to continue
beyond the next Review Conference and for increased resources to be made available.
Assistance (Article VII)
Participants heard that RevCons provide an opportunity to review the functioning of the
Convention, to ensure the treaty and its provisions are realised. In this context, it was noted
that Article VII requires a decision by the UN Security Council that a State Party has been
exposed to danger as a result of a violation of the Convention, and that this provision has yet
to be invoked. States Parties have however recognised the critical requirement for effective
national capacity in preparedness and response in order to mitigate the effects of a disease
outbreak. As a consequence, States Parties are already providing international assistance
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under Article VII, including in enhancing national capacities for disease surveillance,
preparedness and response to a disease outbreak.
It was suggested that a review of such Article VII related assistance activities undertaken by
States Parties would emphasise their importance. It was also suggested that the Review
Conference should recognise the contribution of other international organisations in this area.
Participants were encouraged to ensure that Article VII remains an important part of the
intersessional process. In this context, the possibility of a working group was raised – to
bring together relevant experts, connect countries with needs to assistance programs
available, share experiences and best practice and identify/address any impediments to
international assistance projects.
International cooperation (Article X)
Participants heard that international cooperation and assistance is relevant to Articles V, VI,
VII and X of the BWC. The contribution to enhanced implementation of these Articles based
on the recommendations of the 6th RevCon and the outcomes of the intersessional process, as
well as various seminars and workshops, was highlighted. The proposals for an Article X
action plan and the establishment of a mechanism for its effective implementation were
noted.
Participants acknowledged the broad range of ongoing international cooperation activities
which fit under the scope of Article X. Activities highlighted included international
programs for combating emerging diseases, assisting industry in the life sciences, facilitating
trade in the biotechnology sector, national education programs in biological sciences
including biosafety and biosecurity training, and various bilateral S&T cooperation projects.
An apparent gap in understandings of the implementation of Article X was acknowledged.
While some States Parties want to establish a formal mechanism for the advancement of
international cooperation and assistance, others consider that Article X is already working
well and question whether such a mechanism is required. It was suggested that some work on
specific proposals could help bridge this gap. Some ideas were suggested:
a clearing house mechanism: matching offers and needs
a working group or standing committee
a database of past and ongoing cooperation relevant to the BWC, possibly in matrix
format
raising the profile of Article X on the ISU website.
An EU paper providing ideas on a reporting format for assistance and cooperation for Article
X was noted.
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BTWC Review
Sunday 11 – Tuesday 13 September 2011 | WP1124
held in The Netherlands
Introduction
With the Seventh Review Conference of the Biological & Toxin Weapons Convention
(BTWC) imminent, a preliminary assessment of the topics likely to be decisive in the
success or otherwise of the Conference will be both timely and potentially instructive.
Those topics can be identified as, first, the future shape of confidence-building measures
(CBMs) and national implementation; second, the implementation of Articles VII and X;
third, the prospects for consensus on verification and compliance; fourth, the continuing
impact of advances in science and technology; and fifth, the future of the Implementation
Support Unit (ISU) and the Intersessional Process after the Review.

CBMs and national implementation
1. The debate here continues to evolve, although it does not yet appear to have
crystallised into a coherent consensus ahead of the Review. It may be productive to
think of this debate as a two-track process: some issues such as the format and
content of the forms may be amenable to quick fixes at the Review itself; deeper issues
such as the purpose that is served by CBMs, and the development of new measures,
may be better dealt with during the Intersessional Process under a mandate from the
Review.
2. There appears to be general consensus that the CBM element in the BTWC regime
needs improvement, and also about where the problems lie. In quantitative terms, not
enough States Parties are submitting their forms. The 2010 rate of 44% is certainly a
considerable improvement on the 27% rate that pertained in 1987, but nonetheless it is
unsatisfactory that after 23 years of progress more than half the States Parties are not
submitting CBM forms. More recently, the Sixth Review Conference asked States
Parties to name a National Contact Point on CBMs; to date, only 65 have done so and
improvement there would help with national implementation.
3. In qualitative terms, there is a lack of common understandings of the forms themselves.
Differing interpretations of what is required produce inconsistencies between national
submissions, and questions remain over whether the forms are asking the right
questions for the challenges posed by scientific and technological developments in the
21st century life sciences. Moreover, the process of submission is not as consistent or
as transparent as it might be. A large number of submissions are only available on a
restricted database, giving potential for generating suspicion rather than confidence,
and the capacity for developing good practice is hampered by an absence of
discussion about the forms after submission.
4. The two-track process mentioned above begins with the immediate measures that can
be taken at the Review itself to remedy the situation. Germany, Norway and
Switzerland have put forward a package of proposals, available on the ISU website, for
amending the current CBM forms. The suggested revisions would, it is hoped, rectify
some of the ambiguities in the forms and hence increase participation. Further
proposals with the goal of enhancing transparency have been submitted. These include
open access as the default option on CBM forms; and an annual trend analysis of CBM
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submissions presented by the ISU to the Meeting of States Parties, which would give
an overall qualitative and quantitative pattern of information submitted. The latter may
need a small amendment to the mandate of the ISU, but would offer the prospect of
better utilisation of the CBM process. The trend analysis would offer an overall picture
and thus avoid any undesirable singling-out of individual states. That said, the real
utility of trend analysis is not always apparent. Instead, it might be worth investigating
how individual submissions can be discussed: it ought to be possible to do this in a
non-accusatory fashion. CBMs are usually linked with either compliance or national
implementation, but in fact those two links do lead in very different directions; avoiding
the former might help in enabling discussion of individual submissions.
5. It is generally recognised that the CBM forms are outdated; the process of changing
them will need international agreement of course, but it may also need cooperation
between domestic agencies as the information required shifts to ensure timely and
accurate annual submissions. Enhancing this might be a task for the longer term
workings of the Intersessional Process, which might include CBMs in its work
programme between the Seventh and Eighth Review Conferences. Before agreeing to
ask the Intersessional Process to look at the future for CBMs, it will be necessary to
develop a clear mandate for what that is designed to achieve. One option would be for
Track II discussions in a working group. Whatever the format, the goal would be to
modernize the CBM forms and process in order to be more responsive to contemporary
risks and threats, and to enhance their role in the BTWC regime.

Articles VII and X
6. It may also be useful for CBMs to be contextualised more, by offering a clearer picture
of the benefits – national and global – of full participation in the submission process.
This might be done by using CBM information as relevant to Article X assistance,
although this should not be a replacement for other possible measures on Article X.
The latter, along with the related Article VII, is another topic on which it may be possible
to make genuine progress at the Review.
7. Article X should not be regarded as a zero-sum game, or as a purely
developed/developing state issue, but it ought to be possible to make progress on more
effective implementation of it. The Canadian proposal for a clearing-house mechanism,
based on the premise that the onus for cooperation lies with recipients who need to
define needs when making a request for assistance, might help this. Recognising that
some States Parties may lack the capacity to define needs in making such a request,
Canada has similarly suggested that a needs-assessment mechanism or process could
be established to help there.
8. Articles VII and X both deal with cooperation and assistance between States Parties,
albeit of a different nature. However, Article X is a permanent and on-going obligation,
while Article VII is a case-specific response to violations of the Convention where a
State Party has been ‘exposed to danger’; it is important to keep them separate.
Nonetheless a certain undeniable synergy between the two exists; although Article X is
about building capacity and can enhance infectious disease surveillance, detection,
diagnosis and mitigation, it can have a role to play in strengthening Article VII. For
example, cooperation to increase capacity to identify and respond to disease outbreaks
will also increase the ability to identify deliberate attack. Real expertise in providing a
response to Article VII outbreaks remains fairly limited, and Article X can play an
important role in increasing the community of individuals qualified to provide assistance
and support under Article VII.
9. The Sixth Review Conference considered Article VII, and made some statements only
about how it might be put into effective practice. The Seventh Review should instead
be looking to take the matter further and possibly take decision on further actions that
might be required to give fuller effect to Article VII. For example, the provision of
emergency assistance could be made an option. CWC Article X provisions offer a
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possible model for how assistance might be pledged and organised in advance, and
the BTWC might consider doing something similar. A limitation is that under Article VII
no assistance can be provided until the UN Security Council decides that a violation of
the Convention has indeed taken place. However, there is a need to think about the
mechanism for coordinating and implementing responses before that point, and to
ensure that work does not duplicate the work of WHO and OIE for instance. Greater
coordination and cooperation between different agencies should be an aim. This would,
however, need to be consistent with allowing for a rapid response. The BTWC was
negotiated with states in mind as the source of likely use, but today non-state actors
have emerged as possible sources. Identifying an attack as an attack is therefore
rather more complex, making a rapid response essential.
10. Turning to the issue of wider cooperation in the peaceful development of biological
agents, the implementation of Article X has been a contentious and sometimes difficult
issue in BTWC Review Conferences. It is one of those issues on which the success or
otherwise of a Review can sometimes turn: progress here will, for many States Parties,
be a criterion for judging success. This can be regarded as an opportunity rather than a
challenge: developing consensus here will further the overall vitality of the regime, and
an enhanced profile for Article X assistance may have an important role to play in
universalisation of the BTWC. The Article does not have a mechanism for
implementation, which some believe can create difficulties in assessing how effectively
it is being implemented. Many activities that are very pertinent to the Convention are
already taking place, including at regional level, but are not acknowledge or recognised
as such. Thus, a considerable significant amount of activity relevant to Article X may
be going unremarked.
11. What an implementation apparatus might look like and how it would function is not
clear: the Seventh Review can attempt to develop viable and practical processes to aid
implementation. Using the ISU as a clearing house for Article X assistance, in the same
way that it is currently a clearing house for national implementation, is an example of
potential action here, but more is needed. The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) made
proposals for an Article X mechanism in 2009, in which the ISU could report on
requests/offers of assistance made during the year to the intersessional working
groups, which could make proposals for the Review Conferences. Moreover, Article X
cooperation does need to be in support only of activities that are consistent with the
Convention. Dealing with the political consequences of export denials is a problem and
a few have argued that the Australia Group is incompatible with Article X, but there are
in fact very few denials on these grounds, and such issues do not appear to be
hampering implementation of Article X in practice or States Parties’ capabilities.
12. The issue probably requires an extended consideration, and therefore making it a
standing item in the Intersessional Process may be helpful. In light of the fact that
biotechnology is increasingly a globalised business rather than a developed world one,
it is in everyone’s interest to have a working system that allows global transfer
wherever possible transfers and exchanges.

Verification
13. The point above about assisting activities consistent with the BTWC touches on the
issues of verification and compliance. CBMs are politically binding on States Parties;
national implementation is a legal obligation upon them; but compliance is usually
thought of as externally verified, and this continues to be the source of disagreement
between States Parties. The verification subject may be seen as having two aspects:
verifying that the BTWC is not being contravened (which is relatively clear and agreed
upon), and verifying that States Parties are entirely living up to the Conventions
obligations, something far harder and more controversial. Debates can often founder
on the definitions of compliance and of what exactly is being measured.
14. The position of some, and notably the US, is that technical and political factors mean
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that it is not possible to establish a verification system that would give meaningful
assurance of compliance. The counter-position is that the legal norm of the BTWC, if it
is to remain robust, will require verification machinery to monitor compliance and
reduce the likelihood of prohibited activities. It is not controversial to say that, as things
stand, there appears to be no way to reconcile these two positions.
15. That, however, does not preclude the pursuit of other ways to constrain misuse of
biological agents and maintain confidence in compliance. The Review will need to
strike a delicate but feasible balance between development of such measures and
recognition that several States Parties will require assurance that the measures are not
supplanting the eventual possibility of a verification mechanism. Such measures will
focus on the issue of compliance, and the US has suggested that an overhaul of the
CBM system might help to increase confidence that the precepts of the BTWC are
being adhered to. This may be challenged by States Parties that have stressed the
need to keep CBMs and compliance separate, on the grounds that the latter inevitably
tends to be thought of as verification. CBMs are a unilateral statement by a state on
how it sees itself as complying with the BTWC; verification is about how other states
satisfy themselves that compliance is taking place.
16. The US has also suggested that increasing understanding of how States Parties are
implementing the BTWC will be beneficial, and that an enhanced consultative process
for resolving concerns as they arise, plus a stronger mechanism for the UN Security
Council to conduct investigations, would give greater ability to resolve compliance
questions.
17. Other States Parties remain committed to the eventual goal of a verification
mechanism, arguing that without such a mechanism the BTWC will be incomplete, and
that the difficult experience of the Verification Protocol, and the undisputed complexity
of the task, should not make a taboo of debates about how to pursue the goal. At the
same time, the current impasse is recognised and few argue that it should preclude
finding other ways to strengthen confidence in compliance within the BTWC.
18. One option could be to operationalise the BTWC’s Article VI, which establishes the
right of States Parties to refer cases of alleged use violation of the Convention of
biological weapons to the UN Security Council. This could involve actively promoting
the availability and modalities of the clarification procedure under Article V. This could
involve mechanisms for the necessary clarification procedure under Article V, and
establishing a database of qualified experts and laboratories for such investigations,
perhaps through the ISU. This would not be a permanent inspectorate, but a more a list
of designated people and institutions as a sort of investigative unit. Potentially this may
act as a deterrent to possible use, as well as a way to deal with a serious violation of
the Convention.
19. However, steps have already been taken to reinvigorate the existing UNSG IAU
mechanism – training of inspectors and revising the technical guidelines for the conduct
of such an investigation - so it would be wasteful of time, effort and resources to
duplicate this just for the BTWC. One option instead might be a recognition that could
be codified at the Review Conference that in the event of an Article VI investigation, the
States Parties would be content that the UNSG mechanism could be used to deal with
any case of alleged use brought to the UNSC and where the Council decided to
investigate. In any case, any State may invoke the UN Secretary-General’s mechanism
for investigating alleged use of biological and toxin weapons in violation of the 1925
Geneva Protocol.
20. Other suggestions have come from Belgium and Australia. Belgium will publish a
working paper on this subject shortly, looking at the development of international quality
standards by the life sciences industry. These standards exist outside the BTWC treaty
framework and even outside the governmental framework, and are about developing
international standards to facilitate global trade, investments and communication. It
may be possible for States Parties to establish a dialogue with these industries and
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propose extra elements that can further BTWC objectives. Governments could also
support and call for the creation of global standards. These are industry standards, of
course, and so States Parties can have only a limited role in establishing them. Neither
should they be seen as removing from Governments prime responsibility for
implementing the Convention. However, such standards may have a role to play in
raising awareness about the risks related with dual-use items, increasing the threshold
for unauthorised use of agents and technologies, and providing an increased level of
assurance that life science institutions are complying with the prohibitions and
obligations of the BTWC. They may also facilitate international transactions that can be
relevant for Article X cooperation.
21. Australia is also submitting a working paper to the ISU, arguing for the Review to
establish a working group during the Intersessional Process, which would attempt to
draw out a consensus on exactly what constitutes compliance with the BTWC, and how
States Parties can better demonstrate that compliance.
22. There may be scope for the Review to make some progress on verification, although it
is possible that such progress may require States Parties to agree to disagree on the
feasibility of a mechanism, and concentrate on what other measures can be put into
place to help provide assurance and confidence in compliance with the Convention.

Science and Technology
23. Of the topics likely to be decisive for success at the Review, the one that probably has
the greatest consensus is the evolving impact of science and technology on the BTWC.
Challenges here include scientific advances, such as synthetic biology, which may
produce new agents; and technological advances, such as garage biology, which may
allow the production of biological agents with readily-available technology.
Developments in science affect both the scope and the implementation of the
Convention, and require a regular process of review and of cross-sector engagement.
Reviewing the science and technology will need the active input of scientists; assessing
its implications will need national technical experts, and deciding how to respond will
need the Meeting of States Parties. (The pace and scope of advance means that the
five-yearly Review Conferences are unsuitable for keeping track of developments.) The
MSP will need regular topics to monitor, but also the flexibility to respond to new and/or
unexpected developments. Scientists, policymakers and diplomats will need to work
together, and some more scientist-scientist engagement (for example, between
government scientists and their academic counterparts) will be important.
24. Given the near-universal consensus that better review is necessary, Australia has put
forward a proposal that attempts to develop a model of what a review process might
look like. Under the proposal, each Meeting of States Parties would identify one or
more topics to be kept under review during the following year, and invite a factual
report on these from international scientific organisations. A Science & Technology
Working Group, after discussing the reports, would prepare a report of its own for
discussion at the Meetings of States Parties, which in turn would submit
recommendations to the Review Conference.
25. Some States Parties have proposed the establishment of a Scientific Advisory Board,
along similar lines to that of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
(OPCW). This has some problems, such as the very different institutional structure of
the BTWC and also the wider and more diffuse nature of the life sciences as opposed
to chemistry. An another option is that S&T issues should be on a standing item on the
agenda for annual meetings, but any decision on actions would be left to a Review
Conference. Conversely there may well be occasions when it is to the advantage of an
intersessional process on S&T issues and to the States Parties themselves to be able
to take some minor decisions without having to wait until the Eighth Review Conference
in 2016. There appears to be very clear convergence on the need to review more
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frequently, but less on how this might best be put into practice.

The Intersessional Process and the Implementation Support Unit
26. Turning to the future role of the Intersessional Process and the ISU, these two can be
seen as the great successes of the Sixth Review Conference, and there appears to be
unanimous support for continuing with both. How to develop them further will be
another issue for the Seventh Review. The UK has put forward a proposal for a new
intersessional work programme, which deploys recurring reviews of key issues through
a set of three Task Groups looking at national implementation, cooperation and
assistance through Articles VII and X, and the impact of science and technology. The
outcomes from these groups would be submitted to the Meeting of States Parties, and
it is further proposed that appropriate levels of decision-making should be open to the
Intersessional Process rather than deferring until the Review Conferences. The latter
would remain responsible for major decisions and the consensus rule would apply to all
deliberations, but the Meetings of States Parties could have the mandate to make
some decisions.
27. This latter point may not find immediate consensus. Some States Parties have
concerns that the Meetings of States Parties should not be seen as mini-Reviews, and
decisions on their decision-making role will need careful negotiation. The agenda for
the Intersessional Process, however, seems the subject of near-universal consensus,
and the number of and length of meetings might be extended. Japan and Australia
have also prepared a joint proposal with similar ideas to those proposed by the UK
ones, involving three working groups (similar to those proposed by the UK – national
implementation, assistance, and science and technology) meeting for one week in
August each year.
28. The ISU looks almost certain to be retained after the Review. Prolonging its mandate is
not controversial, and States Parties appear keen to see it play a greater role in
facilitating CBM submissions, strengthening outreach activities, and promoting
universality. These roles are currently within its mandate, and so developing them
further may need expansion of its staff. One way to achieve the latter might be through
a fellowship programme, under which the ISU could take on an official from a States
Party’s foreign ministry for a year. As well as expanding the ISU staff, this would also
have an impact in capacity building among States Parties.
29. There is however some caution about extending the current mandate; it is probably
broad enough as it stands to enable the Unit to support outcomes from the Review
Conference. Many have argued that the ISU’s task can usefully be expanded into
issues such as a CBM database without needing to revisit the mandate. Involving the
ISU in universalisation and outreach is also suggested, but the job of convincing nonsignatory states to join the BTWC is perhaps one for States Parties, with civil society
playing a useful supporting role. A small bureau could be created to assist with
coordination and organisational matters during the Intersessional process and would
have the ISU Head, the Task Group Leaders, the regional group coordinators and the
Depositary Powers as members. There are also several regional processes relevant to
ISU and Intersessional Process taking place. These could have a more dynamic
relationship with the Convention itself. Some proposals, such as the UK ones, can
allow the BTWC to engage with these processes more effectively.

Conclusion
30. On CBMs, the value of the system does not appear to be in dispute, but there is also a
growing consensus that the current mechanism does not fully serve the transparency
objective and that the data is under-utilized as a means of enhancing confidence in
compliance. For the Review Conference, a two-track approach involving an immediate
decision to amend the current CBMs (perhaps guided by the Germany-Switzerland-
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Norway paper) and a longer-run mandate for a conceptual review during the
Intersessional Process might produce the most effective results. Consideration should
also be given to the role of the ISU in facilitating the CBM process.
31. General support also exists for improved analysis of CBM data, although there is not
yet consensus on what form this analysis might take or who might prepare it. Concerns
remain over the value of trend analysis, and over the possible use of CBMs as
compliance assessment. Ensuring that appropriate assistance is available for
compiling CBM returns, possibly through the ISU, would also be beneficial.
32. On national implementation, consensus is emerging that the Review Conference
should task a working group on national implementation (probably jointly with CBMs)
which would consider measures to increase transparency about national
implementation and facilitate experience sharing, cooperation and assistance. This
appears to be a key criterion for success at the Review Conference. Continued
engagement with stakeholders, including civil society and industry, on national
implementation issues through the BTWC and related activities remains a priority, as
does improved coordination with other relevant organizations in the BTWC network on
implementation and universalization. The Review Conference could also renew the call
for States Parties to nominate a national focal point for the Convention.
33. On Article VII and X, it is widely recognised that the Articles are linked, in that
cooperation activities under Article X can play a key role in building national capacities
to respond effectively to the use of biological weapons, and thus contribute directly to
the implementation of Article VII. On Article VII, the provisions of the article itself are of
limited practical application, as in many scenarios involving alleged or suspected use of
biological weapons, assistance would be required immediately, without waiting for the
decision of the Security Council. The Seventh Review Conference could agree suitable
procedures for rapid provision of assistance, and hopes remain that the Conference will
go further than the Sixth, which had only "taken note" of the desires of certain States
Parties in this regard. National preparedness and coordination of international
resources, including through the involvement of relevant international organisations,
are also seen as important factors. The Intersessional Process could consider these
issues.
34. On Article X, the need for a more coordinated approach to implementation appears to
be widely recognised, as is the need for better sharing of information about cooperation
activities, given that much relevant activity was taking place but was not identified as
being related to Article X, or to the BTWC in general. At least one specific proposal for
an implementation mechanism has been put forward. This would involve submission to
the ISU of requests for and offers of assistance, to be entered into a database, which
the ISU would use to facilitate "matchmaking". This procedure would be supplemented
by an open-ended working group on Article X, which would monitor implementation and
serve as a forum for discussion of cooperation activities and issues. Many agree on the
general approach of this proposal, mentioning the need for some kind of database and
matchmaking process, and highlighting the central role of the ISU. The assistance
clearing house provisions of the UN's small arms process might be a useful model.
Some also emphasise the importance of getting specific requests for assistance, and
the possible utility of a structured process of assessing needs.
35. It is important to remember the need to include human, animal and plant health in
cooperation activities, and the role that Article X activities could play in building links
with international organisations working in these fields. The importance of integrating
regional and sub-regional activities into the overall Article X effort is also emphasised,
as is the importance of networking and coordination with international organisations to
avoid duplication and make the best use of limited resources.
36. On verification and compliance, and despite the differences that remain between states
on verification, there are a number of issues that could be raised for further discussion
during and after the Review Conference. There is perhaps now an argument to be
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made for including the issue of defining compliance as a specific agenda item for intersessional consideration by a Task Team or Working Group. This could include setting
criteria for compliance, and perhaps some time in the future even the identification of
how to measure adherence to these criteria by States Parties.
37. On the ISU and the Intersessional Process, the latter has near-universal support for a
continued mandate and for an enhanced role in implementation of the BTWC. There is
less on widening the mandate, as some States Parties feel that the ISU’s work can be
sufficiently developed within the man date that currently exists. Similarly, the continued
mandate of the Intersessional Process does not appear to be in any real dispute, and
general support exists for an enhancement of its role, particularly in conducting better
review of science and technology, and in-depth work on CBMs. The issue of whether it
can have any decision-taking capacity is more controversial.
38. To summarise, the potential for substantial agreement at the Review Conference
appears to be good. There appears to be little dispute about which issues are in need
of decision and further action, and in many of those issues the outline shape of
potential agreement is becoming clearer. Key areas where further work is needed
include: possible mechanisms for improving the ensurance of compliance; the decisionmaking capacity, if any, of the Intersessional Process; the shape of science and
technology review; and the exact nature of improved implementation of Articles VII and
X.
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