2. BWC Documents
Articles XI-XV of the BWC set out the operational provisions of the treaty, including
provision for a review of the operation of the Convention, with a view to assuring that the
purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Convention are being adequately realised
(Article XII). While the treaty itself only provides that a review conference will be held
within the first five years after its entry into force, States Parties agreed at the First Review
Conference in 1980 to convene a second review conference, and since 1986 the approximately
five-yearly pattern has been maintained.
Included in this section of the Briefing Book are BWC documents from previous review
conferences and meetings. Documents of the Sixth Review Conference can be found on the
internet at www.unog.ch/bwc and will be distributed to all delegates at the Review
Conference.

Review Conferences
States Parties have formally reviewed the operation of the BWC at review conferences held
in 1980, 1986, 1991, 1996 and in 2001/2002. During these review conferences, States Parties
have reaffirmed that the scope of the Convention extends to new scientific and technological
developments, and have also instituted confidence-building data-exchanges in order to
enhance transparency and strengthen the BWC. The first four review conferences adopted
additional understandings or agreements that have interpreted, defined or elaborated the
meaning or scope of a BWC provision, or that have provided instructions, guidelines or
recommendations on how a provision should be implemented. These additional
understandings are contained in the Final Declarations of the Review Conferences, copies of
which are provided in this section of the Briefing Book. The table below provides
information on each of the review conferences:
Review Conference

Dates

President

First Review Conference

3-21 Mar 1980

Oscar Vaernø (Norway)

Second Review Conference

8-26 Sept 1986

Winfried Lang (Austria)

Third Review Conference

9-21 Sept 1991

Roberto García Moritán (Argentina)

Fourth Review Conference

25 Nov – 6 Dec 1996

Michael Weston (UK)

Fifth Review Conference

19 Nov – 7 Dec 2001
11-22 Nov 2002

Tibor Tóth (Hungary)

Sixth Review Conference

20 Nov – 8 Dec 2006

Masood Khan (Pakistan)

Copies of the Final Declarations from the First, Second, Third and Fourth Review
Conferences are provided in this section of the Briefing Book. For reasons of space, only the
Final Declarations (Part II of the Final Document) have been included but copies of the full
Final Documents are on the internet at www.opbw.org The Fifth Review Conference did not
adopt a Final Declaration; instead this section includes the final report adopted in 2002 and
the interim report of the 2001 session.

Confidence-Building Measures (CBMs)
At the Second Review Conference in 1986, States Parties agreed to exchange information
annually on areas of relevance to the BWC, to encourage publication of results of relevant
biological research and to promote contacts between scientists. The modalities for this
information exchange were developed at an Ad Hoc Meeting in 1987, and States Parties were
first required to submit CBMs to the UN in 1987. The Third Review Conference in September
1991 clarified the mechanism and extended the types of information to be exchanged. Some
States Parties have posted their recent CBM returns on the internet (see www.opbw.
org/cbms/annual_cbm.htm and www.unog.ch/bwc). This section of the Briefing Book
contains the report of the 1987 Ad Hoc Meeting and the CBM forms as revised in 1991. The
current CBMs are listed in the following table:
A

B
C
D
E

F
G

Confidence-Building Measures
Exchange of data on research centres and laboratories that meet very high national or
international safety standards, established for handling, for permitted purposes,
biological materials that pose a high individual and community risk or specialise in
permitted biological activities directly related to the Convention
Exchange of information on all outbreaks of infectious diseases and similar occurrences
caused by toxins that seem to deviate from the normal pattern
Encouragement of publication of results of biological research directly related to the
Convention, in scientific journals generally available to States Parties, as well as
promotion of use for permitted purposes of knowledge gained in this research
Active promotion of contacts between scientists engaged in biological research directly
related to the Convention, including exchanges for joint research on a mutually agreed
basis
Declaration of legislation, regulations or other measures taken to implement the
Convention, including (i) implementation of prohibition on the development,
production, stockpiling, acquisition or retention of microbial or other biological agents,
or toxins, weapons, equipment and means of delivery, specified in Article I; and (ii)
export and import controls
Declaration of past activities in offensive and/or defensive biological research and
development programmes since 1 January 1946
Declaration of facilities, both governmental and non-governmental, producing vaccines
licensed for the protection of humans

States Parties are required to submit their CBMs to the UN Department for Disarmament
Affairs (UNDDA) by 15 April each year. In recent years, UNDDA has encouraged the
electronic submission of CBMs by States Parties using the e-mail address bwc@unog.ch
Hard copies should also be sent to:
BWC Meetings Secretariat
Department for Disarmament Affairs (Geneva Branch)
Room C.129, Palais des Nations
1211 Geneva 10
Switzerland
After submission, the CBM returns are compiled, still in the languages in which they were
submitted, into a single bound document by UNDDA (submissions received after the 15
April deadline are released as addenda documents) and sent to the permanent missions of
BWC States Parties in New York and Geneva. More information on preparing and
submitting CBMs is on the UNDDA BWC website at www.unog.ch/bwc

Strengthening the BWC – VEREX and the Ad Hoc Group
At the Third Review Conference it was agreed to create an Ad Hoc Group of Governmental
Experts (known as VEREX) that would identify, examine, and evaluate potential verification
measures, from a scientific and technical standpoint. VEREX would explore the utility of
such mechanisms for determining whether a State Party was developing, producing,
stockpiling, acquiring or retaining microbial or other biological agents or toxins, of types and
in quantities that have no justification for prophylactic, protective or peaceful purposes or
weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use such agents or toxins for hostile
purposes or in armed conflict. This group of experts met four times in 1992 and 1993 to
complete its work and submitted a consensus report which was circulated to all States
Parties. A copy of the final report is provided in this section of the Briefing Book.
A majority of States Parties called for a Special Conference to discuss the final report and
consider further actions, as provided in VEREX’s mandate. The Special Conference, held in
September 1994, agreed to establish an Ad Hoc Group, open to all, to “consider appropriate
measures, including possible verification measures, and draft proposals to strengthen the
Convention, to be included, as appropriate, in a legally binding instrument, to be submitted
for the consideration of the States Parties.” A copy of the Final Declaration of the Special
Conference is provided in this section of the Briefing Book.
The Special Conference mandated the Ad Hoc Group to consider inter alia four areas:
definitions of terms and objective criteria; incorporation of existing and further enhanced
confidence-building and transparency measures, as appropriate, into the regime; a system of
measures to promote compliance with the Convention; and specific measures designed to
ensure the effective and full implementation of Article X on international cooperation and
exchange in the field of peaceful activities.
At the Fourth BWC Review Conference in 1996, the States Parties considered the work of the
Ad Hoc Group and the progress made thus far was welcomed. The Review Conference also
encouraged the Ad Hoc Group to conclude its work on the legally-binding instrument at the
latest by the Fifth Review Conference to be held in 2001. Within the Ad Hoc Group, States
Parties negotiated a ‘rolling text’ of a draft protocol. With many differences remaining
between States Parties at the beginning of 2001, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group,
Ambassador Tibor Tóth of Hungary introduced a compromise text (often referred to as the
‘composite text’) in March 2001 addressing the many different views on certain issues to act
as a stimulus to the conclusion of the negotiations. Copies of the incremental versions of the
‘rolling text’ are on the internet at www.opbw.org and a copy of the ‘composite text’ is at
www.opbw.org/ahg/docs/CRP8.pdf
However, at its 24th session in July/August 2001, which was the last scheduled session
before the Fifth Review Conference, the Ad Hoc Group was unable to conclude the
negotiations on the draft protocol and was also unable to adopt a report for submission to
the Fifth Review Conference.

The Inter-sessional Process
The Fifth Review Conference convened in December 2001, but disagreement over certain
issues, especially the fate of the Ad Hoc Group, led to the Conference being suspended for
one year. When it reconvened in November 2002, the Fifth Review Conference decided to

hold annual meetings of States Parties over the inter-sessional period leading up to the
Review Conference in 2006 to discuss and promote common understanding and effective
action on:
i.

The adoption of necessary national measures to implement the
prohibitions set forth in the Convention, including the enactment of
penal legislation;

ii.

National mechanisms to establish and maintain the security and
oversight of pathogenic microorganisms and toxins;

iii.

Enhancing international capabilities for responding to, investigating
and mitigating the effects of cases of alleged use of biological or
toxin weapons or suspicious outbreaks of disease;

iv.

Strengthening and broadening national and international
institutional efforts and existing mechanisms for the surveillance,
detection, diagnosis and combating of infectious diseases affecting
humans, animals, and plants;

v.

The content, promulgation, and adoption of codes of conduct for
scientists.

Topics i and ii were considered in 2003, topics iii and iv in 2004 and topic v in 2005. Each of
the meetings was preceded by a two-week meeting of experts. The Sixth Review Conference
is tasked with considering the work of these meetings and whether any further action will be
taken. Copies of the key parts of the reports adopted by each of the Meetings of States Parties
are provided in this section of the Briefing Book. The table below gives information on each
of the inter-sessional meetings:
Meeting
First Meeting of Experts

Dates
18-29 Aug 2003

Chairman
Tibor Tóth (Hungary)

First Meeting of States Parties

10-14 Nov 2003

Tibor Tóth (Hungary)

Second Meeting of Experts

19-30 Jul 2004

Peter Goosen (South Africa)

Second Meeting of States Parties

6-10 Dec 2004

Peter Goosen (South Africa)

Third Meeting of Experts

13-24 Jun 2005

John Freeman (UK)

Third Meeting of States Parties

5-9 Dec 2005

John Freeman (UK)
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FIFTH 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

FINAL REPORT

Introduction
1.
The Final Declaration of the Fourth Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, in the section dealing with the review of Article XII of the
Convention, contained the following decision:
“The Conference decides that a Fifth Review Conference shall be held in Geneva at the
request of the majority of States Parties, or in any case, not later than 2001”. 1
2.
By resolution 55/40, adopted without a vote on 20 November 2000, the General Assembly,
inter alia, noted that, at the request of the States Parties, a Fifth Review Conference of the States
Parties to the Convention would be held at Geneva from 19 November to 7 December 2001, and
that, following appropriate consultations, a Preparatory Committee for that Conference had been
formed, open to all States Parties to the Convention, and that the Preparatory Committee would
meet in Geneva from 25 to 27 April 2001.
3.
The Preparatory Committee held three meetings at Geneva from 25 to 27 April 2001. At its
last meeting, on 27 April 2001, the Preparatory Committee adopted its report, which was issued as
a pre-session document of the Conference (BWC/CONF.V/PC/1).

Organization of the Conference
4.
In accordance with the decision of the Preparatory Committee, the Conference was convened
on 19 November 2001 at the Palais des Nations in Geneva for a period of three weeks. At its sixth
plenary meeting on 7 December 2001, the Conference decided by consensus to adjourn its
proceedings and reconvene at Geneva from 11 to 22 November 2002. The organization,
participation, work, documentation and decisions of the Conference during this initial session are
recorded in the Interim Report (BWC/CONF.V/12), adopted on
7 December 2001, and attached to this report as Annex I.

1
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5.
In accordance with the decision of the Conference, a resumed session of the Conference was
convened on 11 November 2002 at the Palais des Nations in Geneva.
Participation at the Conference
6.
Participation at the initial session of the Conference is recorded in the Interim Report
(attached as Annex I).
7.
Ninety-four States Parties to the Convention participated in the resumed session of the
Conference as follows: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh,
Belarus, Belgium, Bolivia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile,
China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Ethiopia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Holy See, Honduras,
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kuwait, Latvia, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Lithuania, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritius,
Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden,
Switzerland, Thailand, The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay,
Venezuela,
Viet Nam, Yemen and Yugoslavia.
8.
In addition, four States that had signed the Convention but had not yet ratified it participated
in the resumed session without taking part in the making of decisions, as provided for in rule 44,
paragraph 1 of the Rules of Procedure: Egypt, Madagascar, Myanmar, Nepal.
9.
One State, Israel, neither Party nor Signatory to the Convention, participated in the resumed
session as an Observer, in accordance with rule 44, paragraph 2 (a).
10.
The United Nations, including the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
(UNIDIR), attended the resumed session of the Conference in accordance with rule 44, paragraph
3.
11.
The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and the World Health Organization
(WHO) participated in the resumed session as Observers. In addition, the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) and the International Centre for Genetic Engineering and Biotechnology
(ICGEB), upon their request, were granted Observer status during the resumed session. Sixteen
non-governmental organizations and research institutes attended the resumed session of the
Conference under rule 44, paragraph 5.
12.
Lists of all delegations to the Conference, at its initial and resumed sessions, are contained in
documents BWC/CONF.V/INF.3 and BWC/CONF.V/INF.5 respectively.
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13.
The Credentials Committee held two meetings, and at its second meeting on
6 December 2001 adopted its report on the credentials of States Parties (BWC/CONF.V/CC/1).

Work of the Conference
14.
The work of the Conference during its initial session is recorded in the Interim Report
(attached as Annex I).
15.
During the resumed session, the Conference held a further three plenary meetings, in
addition to the six plenary meetings held during the initial session.
16.
At its seventh plenary meeting on 11 November 2002, the Conference approved the cost
estimates for the resumed session, as contained in BWC/CONF.V/13, and adopted the President's
proposal for a flexible programme of work for the resumed session, with the schedule of meetings to
be determined as needed in consultation with the General Committee and the Regional Group
Coordinators.

Documentation
17.

A list of documents of the Conference is contained in Annex III to this Report.

Decisions and Recommendations
18.
At its eighth plenary meeting on 14 November 2002, the Conference decided, by
consensus, as follows:
(a)
To hold three annual meetings of the States Parties of one week duration each year
commencing in 2003 until the Sixth Review Conference, to be held not later than the end of
2006, to discuss, and promote common understanding and effective action on:
i.

the adoption of necessary national measures to implement the prohibitions set
forth in the Convention, including the enactment of penal legislation;

ii.

national mechanisms to establish and maintain the security and oversight of
pathogenic microorganisms and toxins;

iii.

enhancing international capabilities for responding to, investigating and mitigating
the effects of cases of alleged use of biological or toxin weapons or suspicious
outbreaks of disease;
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iv.

strengthening and broadening national and international institutional efforts and
existing mechanisms for the surveillance, detection, diagnosis and combating of
infectious diseases affecting humans, animals, and plants;

v.

the content, promulgation, and adoption of codes of conduct for scientists.

(b)
All meetings, both of experts and of States Parties, will reach any conclusions or results by
consensus.
(c)
Each meeting of the States Parties will be prepared by a two week meeting of experts. The
topics for consideration at each annual meeting of States Parties will be as follows: items i and ii will
be considered in 2003; items iii and iv in 2004; item v in 2005. The first meeting will be chaired by a
representative of the Eastern Group, the second by a representative of the Group of Non-Aligned
and Other States, and the third by a representative of the Western Group.
(d)

The meetings of experts will prepare factual reports describing their work.

(e)
The Sixth Review Conference will consider the work of these meetings and decide on any
further action.
19.
At the same meeting, the Conference approved the nomination by the Eastern Group of
Ambassador Tibor Tóth of Hungary as Chairman of the 2003 meetings. At the ninth plenary
meeting the Conference approved the cost estimates for the meetings to be held in 2003, 2004 and
2005, as contained in document BWC/CONF.V/14. The Conference requested the Depositaries
of the Convention to consult with a view to establishing suitable dates for the 2003 meetings, and to
notify States Parties accordingly.
20.
At the eighth plenary meeting, the Conference decided that the Sixth Review Conference
would be held in Geneva in 2006, and would be preceded by a Preparatory Committee.
21.
At the same meeting, the Conference adopted by consensus its Final Document, comprising
a Final Report (BWC/CONF.V/L.1), with oral amendments made at the ninth plenary meeting, and
three annexes: Annex I – Interim Report of the Conference; Annex II – Rules of Procedure of the
Conference; Annex III – List of documents of the Conference.
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ANNEX I
FIFTH 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
INTERIM REPORT
Introduction
1.
The Final Declaration of the Fourth Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, in the section dealing with the review of Article XII of the
Convention, contained the following decision:
“The Conference decides that a Fifth Review Conference shall be held in Geneva at the
request of the majority of States Parties, or in any case, not later than 2001”. 1
2.
By resolution 55/40, adopted without a vote on 20 November 2000, the General Assembly,
inter alia, noted that, at the request of the States Parties, a Fifth Review Conference of the States
Parties to the Convention would be held at Geneva from 19 November to 7 December 2001, and
that, following appropriate consultations, a Preparatory Committee for that Conference had been
formed, open to all States Parties to the Convention, and that the Preparatory Committee would
meet in Geneva from 25 to 27 April 2001.
3.
The Preparatory Committee held three meetings at Geneva from 25 to 27 April 2001. The
following 68 States Parties to the Convention participated in the session of the Preparatory
Committee: Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq,
Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Lithuania, Malaysia, Malta, Mexico,
Mongolia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Republic of Korea, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Slovakia, Slovenia, South
Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, Ukraine,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Uzbekistan,
Venezuela and Viet Nam.
4.
At its 1st meeting, on 25 April 2001, the Preparatory Committee elected by acclamation
Ambassador Tibor Tóth (Hungary) as Chairman of the Preparatory Committee. At the same
1
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meeting, it also unanimously elected Ambassador Markku Reimaa (Finland) and Ambassador
Munir Akram (Pakistan) as Vice-Chairmen of the Preparatory Committee. The Preparatory
Committee authorized the Bureau to handle technical and other matters in the period before the
Review Conference was convened.
5.
On behalf of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Enrique Roman-Morey,
Director of the Geneva Branch, Department for Disarmament Affairs, opened the session of the
Preparatory Committee. Mr. Vladimir Bogomolov, Political Affairs Officer, Geneva Branch,
Department for Disarmament Affairs, served as Secretary of the Preparatory Committee.
6.

The Preparatory Committee decided to take its decisions by consensus.

7.
The Preparatory Committee decided to use Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and
Spanish as official languages.
8.
The Preparatory Committee, taking note of their written requests, decided to invite the
representatives of States Signatories of the Convention, namely, Egypt and Morocco, to participate
in its discussions without the right to take part in the making of decisions.
9.
The Preparatory Committee, taking note of a written request and in accordance with the draft
rule 44, paragraph 2, decided to invite the representative of the State, not party to the Convention,
namely the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, to participate as an Observer.
10. In the course of its session, the Preparatory Committee considered the following questions
relating to the organization of the Review Conference:
(a)

Date and duration;

(b)

Provisional agenda;

(c)

Draft rules of procedure;

(d)

Background documentation;

(e)

Publicity;

(f)

Final document(s).

11. At its last meeting, on 27 April 2001, the Preparatory Committee adopted its report, which
was issued as a pre-session document of the Conference (BWC/CONF.V/PC/1). The report
contained, inter alia, the provisional agenda and the draft rules of procedure for the Conference
(BWC/CONF.V/PC/1, Annexes I and II, respectively). In this connection, the Committee
recommended that its report, without annexes, be annexed to the Final Document of the Fifth
Review Conference.
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12. Pursuant to the request of the Preparatory Committee, the following background documents
were issued as pre-session documentation for the Conference:
1.

Background information document providing, in summary tabular form, data on the
participation of States Parties in the agreed Confidence-Building Measures since the
last Review Conference. (BWC/CONF.V/2, and Corr.1, 2 and 3)

2.

Background information document on compliance by States Parties with all their
obligations under the Convention, compiled from information provided by them.
(BWC/CONF.V/3, Corr.1, and Adds.1 to 9)

3.

Background information on new scientific and technological developments relevant to
the Convention and covering the applications being made of such developments and
their relevance to various aspects of the Convention, compiled from information
provided by the States Parties (BWC/CONF.V/4, Adds.1-2).

Organization of the Conference
13. In accordance with the decision of the Preparatory Committee, the Conference was convened
on 19 November 2001 at the Palais des Nations in Geneva for a period of three weeks.
14. At its 1st meeting, on 19 November, the Conference elected by acclamation Ambassador
Tibor Tóth (Hungary) as President.
15. At the same meeting, a message from the Secretary-General of the United Nations was read
out by Mr. Jayantha Dhanapala, Under Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs.
16. The Conference adopted its agenda as recommended by the Preparatory Committee
(BWC/CONF.V/1 and BWC/CONF.V/PC/1, Annex I).
17. The Conference took note with appreciation of the report of the Preparatory Committee
(BWC/CONF.V/PC/1).
18. The Conference adopted its Rules of Procedure as recommended by the Preparatory
Committee (BWC/CONF.V/PC/1, Annex II). The Rules of Procedure provided, inter alia, for:
(a) a General Committee, composed of the President of the Conference and chaired by him, the 20
Vice-Presidents, the Chairman and the two Vice-Chairmen of the Committee of the Whole, the
Chairman and the two Vice-Chairmen of the Drafting Committee, the Chairman and the ViceChairman of the Credentials Committee, the three Regional Group Coordinators and the
Depositaries (see paragraph 20 of the report of the Preparatory Committee); (b) a Committee of the
Whole; (c) a Drafting Committee, composed of representatives of the same 35 States Parties that
are represented on the General Committee; and (d) a Credentials Committee composed of a
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Chairman and Vice-Chairman elected by the Conference and five other members appointed by the
Conference on the proposal of the President.
19. The Conference elected by acclamation 20 Vice-Presidents from the following States Parties:
Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Cuba, Czech Republic, France, Germany, India,
Indonesia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Mexico, Peru, Poland, Republic of Korea, Russian
Federation, South Africa and Sweden. It also elected by acclamation the Chairmen and ViceChairmen of the Committee of the Whole, the Drafting Committee and the Credentials Committee,
as follows:
Committee of the Whole:

Chairman
Vice-Chairman

Vice-Chairman

Drafting Committee:

Vice-Chairman

Credentials Committee:

Ambassador Markku Reimaa
(Finland)
Mr. Alfredo Labbé
Minister Counsellor
(Chile)
Ambassador Krzysztof Jakubowski
(Poland)

Chairman

Ambassador Munir Akram
(Pakistan)
Vice-Chairman
Mr. Gennady Lutay
(Russian Federation)
Ambassador Christian Faessler
(Switzerland)
Chairman
Vice-Chairman

Ambassador Ali-Asghar Soltanieh
(Islamic Republic of Iran)
Ambassador Chris Sanders
(The Netherlands)

The Conference also appointed the following five States Parties as members of the Credentials
Committee: Australia, Colombia, Romania, Ukraine, and Venezuela.
20.
The Conference confirmed the nomination of Mr. Enrique Roman-Morey as SecretaryGeneral of the Conference. The nomination had been made by the
Secretary-General of the United Nations following an invitation by the Preparatory Committee.
Participation at the Conference
21.
Ninety-one States Parties to the Convention participated in the Conference as follows:
Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belarus, Belgium,
Bolivia, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Estonia, Ethiopia, Federal Republic
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of Yugoslavia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Latvia,
Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Malta,
Mauritius, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela, Viet Nam and Yemen.
22.
In addition, five States that had signed the Convention but had not yet ratified it participated
in the Conference without taking part in the making of decisions, as provided for in rule 44,
paragraph 1 of the Rules of Procedure: Egypt, Morocco, Myanmar, Nepal and the United Arab
Emirates.
23.
Two States, Holy See and Israel, neither Parties nor Signatories of the Convention, were
granted Observer status in accordance with rule 44, paragraph 2 (a).
24.
The United Nations, including the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
(UNIDIR) attended the Conference in accordance with rule 44, paragraph 3.
25.
The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and the World Health Organization
(WHO), upon their request, were granted Observer status. Eighteen non-governmental
organizations and research institutes attended the Conference under rule 44, paragraph 5.
Work of the Conference
26.

The Conference held six plenary meetings between 19 November and 7 December 2001.

27.
The general debate, in which 34 States Parties, Egypt and the ICRC made statements, took
place from the 1st to the 4th plenary meetings, on 19 and 20 November 2001.
28.
The General Committee, at its 1st meeting, on 19 November, considered item 9 of the
agenda, “Programme of work”, and decided, inter alia, to make the following recommendations to
the Conference:
(1)

The Committee of the Whole should consider the following substantive items:
10.

Review of the operation of the Convention as provided for in its Article XII
(b)
(c)

Articles I-XV
Preambular paragraphs and purposes of the Convention
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(2)

11.

Consideration of issues identified in the review of Article XII contained in
the Final Declaration of the Fourth Review Conference, and possible
follow-up action.

12.

Work done to strengthen the Convention in accordance with the decision of
the 1994 Special Conference.

13.

Other matters, including the question of future review of the Convention.

The Drafting Committee should undertake the task of preparing and submitting to
the plenary the draft Final Document of the Conference, including the Final
Declaration.

29.
At its 3rd plenary meeting, on 20 November, the Conference adopted its indicative
programme of work, as set out in BWC/CONF.V/1, Annex I.
30.
The Committee of the Whole held seven plenary meetings between 21 November and 29
November, during which it reviewed the provisions of the Convention, article by article, followed by
consideration of the Preamble. The Committee also examined agenda items 11, 12 and 13. It
submitted its draft report (BWC/CONF.V/COW/L.1) to the Conference at its 5th plenary meeting,
on 30 November. The Conference took note of the draft report.
31.
The Drafting Committee held 13 meetings between 30 November and 7 December 2001.
Based on a request by the Conference to the President, the Chairman of the Drafting Committee
and the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole, the Chairman of the Drafting Committee was
assisted in his work by Facilitators in the following areas:
-

Solemn Declaration: Ambassador David Broucher (United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland);

-

Use: Minister Counsellor Alfredo Labbé (Chile);

-

Legislation/Criminalization: Ambassador Gustavo Albin (Mexico);

-

Safety: Ambassador Volker Heinsberg (Germany);

-

Investigations: Ambassador Rakesh Sood (India);

-

Assistance: Ambassador Christopher Westdal (Canada);

-

Disease Surveillance: Ambassador Ali-Asghar Soltanieh (Iran);

-

Confidence-Building Measures: Ambassador Hubert de La Fortelle (France);
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-

Cooperation (other than on disease and assistance): Minister Counsellor
F. S. Duque Estrada Meyer (Brazil);

-

Follow-up/Ad Hoc Group: President of the Conference.

Documentation
32.
A preliminary list of documents of the Conference is contained in the Annex to this Interim
2
Report .
Adjournment of the Conference
33.
At its 6th plenary meeting on 7 December 2001, the Conference decided by consensus to
adjourn its proceedings and reconvene at Geneva from 11 to 22 November 2002.

2

The preliminary list of documents was annexed to BWC/CONF.V/12
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First Meeting
Geneva, 10 – 14 November 2003

REPORT OF THE MEETING OF STATES PARTIES
Volume I
Part I
Introduction
1.
The Final Document of the Fifth Review Conference of the States Parties of the
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction
(BWC/CONF.V/17), in the section dealing with Decisions and Recommendations, contained
the following decision:
“The Conference decided, by consensus, as follows:
(a)
To hold three annual meetings of the States Parties of one week duration
each year commencing in 2003 until the Sixth Review Conference, to be held not
later than the end of 2006, to discuss, and promote common understanding and
effective action on:
i. the adoption of necessary national measures to implement the
prohibitions set forth in the Convention, including the enactment of
penal legislation;
ii. national mechanisms to establish and maintain the security and oversight
of pathogenic microorganisms and toxins;
iii. enhancing international capabilities for responding to, investigating and
mitigating the effects of cases of alleged use of biological or toxin
weapons or suspicious outbreaks of disease;
iv. strengthening and broadening national and international institutional
efforts and existing mechanisms for the surveillance, detection,
diagnosis and combating of infectious diseases affecting humans,
animals, and plants;
v. the content, promulgation, and adoption of codes of conduct for
scientists.
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(b)
All meetings, both of experts and of States Parties, will reach any
conclusions or results by consensus.
(c)
Each meeting of the States Parties will be prepared by a two week
meeting of experts. The topics for consideration at each annual meeting of States
Parties will be as follows: items i and ii will be considered in 2003; items iii and
iv in 2004; item v in 2005. The first meeting will be chaired by a representative of
the Eastern Group, the second by a representative of the Group of Non-Aligned
and Other States, and the third by a representative of the Western Group.
(d)
work.

The meetings of experts will prepare factual reports describing their

(e)
The Sixth Review Conference will consider the work of these meetings
and decide on any further action.”
2.
The Fifth Review Conference also approved the nomination by the Eastern Group of
Ambassador Tibor Tóth of Hungary as Chairman of the 2003 meetings.
3.
By decision 57/516, adopted without a vote on 22 November 2002, the General
Assembly, inter alia, requested the United Nations Secretary-General to provide such
services as may be required for the implementation of the decisions and recommendations of
the Review Conferences.
4.
The first Meeting of Experts convened in Geneva from 18 to 29 August 2003. At its
closing meeting on 29 August 2003, the Meeting of Experts adopted by consensus its Report
(BWC/MSP.2003/MX/4 Part I and Part II).
Organization of the Meeting of States Parties
5.
In accordance with the decision of the Fifth Review Conference, the Meeting of States
Parties convened from 10 to 14 November 2003, under the Chairmanship of Ambassador
Tibor Tóth of Hungary, at the Palais des Nations in Geneva.
6.
At its first meeting, the Meeting of States Parties adopted its agenda
(BWC/MSP/2003/1) and programme of work (BWC/MSP/2003/2) as proposed by the
Chairman. The Chairman also drew the attention of delegations to the annotated agenda
(BWC/MSP/2003/3).
7.
At the same meeting, the Chairman recalled that, as decided at the Meeting of
Experts, the rules of procedure of the Fifth Review Conference, as contained in Annex II of
the Final Document of the Review Conference (BWC/CONF.V/17) would apply, mutatis
mutandis, to the Meeting of States Parties. The Chairman also noted that formal credentials
were not required for participation in the Meeting of States Parties.
8.
Ms. Jenifer Mackby, Senior Political Affairs Officer, United Nations Department for
Disarmament Affairs, served as Secretary of the Meeting of States Parties. Mr. Richard
Lennane, Political Affairs Officer, Ms. Melissa Hersh and Dr. Piers Millett, Professional
Assistants, United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs, served in the Secretariat.
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Participation at the Meeting of States Parties
9.
Ninety-two States Parties to the Convention participated in the Meeting of States
Parties as follows: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Belarus, Belgium, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada,
Chile, China, Colombia, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominican
Republic, Estonia, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Holy See, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Latvia, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Lithuania,
Malaysia, Malta, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of
Korea, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Serbia and Montenegro,
Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland,
Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of America, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen.
10.
In addition, four States that had signed the Convention but had not yet ratified it
participated in the Meeting of States Parties without taking part in the making of decisions, as
provided for in rule 44, paragraph 1 of the rules of procedure: Egypt, Haiti, Madagascar,
Myanmar.
11.
Two States neither Parties nor Signatories to the Convention, participated in the
Meeting of States Parties as observers, in accordance with rule 44, paragraph 2 (a): Israel,
Kazakhstan.
12.
The United Nations, including the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
(UNIDIR) and the United Nations Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission
(UNMOVIC), attended the Meeting of States Parties in accordance with rule 44, paragraph 3.
13.
The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and the World Health
Organization (WHO), upon their request, were granted observer status to participate in the
Meeting of States Parties in accordance with rule 44, paragraph 4.
14.
Nine non-governmental organizations and research institutes attended the Meeting of
States Parties under rule 44, paragraph 5.
15.
A list of all participants in the Meeting of States Parties is contained in document
BWC/MSP/2003/INF.1.
Work of the Meeting of States Parties
16.
The Meeting of States Parties held two public meetings, on 10 and 14 November
respectively, and seven working sessions between 10 and 14 November 2003. In accordance
with the programme of work (BWC/MSP/2003/2), the first working session on 10 November
2003 was allocated to a general debate, in which 32 States Parties participated.
17.
Subsequent working sessions were devoted to detailed consideration of agenda item 5
(necessary national measures to implement the prohibitions set forth in the Convention,
including the enactment of penal legislation) and agenda item 6 (national mechanisms to
establish and maintain the security and oversight of pathogenic microorganisms and toxins).
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The second working session was devoted to consideration of incorporation of the prohibitions
contained in Article I of the Convention, including the enactment of penal legislation. The
third working session was devoted to consideration of licensing. The fourth working session
was devoted to consideration of enforcement, relating to both agenda item 5 and agenda
item 6. The fifth working session was devoted to consideration of biosecurity evaluation and
implementation of biosecurity procedures. The sixth working session was devoted to
consideration of identification and licensing/registration, and efforts by relevant international
bodies.
18.
In the course of this work, the Meeting of States Parties was able to draw on a number
of working papers submitted by States Parties. These working papers are listed in Annex I to
this Report. In addition, statements, presentations and contributions to the discussions were
also provided by delegations in writing and were circulated daily to the Meeting as unofficial
documents. The Meeting decided that all the statements, presentations and contributions
made available to the Chairman by States Parties would be attached to this Report, in the
languages of submission, as Annex II1.
19.
The Meeting of States Parties was also able to draw on a CD-ROM-based repository
of information, prepared by the Secretariat, containing a listing of relevant national
implementation measures in a large number of States Parties and other relevant information
and documents, which was updated in the course of the Meeting.
Documentation
20.
A complete list of documents of the Meeting of States Parties, including the working
papers submitted by States Parties, is contained in Annex I to this Report.
21.
The Meeting decided that all official documents of the Meeting of Experts and
Meeting of States Parties would be placed on the Official Document System (ODS) of the
United Nations, accessible to Member States of the United Nations via the internet at
www.ods.unog.ch.
Conclusion of the Meeting of States Parties
22.
At its closing meeting on 14 November 2003, the Meeting of States Parties approved
the nomination by the Group of Non-aligned and Other States of Mr. Peter Goosen of South
Africa as Chairman of the Meeting of Experts and Meeting of States Parties in 2004. The
Meeting decided that the Meeting of Experts would be held in Geneva from 19 to 30 July
2004, and that the Meeting of States Parties would be held in Geneva from 6 to 10 December
2004, in accordance with the decision of the Fifth Review Conference.
23.
At the same meeting, the Meeting of States Parties adopted its report, consisting of
two parts and two annexes.

1
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Part II

The Meeting of States Parties to the Biological Weapons Convention convened from 10 to 14
November 2003 to discuss, and promote common understanding and effective action on:
-

the adoption of necessary national measures to implement the prohibitions set forth in
the Convention, including the enactment of penal legislation; and

-

national mechanisms to establish and maintain the security and oversight of
pathogenic microorganisms and toxins.

This meeting was prepared by a Meeting of Experts held from 18 to 29 August 2003, where
measures relevant to the agenda items were discussed in detail. Eighty three States Parties
participated in the Meeting of Experts, the result of which were presented in an agreed Report
of the Meeting of Experts, which included two Annexes containing submitted working
papers, and presentations, statements, and contributions made available to the Chairman.
At the Meeting of States Parties, States Parties noted that notwithstanding the differing legal
and constitutional arrangements among the 151 States Parties to the Convention, States have
adopted similar basic approaches and share common principles. The States Parties stressed
the need for undertaking activities at the national level in keeping with their obligations and
responsibilities to strengthen and implement the Convention. The States Parties agreed, to
that end, on the value of the following:
To review, and where necessary, enact or update national legal, including regulatory and
penal, measures which ensure effective implementation of the prohibitions of the
Convention, and which enhance effective security of pathogens and toxins.
The positive effect of cooperation between States Parties with differing legal and
constitutional arrangements. States Parties in a position to do so may wish to provide
legal and technical assistance to others who request it in framing and/or expanding their
own legislation and controls in the areas of national implementation and biosecurity.
The need for comprehensive and concrete national measures to secure pathogen
collections and the control of their use for peaceful purposes. There was a general
recognition of the value of biosecurity measures and procedures, which will ensure that
such dangerous materials are not accessible to persons who might or could misuse them
for purposes contrary to the Convention.
States Parties considered that agreement on the value of these measures discussed at the
Meeting constitutes an essential effort to facilitate more effective implementation and
enforcement of the Convention, as well as providing a basis for review of progress at the
2006 Review Conference.
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Annex I
LIST OF DOCUMENTS OF THE MEETING OF STATES PARTIES

Symbol

Title

BWC/MSP/2003/1

Provisional Agenda

BWC/MSP/2003/2

Provisional Programme of Work for the Meeting of
States Parties

BWC/MSP/2003/3

Annotated Provisional Agenda for the Meeting of States
Parties

BWC/MSP/2003/4
(Vol. I and Vol. II)

Report of the Meeting of States Parties

BWC/MSP/2003/INF.1
[English/French/Spanish
Only]

List of Participants

BWC/MSP/2003/INF.2
[English Only]

List of States Parties to the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production and
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons
and on Their Destruction

BWC/MSP/2003/Misc.1
[English/French/Spanish
Only]

Provisional List of Participants

The following working papers are in English only unless otherwise indicated:
BWC/MSP/2003/WP.1

Working Paper Submitted by the Netherlands

BWC/MSP/2003/WP.2

Working Paper Submitted by the Federal Republic of
Germany: Core Elements of National Measures to
Implement the Prohibitions Contained in the BTWC

BWC/MSP/2003/WP.3

Working Paper Submitted by the Federal Republic of
Germany: Core Elements of National Mechanisms to
Establish and Maintain the Security and Oversight of
Dangerous Microorganisms and Toxins

BWC/MSP/2003/WP.4

Working Paper Submitted by the Federal Republic of
Germany: Sources of Expert Advice on National
BTWC Implementing Legislation and Legislation on
Security and Oversight of Dangerous Pathogens in the
Federal Republic of Germany
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BWC/MSP/2003/WP.5
and Add.1

Working Paper Submitted by Japan: Japan's BWC
Implementing Law

BWC/MSP/2003/WP.6

Working Paper Submitted by the Russian Federation:
Answers to the Questionnaire on National Legislation
Ensuring Compliance with the Convention on the
Prohibition of Biological and Toxin Weapons

BWC/MSP/2003/WP.7

Working Paper Submitted by the Russian Federation:
On the Procedure for the Management of
Microorganisms of the Pathogenicity Groups I – IV in
the Territory of the Russian Federation

BWC/MSP/2003/WP.8

Working Paper Submitted by Italy: the Italian National
Committee for Biosafety and Biotechnology

BWC/MSP/2003/WP.9

Working Paper Submitted by Switzerland: National
Surveillance of Activities with Pathogenic and
Genetically Modified Organisms

BWC/MSP/2003/WP.10

Working Paper Submitted by the Netherlands
________
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Second Meeting
Geneva, 6-10 December 2004

REPORT OF THE MEETING OF STATES PARTIES
Introduction
1.
The Final Document of the Fifth Review Conference of the States Parties of the
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction (BWC/CONF.V/17),
in the section dealing with Decisions and Recommendations, contained the following decision:
“The Conference decided, by consensus, as follows:
(a)
To hold three annual meetings of the States Parties of one week duration
each year commencing in 2003 until the Sixth Review Conference, to be held not
later than the end of 2006, to discuss, and promote common understanding and
effective action on:
i. the adoption of necessary national measures to implement the prohibitions
set forth in the Convention, including the enactment of penal legislation;
ii. national mechanisms to establish and maintain the security and oversight of
pathogenic microorganisms and toxins;
iii. enhancing international capabilities for responding to, investigating and
mitigating the effects of cases of alleged use of biological or toxin weapons
or suspicious outbreaks of disease;
iv. strengthening and broadening national and international institutional efforts
and existing mechanisms for the surveillance, detection, diagnosis and
combating of infectious diseases affecting humans, animals, and plants;
v. the content, promulgation, and adoption of codes of conduct for scientists.
(b)
All meetings, both of experts and of States Parties, will reach any
conclusions or results by consensus.
(c)
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of experts. The topics for consideration at each annual meeting of States Parties will
be as follows: items i and ii will be considered in 2003; items iii and iv in 2004; item
v in 2005. The first meeting will be chaired by a representative of the Eastern Group,
the second by a representative of the Group of Non-Aligned and Other States, and
the third by a representative of the Western Group.
(d)

The meetings of experts will prepare factual reports describing their work.

(e)
The Sixth Review Conference will consider the work of these meetings and
decide on any further action.”
2.
In accordance with the decision of the Fifth Review Conference, the 2003 Meeting of
States Parties was convened in Geneva from 10 to 14 November 2003, and was preceded by a
Meeting of Experts held in Geneva from 18 to 29 August 2003. The 2003 Meeting of States
Parties approved the nomination by the Group of Non-aligned and Other States of Mr. Peter
Goosen of South Africa as Chairman of the Meeting of Experts and Meeting of States Parties in
2004. The 2003 Meeting of States Parties decided that the 2004 Meeting of Experts would be
held in Geneva from 19 to 30 July 2004, and that the 2004 Meeting of States Parties would be
held in Geneva from 6 to 10 December 2004.1
3.
By resolution 59/110, adopted without a vote on 3 December 2004, the General
Assembly, inter alia, requested the United Nations Secretary-General to continue to render the
necessary assistance to the depositary Governments of the Convention and to provide such
services as may be required for the implementation of the decisions and recommendations of the
Review Conferences, including all necessary assistance to the annual meetings of the States
Parties and the meetings of experts.
4.
The 2004 Meeting of Experts convened in Geneva from 19 to 30 July 2004. At its
closing meeting on 30 July 2004, the Meeting of Experts adopted by consensus its Report
(BWC/MSP/2004/MX/3).
Organization of the Meeting of States Parties
5.
In accordance with the decisions of the Fifth Review Conference and the 2003 Meeting
of States Parties, the 2004 Meeting of States Parties was convened at the Palais des Nations in
Geneva from 6 to 10 December 2004, under the Chairmanship of Mr. Peter Goosen of South
Africa.
6.
At its first meeting, the Meeting of States Parties adopted its agenda (BWC/MSP/2004/1)
and programme of work (BWC/MSP/2004/2) as proposed by the Chairman.
7.
At the same meeting, following a suggestion by the Chairman, the Meeting of States
Parties adopted as its rules of procedure, mutatis mutandis, the rules of procedure of the Fifth
Review Conference, as contained in Annex II of the Final Document of the Review Conference
(BWC/CONF.V/17).
8.
Mr. Peter Kolarov, Political Affairs Officer, United Nations Department for Disarmament
Affairs, was in charge of the BWC issues in the Department for Disarmament Affairs.
Mr. Richard Lennane, Political Affairs Officer, served as Secretary of the Meeting of States
1
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Parties. Ms. Melissa Hersh and Dr. Piers Millett, Professional Assistants, served in the
Secretariat.
Participation at the Meeting of States Parties
9.
Eighty-nine States Parties to the Convention participated in the Meeting of States Parties
as follows: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh,
Belarus, Belgium, Belize, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam,
Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Denmark, El Salvador, Estonia, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Holy
See, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Japan,
Jordan, Kuwait, Latvia, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Lithuania, Malaysia, Malta,
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea,
Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovakia,
Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Turkey, Ukraine,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela,
Viet Nam, Yemen.
10.
In addition, five States that had signed the Convention but had not yet ratified it
participated in the Meeting of States Parties without taking part in the making of decisions, as
provided for in rule 44, paragraph 1 of the rules of procedure: Egypt, Madagascar, Myanmar,
Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania.
11.
Two States, Israel and Kazakhstan, neither Parties nor Signatories to the Convention,
participated in the Meeting of States Parties as observers, in accordance with rule 44, paragraph
2 (a).
12.
The United Nations, including the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
(UNIDIR), attended the Meeting of States Parties in accordance with rule 44, paragraph 3.
13.
The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the International Committee of the Red
Cross (ICRC), the World Health Organization (WHO) and the World Organization for Animal
Health (OIE) were granted observer status to participate in the Meeting of States Parties in
accordance with rule 44, paragraph 4.
14.
Fourteen non-governmental organizations and research institutes attended the Meeting of
States Parties under rule 44, paragraph 5.
15.
A list of all participants in the Meeting of States Parties is contained in document
BWC/MSP/2004/INF.3.
Work of the Meeting of States Parties
16.
The Meeting of States Parties held two public meetings, on 6 and 10 December
respectively, and six working sessions between 6 and 10 December 2004. In accordance with
the programme of work (BWC/MSP/2004/2), on 6 December the Meeting of States Parties held
a general debate in which 28 States Parties made statements. On 7 December, one meeting was
devoted to consideration of strengthening and broadening national and international institutional
efforts and existing mechanisms for the surveillance, detection, diagnosis and combating of
infectious diseases affecting humans, animals, and plants (agenda item 5), and on 8 December,
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one meeting was devoted to consideration of enhancing international capabilities for responding
to, investigating and mitigating the effects of cases of alleged use of biological or toxin weapons
or suspicious outbreaks of disease (agenda item 6).
17.
The Meeting of States Parties was preceded by a Meeting of Experts where measures
relevant to the two agenda items were discussed in detail. States Parties noted that the Meeting
of Experts was helpful in promoting common understanding and effective action on the agenda
items. They stressed the need for undertaking activities at the national and international levels
on these two agenda items in accordance with the decision adopted by consensus in the Final
Document of the Fifth Review Conference of the States Parties to the Convention
(BWC/CONF.V/17) in the section dealing with decisions and recommendations.
18.
On the mandate to discuss, and promote common understanding and effective action on
strengthening and broadening national and international institutional efforts and existing
mechanisms for the surveillance, detection, diagnosis and combating of infectious diseases
affecting humans, animals, and plants, the States Parties recognised that:
a) infectious disease outbreaks can be contained and suppressed through early-detection,
immediate response and co-operation and support at the national and international level;
b) strengthening and broadening national and international surveillance, detection, diagnosis
and combating of infectious disease may support the object and purpose of the
Convention;
c) the primary responsibility for surveillance, detection, diagnosis and combating of
infectious diseases rests with States Parties, while the WHO, FAO and OIE have global
responsibilities, within their mandates, in this regard. The respective structures, planning
and activities of States Parties and the WHO, FAO and OIE should be co-ordinated with
and complement one another;
d) scientific and technological developments have the potential to significantly improve
disease surveillance and response.
19.

The States Parties consequently agreed on the value of:
a) supporting the existing networks of relevant international organisations for the
surveillance, detection, diagnosis and combating of infectious diseases and acting to
strengthen the WHO, FAO and OIE programmes, within their mandates, for the
continued development and strengthening of, and research into, rapid, effective and
reliable activities for the surveillance, detection, diagnosis and combating of infectious
diseases, including in cases of emergencies of international concern;
b) improving, wherever possible, national and regional disease surveillance capabilities,
and, if in a position to do so, assisting and encouraging, with the necessary agreement,
other States Parties to do the same;
c) working to improve communication on disease surveillance, including with the WHO,
FAO and OIE, and among States Parties.

20.
On the mandate to discuss, and promote common understanding and effective action on
enhancing international capabilities for responding to, investigating and mitigating the effects of
cases of alleged use of biological or toxin weapons or suspicious outbreaks of disease, the States
Parties recognised that:
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a) capabilities for responding to, investigating and mitigating the effects of cases of alleged
use of biological or toxin weapons or suspicious outbreaks of disease promote the object
and purpose of the Convention;
b) States Parties’ national preparedness and arrangements substantially contribute to
international capabilities for responding to, investigating and mitigating the effects of
cases of alleged use of biological or toxin weapons or suspicious outbreaks of disease;
c) the Secretary-General’s investigation mechanism, set out in A/44/561 and endorsed by
the General Assembly in its resolution A/Res/45/57, represents an international
institutional mechanism for investigating cases of alleged use of biological or toxin
weapons.
21.

The States Parties consequently agreed on the value of:
a) continuing to develop their own national capacities for response, investigation and
mitigation, in cooperation with the relevant international and regional organisations, and,
if in a position to do so, assisting and encouraging, with the necessary agreement, other
States Parties to do the same;
b) the Sixth Review Conference considering, inter alia, the further development of current
procedures for the provision of assistance, by those in a position to do so, to States
Parties in cases of alleged use of biological weapons or suspicious outbreaks of disease.

22.
The States Parties further considered that in pursuing the above understandings and
actions, States Parties could, according to their respective circumstances, consider the
considerations, lessons, perspectives, recommendations, conclusions and proposals drawn from
the presentations, statements, working papers and interventions made by delegations on the
topics under discussion at the Meeting of Experts, as contained in the Annex II of the Report of
the Meeting of Experts (BWC/MSP/2004/MX/3), as well as the synthesis of these
considerations, lessons, perspectives, recommendations, conclusions and proposals contained in
BWC/MSP/2004/L.1, which are attached to this report as Annexes II and III. These annexes
were not discussed or agreed upon and consequently have no status.
23.
States Parties are encouraged to inform the Sixth Review Conference of, inter alia, any
actions, measures or other steps that they may have taken on the basis of the discussions at the
2004 Meeting of Experts and of the outcome of the 2004 Meeting of States Parties in order to
facilitate the Sixth Review Conference’s consideration of the work undertaken at the meetings in
2004 and of a decision on any further action in accordance with paragraph 18 (e) of the decision
adopted at the Fifth Review Conference (BWC/CONF.V/17).
Documentation
24.
A complete list of official documents of the Meeting of States Parties, is contained in
Annex I to this Report. All documents on this list are available on the United Nations Official
Document System (ODS), accessible on the internet at www.ods.unog.ch.
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Conclusion of the Meeting of States Parties
25.
At its closing meeting on 10 December 2004, the Meeting of States Parties approved the
nomination by the Western Group of Ambassador John Freeman of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland as Chairman of the Meeting of Experts and Meeting of States
Parties in 2005. The Meeting decided that the Meeting of Experts would be held in Geneva from
13 to 24 June 2005, and that the Meeting of States Parties would be held in Geneva from 5 to 9
December 2005, in accordance with the decision of the Fifth Review Conference.
26.
At the same meeting, the Meeting of States Parties adopted its Report by consensus, as
contained in document BWC/MSP/2004/CRP.1, as orally amended, to be issued as document
BWC/MSP/2004/3.
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Original: ENGLISH

Third Meeting
Geneva, 5-9 December 2005

REPORT OF THE MEETING OF STATES PARTIES

Introduction
1.
The Final Document of the Fifth 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/CONF.V/17),
in the section dealing with Decisions and Recommendations, contained the following decision:
“The Conference decided, by consensus, as follows:
(a)
To hold three annual meetings of the States Parties of one week duration
each year commencing in 2003 until the Sixth Review Conference, to be held not
later than the end of 2006, to discuss, and promote common understanding and
effective action on:
(i)

the adoption of necessary national measures to implement the
prohibitions set forth in the Convention, including the enactment of
penal legislation;

(ii)

national mechanisms to establish and maintain the security and
oversight of pathogenic microorganisms and toxins;

(iii)

enhancing international capabilities for responding to, investigating and
mitigating the effects of cases of alleged use of biological or toxin
weapons or suspicious outbreaks of disease;

(iv)

strengthening and broadening national and international institutional
efforts and existing mechanisms for the surveillance, detection,
diagnosis and combating of infectious diseases affecting humans,
animals, and plants;

(v)

the content, promulgation, and adoption of codes of conduct for
scientists.

GE.05-64611
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(b)
All meetings, both of experts and of States Parties, will reach any
conclusions or results by consensus.
(c)
Each meeting of the States Parties will be prepared by a two week meeting
of experts. The topics for consideration at each annual meeting of States Parties will
be as follows: items i and ii will be considered in 2003; items iii and iv in 2004; item
v in 2005. The first meeting will be chaired by a representative of the Eastern Group,
the second by a representative of the Group of Non-Aligned and Other States, and
the third by a representative of the Western Group.
(d)

The meetings of experts will prepare factual reports describing their work.

(e)
The Sixth Review Conference will consider the work of these meetings and
decide on any further action.”
2.
In accordance with the decision of the Fifth Review Conference, the 2003 Meeting of
States Parties was convened in Geneva from 10 to 14 November 2003, and was preceded by a
Meeting of Experts held in Geneva from 18 to 29 August 2003. The 2004 Meeting of States
Parties was convened in Geneva from 6 to 10 December 2004, and was preceded by a Meeting
of Experts held in Geneva from 19 to 30 July 2004. The 2004 Meeting of States Parties approved
the nomination by the Western Group of Ambassador John Freeman of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland as Chairman of the Meeting of Experts and Meeting of States
Parties in 2005. The 2004 Meeting of States Parties decided that the 2005 Meeting of Experts
would be held in Geneva from 13 to 24 June 2005, and that the 2005 Meeting of States Parties
would be held in Geneva from 5 to 9 December 2005. 1
3.
By resolution 59/110, adopted without a vote on 3 December 2004, the General
Assembly, inter alia, requested the United Nations Secretary-General to continue to render the
necessary assistance to the depositary Governments of the Convention and to provide such
services as may be required for the implementation of the decisions and recommendations of the
Review Conferences, including all necessary assistance to the annual meetings of the States
Parties and the meetings of experts.
4.
The 2005 Meeting of Experts convened in Geneva from 13 to 24 June 2005. At its
closing meeting on 24 June 2005, the Meeting of Experts adopted by consensus its Report
(BWC/MSP/2005/MX/3).
Organization of the Meeting of States Parties
5.
In accordance with the decisions of the Fifth Review Conference and the 2004 Meeting
of States Parties, the 2005 Meeting of States Parties was convened at the Palais des Nations in
Geneva from 5 to 9 December 2005, under the Cha irmanship of Ambassador John Freeman of
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.
6.
At its first meeting, the Meeting of States Parties adopted its agenda (BWC/MSP/2005/1)
and programme of work (BWC/MSP/2005/2) as proposed by the Chairman.

1

See BWC/MSP/2004/3
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7.
At the same meeting, following a suggestion by the Chairman, the Meeting of States
Parties adopted as its rules of procedure, mutatis mutandis, the rules of procedure of the Fifth
Review Conference, as contained in Annex II of the Final Document of the Review Conference
(BWC/CONF.V/17).
8.
Mr. Valere Mantels, Political Affairs Officer, United Nations Department for
Disarmament Affairs, was in charge of the BWC issues in the Department for Disarmament
Affairs. Mr. Richard Lennane, Political Affairs Officer, served as Secretary of the Meeting of
States Parties. Ms. Melissa Hersh and Dr. Piers Millett, Associate Political Officers, served in
the Secretariat.
Participation at the Meeting of States Parties
9.
Eighty-seven States Parties to the Convention participated in the Meeting of States
Parties as follows: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh,
Belarus, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Estonia,
Ethiopia, Finland, France, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Holy See, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia,
Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Lithuania, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Senega l,
Serbia and Montenegro, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden,
Switzerland, Thailand, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, Ukraine, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America,
Venezuela, Viet Nam, and Yemen.
10.
In addition, seven States that had signed the Convention but had not yet ratified it
participated in the Meeting of States Parties without taking part in the making of decisions, as
provided for in rule 44, paragraph 1 of the rules of procedure: Egypt, Haiti, Madagascar,
Myanmar, the Syrian Arab Republic, the United Arab Emirates, and the United Republic of
Tanzania.
11.
Two States, Israel and Kazakhstan, neither Parties nor Signatories to the Convention,
participated in the Meeting of States Parties as observers, in accordance with rule 44, paragraph
2 (a).
12.
The United Nations, including the United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs,
the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) and the United Nations
Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC), attended the Meeting of
States Parties in accordance with rule 44, paragraph 3.
13.
The International Centre for Genetic Engineering and Biotechnology (ICGEB), the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD), and the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
(OPCW), were granted observer status to participate in the Meeting of States Parties in
accordance with rule 44, paragraph 4.
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14.
Eighteen non-governmental organizations and research institutes attended the Meeting of
States Parties under rule 44, paragraph 5.
15.
A list of all participants in the Meeting of States Parties is contained in document
BWC/MSP/2005/INF.2.
Work of the Meeting of States Parties
16.
The Meeting of States Parties held four public meetings, on 5, 6 and 9 December
respectively, and five working sessions between 5 and 9 December 2005. In accordance with the
programme of work (BWC/MSP/2005/2), on 5 December the Meeting of States Parties heard a
message from the Secretary-General of the United Nations and held a general debate in which 25
States Parties made statements. On 6 December the Meeting of States Parties continued the
general debate in which four States Parties made statements. On 6 and 7 December, three
meetings were devoted to discussing, and promoting common understanding and effective action
on the content, promulgation, and adoption of codes of conduct fo r scientists (agenda item 6).
17.
The Meeting of States Parties was preceded by a Meeting of Experts where measures
relevant to agenda item 6 were discussed in detail. States Parties noted that the Meeting of
Experts was helpful in promoting common understanding and effective action on this agenda
item. They stressed the need for undertaking activities at the national and international levels on
this agenda item in accordance with the decision adopted by consensus in the Final Document of
the Fifth Review Conference of the States Parties to the Convention (BWC/CONF.V/17) in the
section dealing with decisions and recommendations.
18.
On the mandate to discuss, and promote common understanding and effective action on
the content, promulgation and adoption of codes of conduct for scientists, the States Parties
recognised that:
(a)

while the primary responsibility for implementing the Convention rests with
States Parties, codes of conduct, voluntarily adopted, for scientists in the fields
relevant to the Convention can support the object and purpose of the Convention
by making a significant and effective contribution, in conjunction with other
measures including national legislation, to combating the present and future
threats posed by biological and toxin weapons, as well as by raising awareness of
the Convention, and by helping relevant actors to fulfil their legal, regulatory and
professional obligations and ethical principles;

(b)

codes of conduct should reflect the provisions of the Convention and contribute to
national implementation measures;

(c)

a range of different approaches exist to develop codes of conduct in view of
differences in national requirements and circumstances;

(d)

codes of conduct should avoid impeding scientific discovery, placing undue
constraints on research or international cooperation and exchange for peaceful
purposes;
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(e)

science should be used for peaceful purposes only but has the potential to be
misused in ways that are prohibited by the Convention, and therefore codes of
conduct should require and enable relevant actors to have a clear understanding of
the content, purpose and reasonably foreseeable consequences of their activities,
and of the need to abide by the obligations contained in the Convention.

19.
The States Parties recognised that all those with a responsibility for, or legitimate interest
in, codes of conduct should be involved in their development, promulgation and adoption. The
States Parties agreed on the value of codes of conduct applying not just to scientists, but to all
those involved in scientific activity, including managers and technical and ancillary staff.
20.
On the content of codes of conduct, recognising the principles listed in paragraph 18, the
States Parties agreed on the importance of codes of conduct being:
(a)

compatible with national legislation and regulatory controls and contributing to
national implementation measures;

(b)

simple, clear and easily understandable both to scientists and to wider civil
society;

(c)

relevant, helpful and effective for guiding relevant actors in making decisions and
taking action in accordance with the purposes and objectives of the Convention;

(d)

sufficiently broad in scope;

(e)

regularly reviewed, evaluated for effectiveness, and revised as necessary.

21.
On the adoption of codes of conduct, recognising that it is important to build on and
coordinate with existing efforts, and avoid imposing burdensome and duplicative measures, the
States Parties agreed on the value of:
(a)

demonstrating the benefits of codes and encouraging relevant actors to develop
codes themselves;

(b)

using existing codes, mechanisms, frameworks and bodies as far as possible; and

(c)

tailoring adoption strategies according to the needs of each relevant sector.

22.
On the promulgation of codes of conduct, recognising that codes of conduct will be most
effective if they, and the principles underlying them, are widely known and understood, the
States Parties agreed on the value of continuous efforts on promulgation through appropriate
channels.
23.
The States Parties further considered that in pursuing the above understandings and
actions, States Parties could, according to their respective circumstances, consider the
considerations, lessons, perspectives, recommendations, conclusions and proposals drawn from
the presentations, statements, working papers and interventions made by delegations on the topic
under discussion at the Meeting of Experts, as contained in Annex I of the Report of the Meeting
of Experts (BWC/MSP/2005/MX/3), as well as the synthesis of these considerations, lessons,
perspectives, recommendations, conclusions and proposals contained in BWC/MSP/2005/L.1,
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which is attached to this report as Annex I. This annex was not discussed or agreed upon and
consequently has no status.
24.
States Parties are encouraged to inform the Sixth Review Conference of, inter alia, any
actions, measures or other steps that they may have taken on the basis of the discussions at the
2005 Meeting of Experts and of the outcome of the 2005 Meeting of States Parties in order to
facilitate the Sixth Review Conference’s consideration of the work undertaken at the meetings in
2005 and of a decision on any further action in accordance with paragraph 18 (e) of the decision
adopted at the Fifth Review Conference (BWC/CONF.V/17).
Documentation
25.
A complete list of official documents of the Meeting of States Parties is contained in
Annex II to this Report. All documents on this list are available on the United Nations Official
Document System (ODS), accessible on the internet at http://documents.un.org.
Conclusion of the Meeting of States Parties
26.
At its closing meeting on 9 December 2005, the Meeting of States Parties noted the
nomination by the Group of Non-Aligned and Other States of Ambassador Masood Khan of
Pakistan to be President of the Sixth Revie w Conference and Chairman of the Preparatory
Committee. The Meeting decided that in accordance with the decision of the Fifth Review
Conference the Preparatory Committee for the Sixth Review Conference would be held in
Geneva from 26 to 28 April 2006, and that the Sixth Review Conference would be held in
Geneva within the period of 20 November to 8 December 2006, with the precise dates of the
Conference to be decided by the Preparatory Committee. The Meeting approved the cost
estimates for the Preparatory Committee and the Sixth Review Conference, as contained in
document BWC/MSP/2005/INF.1*.
27.
At the same meeting, the Meeting of States Parties adopted its Report by consensus, as
contained in document BWC/MSP/2005/CRP.1, as orally amended, to be issued as document
BWC/MSP/2005/3.
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Annex I
SYNTHESIS OF CONSIDERATIONS, LESSONS, PERSPECTIVES,
RECOMMENDATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND PROPOSALS DRAWN
FROM THE PRESENTATIONS, STATEMENTS, WORKING PAPERS
AND INTERVENTIONS ON THE TOPIC UNDER DISCUSSION AT
THE MEETING OF EXPERTS
Prepared by the Chairman

General considerations
Purpose and benefits
1.
Recognising that codes of conduct for scientists can support the object and purpose of the
Convention, it was suggested that codes of conduct can:
(i)

Make a significant and effective contribution, in conjunction with other measures,
to combating the present and future threats posed by biological weapons and
bioterrorism;

(ii)

Raise awareness of the Convention and of the potential risks inherent in scientific
activity, and promote the need for reflection, consideration and discussion of the
possible security implications of scientific work;

(iii)

Help build a culture of responsibility and accountability among the scientific
community, and increase public confidence that the risks are being appropriately
managed;

(iv)

Help scientists and others fulfil their legal, regulatory, professional and ethical
obligations;

(v)

Extend the responsibility for implementing the provisions of the Convention to
the level of the individual.

Desirable qualities
2.
Recognising the requirement that codes of conduct should avoid impeding scientific
discovery or placing excessive constraints on research, it was suggested that codes of conduct
should:
(i)

Reflect the provisions of the Convention;

(ii)

Be compatible with, and complement, national legislation and regulatory controls;

(iii)

Be simple, clear and easily understandable both to scientists and to wider civil
society;
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(iv)

Be seen as relevant, helpful and effective by those they apply to, and thus actively
supported and followed;

(v)

Be incorporated into existing working practices, funding and approval procedures,
education and training;

(vi)

Be revised and updated as necessary.

Scope, form and structure
3.
Recognising that, although the principles underlying codes should reflect the Convention
and be universal, a range of different approaches are needed to develop codes of conduct that
apply to a wide variety of scientific activities and national circumstances, it was suggested that:
(i)

Building blocks, core guidelines or common elements could be developed, that
could then be used to develop specific codes;

(ii)

Three layers of codes could be developed: a top layer describing the universal
norms; a middle layer of more detailed codes developed or adapted by scientific
bodies; and a bottom layer of operational codes specific to particular institutions;

(iii)

There should be no attempt to impose a particular form or format of code;

(iv)

Codes of conduct should apply not just to scientists, but to all relevant actors
involved in scientific activity, including funders, publishers, managers and
technical and ancillary staff;

(v)

Codes of conduct should be sufficiently broad in scope to apply to new and
unexpected scientific results and developments.

Content of codes of conduct
Principles
4.
Recognising the dual-use dimension of much scientific activity and that in accordance
with the Convention scientists should use their knowledge and abilities for the advancement of
human and animal welfare in addition to respecting human rights and protecting the
environment, it was suggested that codes of conduct should:
(i)

Be aimed at the individual consciences of scientists and others;

(ii)

Require individuals to refuse to participate in research, development or
production of biological weapons or related materials or technology;

(iii)

Require individuals to be aware of the risks of inadvertently participating in or
assisting such activity, and to take active steps to prevent or stop it;
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(iv)

Require individuals to have a clear understanding of the content and purpose of
their research or other work, and to consider its potential security consequences
including dual-use implications;

(v)

Be aimed at the intent and potential of the research, rather than attempting to
define permissible or forbidden experiments.

References to norms, laws and standards
5.
Recognising that codes of conduct should reflect the norms established by the
Convention and should be consistent with national legislative and regulatory frameworks as well
as with relevant professional standards, it was suggested that codes of cond uct should:
(i)

Refer to the Convention, and require awareness of and compliance with its
provisions and with those of related national laws and regulations, including those
dealing with export and transfer;

(ii)

Require individuals to follow appropriate standards and procedures for biosafety,
biosecurity, good laboratory and manufacturing practices, risk management,
environmental protection, and other standards and procedures that relate to the
safe and secure handling, storage and transfer of potentially hazardous materials;

(iii)

Require individuals to be properly trained, qualified and licensed, as applicable,
for the work they undertake, in accordance with relevant legislation and
regulations.

Ethical guidance
6.
Recognising that codes of conduct should help individuals make decisions and take
action in accordance with the purposes and objectives of the Convention, it was suggested that
codes of conduct should:
(i)

Require individuals to investigate thoroughly and take into account the reasonably
foreseeable social, environmental, health and security consequences of any
proposed research or other scientific work;

(ii)

Require individuals to analyse, assess and evaluate data throughout each step of
the research process in order to be aware of emerging or unexpected implications
that may be relevant to the Convention;

(iii)

Contain guidance on the criteria and procedures for determining whether or not
certain research or other work entails unacceptable risks;

(iv)

Refer specifically, where appropriate, to areas of work with high potential for
diversion or misuse, such as work aimed at increasing the pathogenicity,
virulence, drug resistance or environmental persistence of microorganisms,
altering host range or immune response, or synthesising pathogens;
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(v)

Contain guidance on the handling, dissemination and publication of research
results, data and other information;

(vi)

Encourage, as far as possible, transparency, peer review and open discussion of
all scientific activity and its implications.

Notification, sanctions and consequences
7.
Recognising that codes of conduct should help and encourage individuals prevent the
misuse of science, it was suggested that codes of conduct should include:
(i)

A requirement to report abuse, to raise concerns about possible breaches of the
code, and to notify others when unexpected results may have social,
environmental, safety, security or health implications;

(ii)

Clear procedures for such notification, including nomination of a contact point;

(iii)

Measures to protect the person reporting a concern, as well as to protect the
legitimate rights of those involved in the activity reported;

(iv)

Procedures for determining whether the code has been breached, and appropriate
sanctions for those found to have breached the code.

Adoption of codes of conduct
Principles
8.
Recognising that the involvement of scientists is crucial in the development and adoption
of codes of conduct to ensure that codes are effective in preventing the misuse of science while
not impeding scientific freedom, it was suggested that it is important to:
(i)

Explain and demonstrate the benefits of codes to scientists, including increased
public confidence and avoiding the need for more stringent and restrictive laws
and regulations;

(ii)

Demonstrate that the costs of development, promulgation and adoption of codes
of conduct do not outweigh the benefits;

(iii)

Encourage scientists, societies and institutions to develop codes, rather than have
them imposed on them;

(iv)

Avoid alienating scientists by suggesting that codes are aimed against them, or by
implying that scientists need to be convinced to conduct responsible research.

Wider involvement
9.
Recognising that all those with a responsibility for, or legitimate interest in, codes of
conduct should be involved in their development and adoption, both individually and at
organisational level, it was suggested this might involve the following:
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(i)

National, regional and international academies of science;

(ii)

Academic and commercial scientists and their professional societies and unions;

(iii)

The pharmaceutical, biotechnology and other relevant industries;

(iv)

Scientific publishers and the mass media;

(v)

Scientific funders;

(vi)

Educational institutions;

(vii)

Relevant international organisations.

Methods
10.
Recognising that it is important to build on and coordinate with existing efforts, and
avoid imposing burdensome and duplicative measures, it was suggested that:
(i)

As far as possible, existing codes, mechanisms, frameworks and bodies should be
used;

(ii)

Adoption strategies should be tailored according to whether the code is to apply to
government science, a professional body, industry, or individual institution;

(iii)

Codes of conduct could be incorporated into licensing procedures, working
practices and standard operating procedures, and internal review, evaluation and
project approval procedures;

(iv)

Codes of conduct could also be incorporated into employment procedures,
conditions for suppliers, and conditions for the awarding of contracts or
conclusion of other agreements;

(v)

Codes of conduct should be regularly reviewed, evaluated for effectiveness, and
revised as necessary.

Promulgation of codes of conduct
Principles
11.
Recognising that codes of conduct will be most effective if they, and the principles
underlying them, are widely known and understood, it was suggested that:
(i)

Codes of conduct should be promulgated and promoted through multiple
channels;

(ii)

Discussion, exchange and networking, within and among institutions, societies,
organisations and governments, both nationally and internationally, are important;
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(iii)

Promulgation and promotion of codes should be incorporated into education,
training and licensing;

(iv)

An active media, communication and outreach strategy is important for effective
promulgation and promotion;

(v)

Senior scientists and other personnel have a responsibility to ensure that junior
colleagues are aware of codes of conduct and the principles underlying them;

(vi)

Promulgation and promotion should be continuing efforts.

Methods
12.
Recognising that there are many possible means of promulgation, and that the
requirements for particular codes are likely to vary, it was suggested that the following methods
could be useful for effectively promulgating codes of conduct and raising awareness of the
principles underlying them:
(i)

Use professional societies, industry bodies, institutional ethics and safety
committees, and similar organs;

(ii)

Convene or encourage the convening of seminars, symposia and conferences,
within institutions, nationally and internationally;

(iii)

Establish specific courses at undergraduate and postgraduate level, or include
elements in existing courses, and consider targeting secondary schools also;

(iv)

Include in textbooks and other educational materials;

(v)

Incorporate into professional and technical training;

(vi)

Use the scientific press, mass media, internet, public relations activities and
collaborative promotions;

(vii)

Offer incentives to institutions to promote codes of conduct and develop outreach
programs;

(viii)

Establish networks of laboratories to increase exchange and cooperation
internationally;

(ix)

Educate individuals on specific risks, provide case studies and practical examples.
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Annex II
LIST OF DOCUMENTS OF THE MEETING OF STATES PARTIES
Symbol

Title

BWC/MSP/2005/1

Provisional Agenda

BWC/MSP/2005/2

Provisional Programme of Work

BWC/MSP/2005/3

Report of the Meeting of States Parties

BWC/MSP/2005/L.1

Synthesis of Considerations, Lessons, Perspectives,
Recommendations, Conclusions and Proposals Drawn
from the Presentations, Statements, Working Papers and
Interventions on the Topic under Discussion at the
Meeting of Experts
Prepared by the Chairman

BWC/MSP/2005/INF.1*

Estimated Costs of the Preparatory Committee and 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
Note by the Secretariat

BWC/MSP/2005/INF.2
[ENGLISH/FRENCH/
SPANISH ONLY]

List of Participants

BWC/MSP/2005/CRP.1
[ENGLISH ONLY]

Draft Report of the Meeting of States Parties

BWC/MSP/2005/MISC.1
[ENGLISH/FRENCH/
SPANISH ONLY]

Provisional List of Participants

BWC/MSP/2005/WP.1
[ENGLISH ONLY]

India’s Approach to Codes of Conduct for Scientists
Prepared by India

BWC/MSP/2005/WP.2
[ENGLISH ONLY]

Basic Principles (Core Elements) of the Codes of Conduct
of Scientists Majoring in Biosciences
Prepared by the Russian Federation
______

BWC/CONF.III/23
Part II
Annex

Annex to Final Declaration on
Confidence-building measures

At the Third Review Conference it was agreed that all States Parties present the following
declaration:
1.

Declaration form on Nothing to Declare or Nothing New to Declare for use in the
information exchange

Measure

Nothing to declare

Nothing new to declare

A, part 1
A, part 2 (i)
A, part 2 (ii)
A, part 2 (iii)
B (I)
B (ii)
C
D
E
F
G
(Please mark the appropriate box(es) for each measure, with a tick.)
Date: __________________________________________________________
State Party to the Convention: ______________________________________

2.

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURE "A":
Part 1: Exchange of data on research centres and laboratories

At the Third Review Conference it was agreed that States Parties continue to implement the
following:
"Exchange of data, including name, location, scope and general description of
activities, on research centres and laboratories that meet very high national or
international safety standards established for handling, for permitted purposes,
biological materials that pose a high individual and community risk or specialize in
permitted biological activities directly related to the Convention."
Modalities
The Third Review Conference agreed that data should be provided by States Parties on each
facility, within their territory or under their jurisdiction or control anywhere, which has any
maximum containment laboratories meeting those criteria for such maximum containment
laboratories as specified in the 1983 WHO Laboratory Biosafety Manual such as those
designated as biosafety level 4 (BL4) or P4 or equivalent standards.

Form A, part 1
Exchange of data on research centres and laboratories1
1.

Name(s) of facility2

_______________________________________

2.

Responsible public or private
organization or company

_______________________________________
_______________________________________

3.

Location and postal address

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________

4.

Source(s) of financing of the reported activity, including indication if the activity is
wholly or partly financed by the Ministry of Defence
_____________________________________________________________________

5.

Number of maximum containment units3 within the research centre and/or laboratory,
with an indication of their respective size (m2)
_____________________________________________________________________

6.

If no maximum containment unit, indicate highest level of protection
_____________________________________________________________________

7.

Scope and general description of activities, including type(s) of micro-organisms
and/or toxins as appropriate
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________

1

The containment units which are fixed patient treatment modules, integrated with laboratories, should be
identified separately.

2

For facilities with maximum containment units participating in the national biological defence research and
development programme, please fill in name of facility and mark "Declared in accordance with Form A, part 2
(iii)".

3

In accordance with the 1983 WHO Laboratory Biosafety Manual, or equivalent.

Part 2: Exchange of information on national biological defence research and
development programmes
At the Third Review Conference it was agreed that States Parties are to implement the
following:
In the interest of increasing the transparency of national research and development
programmes on biological defence, the States Parties will declare whether or not they conduct
such programmes. States Parties agreed to provide, annually, detailed information on their
biological defence research and development programmes including summaries of the
objectives and costs of effort performed by contractors and in other facilities. If no biological
defence research and development programme is being conducted, a null report will be
provided.
States Parties will make declarations in accordance with the attached forms, which require the
following information:
(1)
The objective and summary of the research and development activities under way
indicating whether work is conducted in the following areas: prophylaxis, studies on
pathogenicity and virulence, diagnostic techniques, aerobiology, detection, treatment,
toxinology, physical protection, decontamination and other related research;
(2)
Whether contractor or other non-defence facilities are utilized and the total funding
provided to that portion of the programme;
(3)

The organizational structure of the programme and its reporting relationships; and

(4)
The following information concerning the defence and other governmental facilities in
which the biological defence research and development programme is concentrated;
(a)

location;

(b)

the floor areas (sqM) of the facilities including that dedicated to each of BL2,
BL3 and BL4 level laboratories;

(c)

the total number of staff employed, including those contracted full time for
more than six months;

(d)

numbers of staff reported in (c) by the following categories: civilian, military,
scientists, technicians, engineers, support and administrative staff;

(e)

a list of the scientific disciplines of the scientific/engineering staff;

(f)

the source and funding levels in the following three areas: research,
development, and test and evaluation; and

(g)

the policy regarding publication and a list of publicly-available papers and
reports.

Form A, part 2 (i)
National biological defence research and development programme Declaration
Is there a national programme to conduct biological defence research and development within
the territory of the State Party, under its jurisdiction or control anywhere? Activities of such a
programme would include prophylaxis, studies on pathogenicity and virulence, diagnostic
techniques, aerobiology, detection, treatment, toxinology, physical protection,
decontamination and other related research.

Yes/No
If the answer is Yes, complete Form A, part 2 (ii) which will provide a description of the
programme.

Form A, part 2 (ii)
National biological defence research and development programme
Description
1.
State the objectives and funding of the programme and summarize the principal
research and development activities conducted in the programme. Areas to be addressed shall
include: prophylaxis, studies on pathogenicity and virulence, diagnostic techniques,
aerobiology, detection, treatment, toxinology, physical protection, decontamination and other
related research.
2.

State the total funding for the programme and its source.

3.
Are aspects of this programme conducted under contract with industry, academic
institutions, or in other non-defence facilities?
Yes/No
4.
If yes, what proportion of the total funds for the programme is expended in these
contracted or other facilities?
5.
Summarize the objectives and research areas of the programme performed by
contractors and in other facilities with the funds identified under paragraph 4.
6.
Provide a diagram of the organizational structure of the programme and the reporting
relationships (include individual facilities participating in the programme).
7.
Provide a declaration in accordance with Form A, part 2 (iii) for each facility, both
governmental and non-governmental, which has a substantial proportion of its resources
devoted to the national biological defence research and development programme, within the
territory of the reporting State, or under its jurisdiction or control anywhere.

Form A, part 2 (iii)
National biological defence research and development programme
Facilities
Complete a form for each facility declared in accordance with paragraph 7 in Form A, part 2
(ii).
In shared facilities, provide the following information for the biological defence research and
development portion only.
1.

What is the name of the facility?

2.

Where is it located (include both address and geographical location)?

3.

Floor area of laboratory areas by containment level:
BL2

__________________________ (sqM)

BL3

__________________________ (sqM)

BL4

__________________________ (sqM)

Total laboratory floor area ____________________________ (sqM)

4.

The organizational structure of each facility.
(i)

Total number of personnel

(ii)

Division of personnel:

(iii)

(iv)

_____________________

Military

_____________________

Civilian

_____________________

Division of personnel by category:
Scientists

_____________________

Engineers

_____________________

Technicians

_____________________

Administrative and support staff

_____________________

List the scientific disciplines
represented in the scientific/
engineering staff.

(v)

Are contractor staff working in
the facility? If so, provide an
approximate number.

(vi)

What is (are) the source(s) of
funding for the work conducted
in the facility, including
indication if activity is
wholly or partly financed by
the Ministry of Defence?

(vii)

What are the funding levels
for the following programme
areas:
Research

______________________

Development

______________________

Test and evaluation

______________________

(viii) Briefly describe the publication
policy of the facility:
(ix)

Provide a list of publicly-available
papers and reports resulting
from the work during the
previous 12 months. (To include
authors, titles and full
references.)

5.
Briefly describe the biological defence work carried out at the facility, including
type(s) of micro-organisms4 and/or toxins studied, as well as outdoor studies of biological
aerosols.

4

Including viruses and prions.

3.

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURE "B":
Exchange of information on outbreaks of infectious diseases and similar occurrences
caused by toxins

At the Third Review Conference it was agreed that States Parties continue to implement the
following:
Exchange of information on outbreaks of infectious diseases and similar occurrences
caused by toxins, and on all such events that seem to deviate from the normal pattern
as regards type, development, place, or time of occurrence. The information provided
on events that deviate from the norm will include, as soon as it is available, data on
the type of disease, approximate area affected, and number of cases.
Modalities
The Third Review Conference agreed the following definition:
An outbreak or epidemic is the occurrence of an unusually large or unexpected
number of cases of an illness or health-related event in a given place at a given time.
The number of cases considered as unusual will vary according to the illness or event
and the community concerned.
Furthermore, reference was made to the following definitions:
An epidemic of infectious disease is defined as the occurrence of an unusually large or
unexpected number of cases of a disease known or suspected to be of infectious
origin, for a given place and time. It is usually a rapidly evolving situation, requiring
a rapid response (WHO internal document CDS/Mtg/82.1).
The occurrence in a community or region of cases of an illness, specific health-related
behaviour, or other health-related events clearly in excess of normal expectancy. The
community or region, and the time period in which the cases occur, are specified
precisely. The number of cases indicating the presence of an epidemic will vary
according to the agent, size and type of population exposed, previous experience or
lack of exposure to the disease, and time and place of occurrence: epidemicity is thus
relative to usual frequency of the disease in the same area, among the specified
population, at the same season of the year. A single case of a communicable disease
long absent from a population or first invasion by a disease not previously recognized
in that area requires immediate reporting and full field investigation: two cases of such
a disease associated in time and place may be sufficient evidence to be considered an
epidemic. (J.M. Last, A Dictionary of Epidemiology, Oxford University Press, New
York, Oxford, Toronto, 1983.)
The Third Review Conference agreed on the following:
1.
In determining what constitutes an outbreak States Parties are recommended to take
guidance from the above.

2.
Since no universal standards exist for what might constitute a deviation from the
normal pattern, States Parties agreed to utilize fully existing national reporting systems on
human diseases as well as animal and plant diseases, where possible, and systems within the
WHO to provide annual update of background information on diseases caused by organisms
which meet the criteria for risk groups II, III and IV according to the classification in the 1983
WHO Laboratory Biosafety Manual, the occurrence of which, in their respective areas, does
not necessarily constitute a deviation from normal patterns.5
3.
Exchange of data on outbreaks that seem to deviate from the normal pattern is
considered particularly important in the following cases:
-

When the cause of the outbreak cannot be readily determined or the causative
agent6 is difficult to diagnose,

-

When the disease may be caused by organisms which meet the criteria for risk
groups III or IV, according to the classification in the 1983 WHO Laboratory
Biosafety Manual,

-

When the causative agent is exotic to a given region,

-

When the disease follows an unusual pattern of development,

-

When the disease occurs in the vicinity of research centres and laboratories
subject to exchange of data under item A,

-

When suspicions arise of the possible occurrence of a new disease.

4.
In order to enhance confidence, an initial report of an outbreak of an infectious disease
or a similar occurrence that deviate from the normal pattern should be given promptly after
cognizance of the outbreak and should be followed up by annual reports.
To enable States Parties to follow a standardized procedure, the Conference has agreed that
Form B (ii) should be used, to the extent information is known and/or applicable, for the
exchange of initial as well as annual information.
5.
In order to improve international cooperation in the field of peaceful bacteriological
(biological) activities and in order to prevent or reduce the occurrence of ambiguities, doubts
and suspicions, States Parties are encouraged to invite experts from other States Parties to
assist in the handling of an outbreak, and to respond favourably to such invitations.

5
6

This information should be provided in accordance with Form B (I).

It is understood that this may include organisms made pathogenic by molecular biology techniques, such as
genetic engineering.

Form B (I)
Background information on outbreaks of reportable
infectious diseases
Number of cases per year
Disease

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

Form B (ii)
Information on outbreaks of infectious diseases and similar occurrences, that seem to deviate
from the normal pattern
1.

Time of cognizance of the outbreak

......................................................

2.

Location and approximate area affected

......................................................

3.

Type of disease/intoxication

......................................................

4.

Suspected source of disease/
intoxication

......................................................

5.

Possible causative agent(s)

......................................................

6.

Main characteristics of systems

......................................................

7.

Detailed symptoms, when applicable

......................................................

-

respiratory

......................................................

-

circulatory

......................................................

-

neurological/behavioural

......................................................

-

intestinal

......................................................

-

dermatological

-

nephrological

......................................................

-

other

......................................................

8.

......................................................

Deviation(s) from the normal pattern as regards
-

type

......................................................

-

development

......................................................

-

place of occurrence

......................................................

-

time of occurrence

......................................................

-

symptoms

......................................................

-

virulence pattern

......................................................

-

drug resistance pattern

......................................................

-

agent(s) difficult to diagnose

......................................................

-

presence of unusual vectors

......................................................

-

other

......................................................

9.

Approximate number of primary cases

......................................................

10.

Approximate number of total cases

......................................................

11.

Number of deaths

......................................................

12.

Development of the outbreak

......................................................

13.

Measures taken

......................................................

4.

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURE "C":
Encouragement of publication of results and promotion of use of knowledge

At the Third Review Conference it was agreed that States parties continue to implement the
following:
"Encouragement of publication of results of biological research directly related to the
Convention, in scientific journals generally available to States parties, as well as
promotion of use for permitted purposes of knowledge gained in this research."
Modalities
The Third Review Conference agreed on the following:
1.

It is recommended that basic research in biosciences, and particularly that directly
related to the Convention should generally be unclassified and that applied research to
the extent possible, without infringing on national and commercial interests, should
also be unclassified.

2.

States parties are encouraged to provide information on their policy as regards
publication of results of biological research, indicating, inter alia, their policies as
regards publication of results of research carried out in research centres and
laboratories subject to exchange of information under item A and publication of
research on outbreaks of diseases covered by item B, and to provide information on
relevant scientific journals and other relevant scientific publications generally
available to States parties.

3.

The Third Review Conference discussed the question of cooperation and assistance as
regards the safe handling of biological material covered by the Convention. It
concluded that other international forums were engaged in this field and expressed its
support for efforts aimed at enhancing such cooperation.

5.

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURE "D"
Active promotion of contacts

At the Third Review Conference it was agreed that States parties continue to implement the
following:
"Active promotion of contacts between scientists, other experts and facilities engaged
in biological research directly related to the Convention, including exchanges and
visits for joint research on a mutually agreed basis."
Modalities
The Third Review Conference agreed on the following:
In order to actively promote professional contacts between scientists, joint research projects
and other activities aimed at preventing or reducing the occurrence of ambiguities, doubts and
suspicions and at improving international cooperation in the field of peaceful bacteriological
(biological) activities, States parties are encouraged to provide information, to the extent
possible:
-

on planned international conferences, seminars, symposia and similar events
dealing with biological research directly related to the Convention,

-

on other opportunities for exchange of scientists, joint research or other
measures to promote contacts between scientists engaged in biological
research directly related to the Convention.

To enable States parties to follow a standardized procedure, the Third Review Conference has
agreed that Form D should be used for exchange of information under this item.

Form D
Active promotion of contacts
1.

Planned international conferences, symposia, seminars, and other similar forums for
exchange
For each such event, the following information should be provided:
-

name of the conference, etc.

......................................................

-

arranging organization(s), etc.

......................................................

-

time

......................................................

-

place

......................................................

-

main subject(s) for the conference, etc.

......................................................
......................................................

-

conditions for participation

......................................................
......................................................

-

point of contact for further
information, registration, etc.

......................................................
......................................................
......................................................

2.

Information regarding other opportunities
..........................................................................................................................................
..........................................................................................................................................
..........................................................................................................................................

6.

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURE "E"
Declaration of legislation, regulations and other measures

At the Third Review Conference the States parties agreed to implement the following:
As an indication of the measures which they have taken to implement the Convention, States
parties shall declare whether they have legislation, regulations or other measures:
(a)
To prohibit the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition or retention
of microbial or other biological agents, or toxins, weapons, equipment and means of
delivery, specified in Article I of the Convention, within their territory or anywhere
under their jurisdiction or control;
(b)
In relation to the export or import of micro-organisms pathogenic to man,
animals and plants or of toxins in accordance with the Convention;
States parties shall complete the attached form (Form E) and shall be prepared to submit
copies of the legislation or regulations, or written details of other measures on request to the
United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs or to an individual State party. On an
annual basis States parties shall indicate, also on the attached form, whether or not there has
been any amendment to their legislation, regulations or other measures.
Form E
Declaration of legislation, regulations and other measures
Relating to

Regulations

Other
measures

Amended
since last
year

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

(b)

Exports of micro-organisms7 Yes/No
and toxins

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

(c)

Imports of micro-organisms7 Yes/No
and toxins

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

(a)

7

Development, production
stockpiling, acquisition
or retention of microbial
or other biological agents,
or toxins, weapons, equipment and means of delivery
specified in Article I

Legislation

Micro-organisms pathogenic to man, animals and plants in accordance with the Convention.

7.

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURE "F":
Declaration of past activities in offensive and/or defensive biological research and
development programmes

In the interest of increasing transparency and openness, States parties shall declare whether or
not they conducted any offensive and/or defensive biological research and development
programmes since 1 January 1946.
If so, States parties shall provide information on such programmes, in accordance with Form
F.

Form F
Declaration of past activities in offensive and/or defensive biological research and
development programmes
1.

Date of entry into force of the Convention for the State party.

2.

Past offensive biological research and development programmes:

3.

-

Yes - No

-

Period(s) of activities

-

Summary of the research and development activities indicating whether work
was performed concerning production, test and evaluation, weaponization,
stockpiling of biological agents, the destruction programme of such agents and
weapons, and other related research.

Past defensive biological research and development programmes:
-

Yes - No

-

Period(s) of activities

-

Summary of the research and development activities indicating whether or not
work was conducted in the following areas: prophylaxis, studies on
pathogenicity and virulence, diagnostic techniques, aerobiology, detection,
treatment, toxinology, physical protection, decontamination, and other related
research, with location if possible.

8.

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURE "G"
Declaration of vaccine production facilities

To further increase the transparency of biological research and development related to the
Convention and to broaden scientific and technical knowledge as agreed in Article X, each
State party will declare all facilities, both governmental and non-governmental, within its
territory or under its jurisdiction or control anywhere, producing vaccines licensed by the
State party for the protection of humans. Information shall be provided on Form G attached.

Form G
Declaration of vaccine production facilities
1.

Name of facility:

2.

Location (mailing address):

3.

General description of the types of diseases covered:
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SUMMARY REPORT
INTRODUCTION
1.
The Third Review Conference (September 1991) of the Biological Weapons Convention
agreed to establish an Ad Hoc Group of Governmental Experts, open to all States Parties to identify
and examine potential verification measures from a scientific and technical standpoint.
2.

The mandate of the Group was as follows:
ΑThe Conference, determined to strengthen the effectiveness and improve the implementation
of the Convention and recognizing that effective verification could reinforce the Convention,
decided to establish an Ad Hoc Group of Governmental Experts open to all States Parties to
identify and examine potential verification measures from a scientific and technical standpoint.
ΑThe Group shall meet in Geneva for the period 30 March to 10 April 1992. The Group will
hold additional meetings as appropriate to complete its work as soon as possible, preferably
before the end of 1993. In accordance with the agreement reached at the Preparatory
Committee, the Group shall be chaired by Ambassador Tibor Tóth (Hungary) who shall be
assisted by two Vice-Chairmen to be elected by the States Parties participating in the first
meeting.
ΑThe Group shall seek to identify measures which could determine:
-

Whether a State Party is developing, producing, stockpiling, acquiring or retaining
microbial or other biological agents or toxins, of types and in quantities that have no
justification for prophylactic, protective or peaceful purposes;

-

Whether a State Party is developing, producing, stockpiling, acquiring or retaining
weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use such agents or toxins for
hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

ΑSuch measures could be addressed singly or in combination. Specifically, the Group shall
seek to evaluate potential verification measures, taking into account the broad range of types
and quantities of microbial and other biological agents and toxins, whether naturally occurring
or altered which are capable of being used as means of warfare.
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ΑTo these ends the Group could examine potential verification measures in terms of the
following main criteria:
-

Their strengths and weaknesses based on, but not limited to, the amount and quality of
information they provide, and fail to provide;

-

Their ability to differentiate between prohibited and permitted activities;

-

Their technology, material, manpower and equipment requirements;

-

Their financial, legal, safety and organizational implications;

-

Their impact on scientific research, scientific cooperation, industrial development and
other permitted activities, and their implications for the confidentiality of commercial
proprietary information.

ΑIn examining potential verification measures, the Group should take into account data and
other information relevant to the Convention provided by the States Parties.
ΑThe Group shall adopt by consensus a report taking into account views expressed in the
course of its work. The report of the Group shall be a description of its work on the
identification and examination of potential verification measures from a scientific and technical
standpoint, according to this mandate.
ΑThe report of the Group shall be circulated to all States Parties for their consideration. If a
majority of States Parties ask for the convening of a conference to examine the report, by
submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, such a conference will be
convened. In such a case the conference shall decide on any further action. The conference
shall be preceded by a preparatory committee.≅
3.
The Group held four sessions, from which three Summaries and a Procedural Report were
produced and annexed as part of this Summary Report:
-

VEREX 1

30 March-10 April 1992 (Identification of measures; Annex I);

-

VEREX 2

23 November-4 December 1992 (Examination of measures; Annex
II);

-

VEREX 3

24 May-4 June 1993 (Evaluation of measures; Annex III);

-

VEREX 4

13-24 September 1993 (Preparation of the report; Annex IV);

IDENTIFICATION AND EXAMINATION
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4.
During its first session the Group identified in all 21 potential measures suggested by individual
delegations under the three broad areas of development, acquisition and production, and stockpiling and
retaining, for later examination and evaluation against the mandate criteria. They were included in a
list. The inclusion of a measure in this list constituted no judgement by the Group as to the usefulness
of the potential measure in relation to the objectives stated in the mandate. Some potential measures
included in the list were considered as individual measures which might be applied individually or with
other individual measures in each category. Measures were divided as follows: off-site and on-site.
They were grouped in a Chairman=s paper in seven broad categories for the purpose of later
examination and evaluation:
Off-site Measures:
- Information Monitoring:
surveillance of publications;
surveillance of legislation;
data on transfers, transfer requests and production
multilateral information sharing.
- Data exchange:
declarations;
Notifications.
- Remote Sensing:
surveillance by satellite;
surveillance by aircraft;
ground-based surveillance.
- Inspections:
sampling and identification;
observation;
auditing.
On-site Measures:
- Exchange visits:
international arrangements.
- Inspections:
interviewing;
visual inspections;
identification of key equipment;
auditing;
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sampling and identification;
medical examination.
- Continuous monitoring:
by instruments;
by personnel.
5.
During the second session, the Group decided to modify the list of measures identified at the
first session. The new list agreed upon by consensus is included in Annex II, pages 131-133.
6.
Each measure was examined according to the mandate in order to determine: ΑWhether a
State Party is developing, producing, stockpiling, acquiring or retaining microbial or other biological
agents or toxins, of types and in quantities that have no justification for prophylactic, protective or other
peaceful purposes.≅. Similarly, measures were examined to determine: ΑWhether a State Party was
developing, producing, stockpiling, acquiring or retaining weapons, equipment or means of delivery
designed to use such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.≅.
7.
A methodology for detailed examination of measures was agreed by the Group which included
a definition, a description of the characteristics and technologies in terms of the state-of-the-art, the
capabilities and limitations, and a discussion of potential interaction with other measures.
8.
A number of national and background papers were presented by participants. Each measure
was fully described and introduced for group discussion by a rapporteur (Annex II, pages 52-122). In
all cases potential interaction with other measures was identified. Moderators, (Annex II, pages 127133) designated by the Chairman, prepared discussion papers in the three broad areas of development,
production and stockpiling to assist in the evaluation. The examinations represented a technical
summary of the key factors to consider. These consensus summaries discussed extensively by the
Group, formed the basis of consolidated texts which could be used as a starting point for evaluation
(Annex II, pages 46-148 and Annex III, pages 149-327).
EVALUATION OF MEASURES SINGLY
9.
Each potential measure identified in the examination phase was evaluated singly in accordance
with the mandate, i.e. its strengths and weaknesses based on, but not limited to, the amount and quality
of information it provides, and fails to provide; the ability to differentiate between prohibited and
permitted activities; the ability to resolve ambiguities about compliance; the technology, material,
manpower and equipment requirements; the financial, legal, safety and organizational implications; and
the impact on scientific research, scientific cooperation, industrial development and other permitted
activities, and the implication on scientific research, scientific cooperation, industrial development and
other permitted activities, and its implications for the confidentiality of commercial proprietary
information. On the basis of the Introduction submitted by the rapporteur, the Group discussed and
evaluated the measures at both formal and informal meetings and adopted by consensus an evaluation
report on each measure. Summaries of the Group=s work in relation to the individual measures are
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contained in a shortened form in a table attached to this report. The complete summaries of the
examination and the evaluation can be found in the Summaries of Annex II, pages 52-122 and Annex
III, pages 154-273.
EVALUATION OF MEASURES IN COMBINATION
10.
While recognizing the possible utility of other methodologies, the Group agreed to use one
methodology to assess illustrative but not exhaustive examples of measures in combination. Although
the Group recognized that a large number of combinations were possible, the systematic evaluation of
all possible combinations was considered to be impractical without prejudice to any future ideas that
may evolve on the subject. The Group agreed that, in general, the capabilities and limitations of a
combination of measures equal the sums of the capabilities and limitations of the single measures
involved in the combination. This cumulative effect of measures in combination was not addressed.
The analysis was intended to investigate whether, in particular cases, the application of measures in
combination produces enhanced capabilities and limitations that differ from a simple accumulation of
the capabilities and limitations of the single measures involved (synergy).
11.
The following five combinations were proposed as examples to illustrate the evaluation of
enhanced capabilities and limitations of measures in combinations:
-

Declarations/Multilateral information sharing/
Satellite surveillance/Visual inspection

-

Information monitoring (surveillance of publications/
surveillance of legislation/data on transfers, transfer
requests and production/multilateral informationsharing/exchange visits)

-

On-site inspection (interviewing/visual inspections;
identification of key equipment/auditing/sampling
and identification)

-

Declarations/Multilateral information-sharing/
On-site visual inspection

-

Declarations/Information monitoring.

12.
The enumeration of these combinations was not meant to represent a proposal for
combinations that would serve as a verification regime, since this is not part of the mandate of the
Group (Annex III, pages 272-273). It was agreed that, in principle, States Parties could submit
additional contributions related to the evaluation of measures in combination for consideration. In this
context, the view was expressed that declarations and on-site inspections might be further considered
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at a later stage. The Group discussed and evaluated the examples of measures in combination and
adopted a report by consensus (Annex III, pages 150-153).
13.
All rapporteurs have identified off-site and on-site measures which interact with the single
measures. The capabilities of single measures might be enhanced if they are combined with other offsite measures and other on-site measures.
14.
The measure ΑDeclarations≅ was most frequently identified for application in combination
with other measures. The most frequently identified on-site measures in combination were on-site
inspections (interviewing, visual inspection, identification of key equipment, sampling and identification,
auditing). This does not mean that all the measures in parenthesis above always would be included in
an on-site inspection.
OTHER ASPECTS
15.
The 21 measures were grouped under the three broad areas of prohibition of Article 1 of the
Convention (development; acquisition or production; stockpiling or retaining). Some measures were
found to be useful for all three areas of prohibition, whereas some measures were considered useful
only for one or two of the areas (Annex III, page 271; BWC/CONF.III/VEREX/6/WP.176).
16.
The Group decided by consensus to include a paper recording the results of consultations on
the question of types and quantities of agents. These results could be further considered at a later
stage (Annex III, page 153; BWC/CONF.III/VEREX/6). According to the paper, agreed lists, which
are difficult to construct at this stage, are a prerequisite to the implementation of many potential
verification measures.
17.
Some national background and rapporteur=s papers mentioned that microbial or other
biological agents or toxins can be disseminated by weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed
to use such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.
18.
In the course of an informal meeting, delegations discussed the experiences gained by the
three countries concerned from two trial inspections carried out by the Netherlands and Canada, and
the UK, respectively. Two working papers on trial inspections were submitted - ΑBilateral Trial
Inspection in Large Vaccine Facility≅ (BWC/CONF.III/VEREX/6/WP.112) by the Netherlands and
Canada, and ΑUK Practice Inspection: Pharmaceutical Pilot Plant≅
(BWC/CONF.III/VEREX/6/WP.141) by the United Kingdom. While work would be required on the
question of protection of CPI in order to achieve consensus, the countries concerned in two national
trial inspections informed delegations of their national findings that the access given had not
compromised commercial confidentiality.
19.
The Group examined the potential verification measures in terms, inter alia, of their impact on
scientific research, scientific cooperation, industrial development and other permitted activities. In that
context, delegations recalled Article X of the Convention according to which States Parties
Αundertake to facilitate, and have the right to participate in the fullest possible exchange of equipment,
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materials and scientific and technological information for the use of bacteriological (biological) agents
and toxins for peaceful purposes≅, and the related provisions of the Final Document of the Third
Review Conference. In particular those on the examination of means of improving related institutional
mechanisms and those on the adoption of positive measures to promote technology transfer, consistent
with all the other Articles of the Convention. Delegations recalled as well that the provisions of the
Convention should not be used to impose restrictions and/or limitations on the transfer for purposes
consistent with the objectives and the provisions of the Convention.
CONCLUSIONS
20.
The Group identified, examined and evaluated from a scientific and technical standpoint in all
21 potential verification measures as well as some suggested examples of combinations of measures.
Several of the measures evaluated singly have been identified as being closely related.
21.
The findings of the identification, examination and evaluation of the 21 potential verification
measures against the agreed mandate criteria indicated that capabilities and limitations existed for each
measure in varying degrees, although reliance could not be placed on any single measure by itself to
determine whether a State Party is developing, producing, stockpiling, acquiring or retaining: microbial
or other biological agents or toxins, of types and in quantities that have no justification for prophylactic,
protective or other peaceful purposes or; weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use
such agents or toxins for hostile purposes.
22.
Certain current scientific and technical shortcomings of some measures were appreciated.
These included the acknowledgment that some technologies associated with particular measures are
limited by the commercial availability of equipment, materials and stages of development.
23.
The identified verification measures cover a variety of non-intrusive and intrusive measures.
The Group described the capabilities and limitations of the measures and evaluated the impact on
scientific research, scientific cooperation, industrial development and other permitted activities and
their implications for the confidentiality of commercial proprietary information from a scientific and
technical standpoint only. Some measures were considered inherently not capable by themselves of
differentiating between prohibited and permitted activities.
24.
It was difficult to assess accurately the feasibility and the effectiveness of all the 21 measures
within the context and criteria laid down in the mandate for the Group. Concerns were expressed over
the financial implications and the technical difficulties in the identification of biological agents.
25.
Concern was also expressed that the implementation of any measure should ensure that
sensitive commercial proprietary information and national security needs are protected. The issue of
protection of CPI, some aspects of which were addressed in a preliminary way, needs further
consideration at a later stage consistent with the effective verification needs of the BWC.
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26.
Taking into account already existing lists for different purposes (Annex III, pages 266-267;
BWC/CONF.III/VEREX/6), illustrative lists of agents could be developed to support particular
potential verification measures. Under the measure of ΑDeclarations≅ , data on production, including
amounts of agents produced, may be collected. Under the measure of ΑData on transfers, Transfer
requests and on Production≅, data may provide background information for inspections and for other
measures.
27.
The development of equipment and technologies, which is difficult for some applications, is
important to meet the needs of some discussed measures, and could support the technical applicability
of these measures in the future.
28.
Some of the measures which were identified were also subjected to an illustrative but not
exhaustive evaluation of combinations of measures.
29.
Some measures in combination may enhance the capabilities and/or reduce the limitations of
the individual measures. However, some limitations inherent in individual measures could not be
removed and in some cases combinations of measures may result in enhanced limitations. In certain
cases the enhanced capabilities produced by combinations differ from a simple accumulation of the
capabilities of the single measures thus creating synergy. Even if a combination does not create any
synergies there will still be a cumulative effect of both capabilities and limitations.
30.
Important positive and negative synergies which were not identified in the evaluation may exist
for each of the combinations examined. From a technical standpoint some combinations of some
potential verification measures including both off-site and on-site measures could provide information
which could be useful for the main objective of the BWC.
31.
The Ad Hoc Group of Governmental Experts concluded that potential verification measures as
identified and evaluated could be useful to varying degrees in enhancing confidence, through increased
transparency, that States Parties were fulfilling their obligations under the BWC. While it was agreed
that reliance could not be placed on any single measure to differentiate conclusively between
prohibited and permitted activity and to resolve ambiguities about compliance, it was also agreed that
the measures could provide information of varying utility in strengthening the BWC. It was recognized
that there remain a number of further technical questions to be addressed such as identity of agent,
types and quantities, in the context of any future work. Some measure in combination could provide
enhanced capabilities by increasing, for example, the focus and improving the quality of information,
thereby improving the possibility of differentiating between prohibited and permitted activities and of
resolving ambiguities about compliance.
32.
Based on the examination and evaluation of the measures described above against the criteria
given in the mandate, the Group considered, from the scientific and technical standpoint, that some of
the potential verification measures would contribute to strengthening the effectiveness and improve the
implementation of the Convention, also recognizing that appropriate and effective verification could
reinforce the Convention.
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DISPOSITION OF THE REPORT
33.
The Ad Hoc Group of Governmental Experts recalled that the Third Review Conference had
decided the following with regard to the disposition of the work of the Group:
ΑThe report of the Group shall be circulated to all States Parties for their consideration. If a
majority of States Parties ask for the convening of a conference to examine the report, by
submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, such a conference will be
convened. In such a case the conference shall decide on any further action. The conference
shall be preceded by a preparatory committee.≅
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Attachment to the Summary Report
(Table)
During Verex 3, all 21 potential verification measures, identified during Verex 1 and examined
during Verex 2, were evaluated by the group. To evaluate these measures an agreed methodology
was applied based on the six mandate criteria. The criteria for evaluating the measures are:
1.

Strengths and weaknesses based on but not limited to the amount and quality of information
they provide and fail to provide.

2.

Ability to differentiate between prohibited and permitted activities.

3.

Ability to resolve ambiguities about compliance.

4.

Their technological, material, manpower and equipment requirements.

5.

Their financial, legal, safety and organizational implications.

6.

Their impact on scientific research, scientific cooperation, industrial development and other
permitted activities; and their implications for the confidentiality of Commercial Proprietary
Information (CPI).

The first three criteria mainly represent the effectiveness of individual measures; the second
three mainly represent their requirements and their impact. According to these criteria, capabilities
and limitations were considered.
A general observation was made that reliance could not be placed on any single measures by
itself to differentiate conclusively between prohibited and permitted activity or resolve ambiguities
about compliance. The attached table is an extract of the complete evaluations made by rapporteurs
during Verex 3, which can be found in Annex III.

Definition

Selective scanning and analysis of publicly
available printed matter and of the media
with special attention to scientific literature
related to activities in the biological field.
VEREX/9, Annex II, p.54)

Collecting and analysing of information with
regard to legislation that exists in relation to
the BWC or other areas of interest.
VEREX/9, Annex II, p. 56

Collection and analysis of national export
and import data, available or specifically
requested, governme nt and industrial
production statistics, culture collection
records and similar information. There may
or there may not be an agreed standard for
the availability of the nature of the
information. (VEREX/9, Annex II, p. 57)

Measure

Surveillance
of
publications

Surveillance
of legislation

Data on
transfers,
transfer
requests and
on
production
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It may be a background for further investigation. It may well be
an effective measure if combined with other measures. It may
help in the selection of sites for inspections and in focusing
ongoing inspection activities. Because of the large amount of
information available, a focused survey may be necessary.
This focusing could be done by using key identifiers to be
determined. Information may be outdated quickly. The amount
and quality of information may differ per Sate. May help in the
analysis of dual purpose activities. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p.

Could provide information on relevant activities of States
Parties. However, the absence of legislation is not an
indication of non-compliance. It may help in the selection of
sites for inspections and in focusing ongoing inspection
activities. The amount of information could be very large and
the quantity varies per State. May help explain the nature of
dual purpose activities. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 156, etc.)

If focused need not be very costly. Not
all information may be freely accessible.
Some personnel with specific expertise
and a computer data base would be
needed. Confidentiality concerns need
to be considered. Data analysis and a
continuing survey could be costly.
There are no technological requirements.
Material and manpower requirements are

This measure need not be very costly.
Although the precise requirements
pertaining to this measure still need to be
determined, an investment in a
computer/data base is needed.
Translation costs may be substantial.
Limited impact, if any, on permitted
activities.

If focused this measure need not be very
costly. Some personnel with specific
expertise and a computer data base
would be needed. Translation services
might be costly. The low level of
intrusiveness of this measure is an
advantage.

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 4-62

It could provide useful information on relevant activities in
State Party, but consistency in quantity and quality may vary.
It may help in the selection of sites for inspections and in
focusing ongoing inspection activities. The information
provides only a partial picture of activities. This focusing
could be done by using key identifiers. Not all types of
relevant information are necessarily published. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 154 etc.)

Criteria 1-31

TABLE

Visits of experts arranged for scientific
purposes by one country to comparable
facilities of another country (States Parties)
under bilateral or multilateral agreements.
Exchange visits need not be restricted to
declared facilities. (VEREX/9, Annex III,
p. 162)

Mandatory, periodic reporting on a regular
basis of information considered to be of
relevance for verification of the BWC. The
nature of the events/items/facilities to be
declared has yet to be fully defined.
Notifications were considered to be a
subset of declarations, concerned with the

Declarations

The use of any vo luntary international
provision or exchange of information on
medical, veterinary, agricultural,
environmental safety standards, defence
and waste management issues, etc., relating
to materials and activities of potential
relevance to the BWC. Such information
sharing on a voluntary basis may or may
not have an agreed standard for the nature
of the information to be provided.
(VEREX/9, Annex II, p. 58)

Definition

Exchange
visits
(off site)

Multilateral
information
sharing

Measure
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Provides a base line of information regarding all three areas of
development, production and stockpiling. There is a need to
consider in more detail exactly what items/events should be
declared. Examination of declarations could disclose
irregularities. They give a nation the opportunity to explain
actions or events to States Parties which may otherwise cause
compliance concerns. Information may be inaccurate or

It can provide a mechanism of transfer of technical information
for a given area of study. The scope of the agreement will
largely determine the amount and quality of the information
exchanged. It may serve best as an enhanced CBM, expanding
openness and transparency. Information is generally limited to
scientific matters and in limited area specified in agreement.
(VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 162, etc.)

The technology, material and equipment
requirements would be low. Manpower
requirements, financial costs, legal
implications and the impact on CPI
would depend highly on the nature of
the items/events that should be declared.
Manpower needs for processing returns

The potential loss of proprietary
information is of concern. Financial
costs could be a limiting factor. Legal
factors such as rights of the exchange
scientists and the protection of
proprietary information must be
considered. Visitor safety should be
insured.

If focused this measure is not very
costly. The precise requirements of this
measure still need to be determined. A
computer/data base is needed. Legal
implications and confidentiality concerns
need to be considered; access to CPI can
be defined.

limited. In some cases the legal
implications should be considered.

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 4-62

May well be an effective measure if combined with other
measures. May help explain the nature of dual purpose
activities and provide indications of non-declared activities.
However this measure depends on the willingness of a State
Party to provide information. The information may be
inaccurate and generate unwarranted concerns. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 160, etc.)

158, etc.)

Criteria 1-31

A variety of techniques operated by an
artificial body placed in orbit around the
earth or other planet that enable, to varying
degrees, the detection, description,
measurement or identification of some
property of an object of interest without
actually coming into physical contact with
the object. (VEREX/9, Annex II, p.67)

A variety of techniques operated by
manned and unmanned aerial vehicles,
including airplanes, helicopters, airships
and balloons that enable, to varying
degrees, the detection, description,
measurement or identification of some
property of an object of interest without
actually coming into physical contact with
the object. (VEREX/9, Annex II, p. 73)

Surveillance
by aircraft

reporting of new or unforeseen events or
forecast of events in order to preempt
compliance concerns. (VEREX/9, Annex III,
p. 166)

Definition

Surveillance
by satellite

Measure
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The assessed possibility that it will detect non-compliance with
the Convention or resolve ambiguities about compliance was
low. It might provide data of a quality that could be used to
distinguish between prohibited and permitted activities at an
open-air test facility. There is lack of information on distinct
external signatures. There is inherent delay/warning. It can be
affected by daylight, meteorological and atmospheric
conditions. It may be very difficult to draw conclusions on the
results of air samples about the source of material collected and
about compliance. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 181, etc.)

It has a broad area coverage, bu the possibility of detecting
non-compliance with the Convention when it occurs or resolve
ambiguities about compliance is low. Lack of information on
distinct external signatures of microbiological activities. It
might provide validation of information from other sources.
The performance of optical, infra-red and multi-spectral sensors
can be affected by daylight, meteorological and atmospheric
conditions, in addition to inherent technical limitations with
respect to Αresolution≅ . SAR has a 24-hour all-weather
capability, interrupted only by extreme weather conditions such
as hurricanes. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 174, etc.)

Legal implications, particularly those
related to national sovereignty, and
collection of information unrelated to the
goals and objectives of the BWC would
need to be addressed. The requirements
for specialized equipment and personnel
could pose considerable financial costs.

A dedicated system would be very
costly. All services may be obtained
commercially, precluding the need for an
autonomous capability. The measure
requires digital tape data, hardware and
software as well as trained personnel.
Some state-owned satellite enterprises
apply limitations to the availability of
imagery on their own country, at the
present time. Manipulation and
enhancement of digital data requires
commercially-available specialized
hardware and software, and trained
personnel.

may be substantial. A central
processing body may be required to
correlate and analyse data.

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 4-62

manipulated, and it is unlikely that any nation would declare a
prohibited activity. A non-declaration of a facility known by
other means could give rise to compliance concerns.
Declarations may give an uneven picture of activity. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 166, etc.)

Criteria 1-31

Definition

Surveillance of a site of interest at some
agreed perimeter surrounding a site or many
kilometers distance either by remote sensing
or by visual inspection. (VEREX/9, Annex II,
p. 79)

To take samples of the area in the vicinity of
a declared or undeclared facility without
penetrating its boundary. (VEREX/9, Annex
II, p. 83)c

Measure

Groundbased
surveillance
(off site)

Sampling and
identification
(off site)
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The measure will usually provide information of rather poor
quality, as the probability of obtaining a relevant sample is low.
Using this measure alone can result in ambiguities, as e.g., the
origin of any agent isolated may not be possible to clarify, and
the risk of false positive as well as false negative tests may be
very high. Different interpretations of the information are
possible. Ability to differentiate between permitted and
prohibited activities as well as resolving ambiguities is low.
Could be of value in connection with open air sites. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 197, etc.)

Sensing of open air test sites may be technically feasible and
reasonable but there are only very rare cases where specially
tailored g round -based surveillance may have some special
value for the monitoring of large enterprises. It may assist
targeting for inspections. Effluence of biological substances
from sites of concern may be unlikely. No ability to resolve
ambiguities or differe ntiate between permitted and prohibited
activities. Optical and spectroscopic methods are not capable
of identifying biological agents; generic bio-sensors are not
available for all biological agents. (VEREX/9.Annex III, p. 191,
etc.)

The costs will depend on the total
number of inspections and subsequent
number of samples. Small inspection
teams will be required, but the chain of
custody and laboratory analysis would
be labour intensive. Safety problems for
inspectors are generally low, except for
open air test sites. Assays for
identification are not developed for some
agents. Minimal impact on permitted
activities and CPI.

Sensitivity is limited. Availability of high
specific detection probe is limited. In
particular, a large variety of recognition
materials are required. This measure
could be intrusive and, if not focused,
expensive. Specialists for interpretation
of data required. Surveillance would
have to be based on international
agreement. Impact on CPI unlikely. May
require safety control areas. Sensor
techniques for surveillance of sites from
distance not available; spectroscopic
methods are not able to identify specific
biological agents; sensitivity of
biosensors requires combination with a
step for sample collection.

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 4-62

about compliance. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 181, etc.)

Criteria 1-31

Definition

Monitoring a site to get a sense of activities
being carried out in the facility and also to
get acquainted with the external
characteristics of the facility. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 201)

The critical examination, outside a facility
boundary, in accordance with agreed
standards and criteria, of documentary
records, electronically-held data and
manuals, to assess consistency of matters
recorded and material account with declared
purposes and permitted activity. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 204)

Visits of experts arranged for scientific
purposes by one country to comparable
facilities of another country (States Parties)
under bilateral or multilateral agreements.
Exchange visits need not be res tricted to
declared facilities. (VEREX/9, Annex III,

Measure

Observation
(off site)

Auditing
(off site)

Exchange
visits international
arrangements
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It can provide a mechanism of transfer of technical information
for a given area. Some difficulties exist in implementation on a
multilateral basis. The scope of the agreement can impact the
amount and the quality of information. This measure is unlikely
to differentiate between permitted and prohibited activities and
resolve ambiguities about compliance, this measure would

Substantial quantities of information from many sources exist;
data are available on production, stockpiling and possibly
development and contribute to the build-up of a picture of
normal activity. Data could be highly focused and directed
towards specific concerns. The scope and depth of
information off site may be insufficient to make any meaningful
conclusions. Standards of record keeping vary. Seems to have
value as a verification measure in a limited range of
circumstances, and could be considered not as a primary
measure but rather as a follow-up event. (VEREX/9, Annex III,
p. 204, etc.)

The possible loss of proprietary
information is of concern. Existing
international organizations may support
exchange programmes. Cost and legal
implications could be limiting factors.
Exchange visits are voluntary and

Technical and material requirements are
minimal. Source information could have
some impact on CPI. While source
information could have commercial and
proprietary value, procedures may be
adopted that could reduce the risks of
comprising commercially sensitive
information. Broad range of knowledge
required by auditors. Potentially some
legal issues, i.e., may require
consideration of national legislation and
regulations.

The technology and material
requirements are generally low.
Manpower will play a crucial role.
Access in some States may require
national legislation. Long-term physical
presence of observers could be costly
and may also have public relations
implications. Poor weather conditions,
darkness and obscuring mass could
impose limitations. Impact on CPI is low.

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 4-62

The precision of the information about activities at the site is
low, but it can provide a general view of the site=s
characteristics. A good deal of information could be obtained
about local diseases and epidemics or migration of inhabitants
and environmental damage caused by the activity of the site.
Its capability to distinguish between prohibited and permitted
activities may be low. Also by itself it cannot determine
compliance. If supplemented with on-site measures, however,
it may resolve some ambiguities. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 201,
etc.)

Criteria 1-31

One of the measures of fact -finding for onsite inspection. It is conducted with the
personnel of the site. The objective is to
gain information about the nature, scale and
scope of the activities and also to assess
the overall function of the s ite. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 213)

Aimed at acquiring a general view of the
site, facilities, equipment, materials and the
degree of protection, safety measures and
the peaceful activities which are being
carried out. It includes taking note of the
specificities and the characteristics of the
equipment and the instruments. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 217)

An essential part of identification of key
equipment on site is to confirm a facility= s
declaration and help to ensure that the

Visual
inspection
(on site)

Identification
of key
equipment

p. 208)

Definition

Interviewing
(on site)

Measure
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Can provide substantial amounts of high-quality information, if
carried out by experienced specialists. Properly trained
individuals may not be available immediately. Assessment of

A large amount of information can be obtained, limited by the
degree of access. May provide information on prohibited
activities. But the dual-purpose nature of equipment may
complicate interpretation of information and ability to resolve
ambiguities about compliance. May provide information on
production capacity and general capabilities. May provide
information on possible undeclared activities, but it is unlikely
to provide information on removed equipment. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 217, etc.)

A considerable amount of information may be established.
Depends on access of personnel to information. The accuracy
of the information is highly dependent upon the cooperation of
personnel. The possibility of giving false information weakens
the differentiation between permitted and prohibited activities.
Its ability to resolve ambiguities about compliance is low, but
may contribute to an overall judgment. (VEREX/9, Annex III,
p. 213, etc.)

There may be legal problems. Safety of
inspectors must be considered.
Proprietary information may be

It has a low capital investment
requirement. The quality of the
manpower available is of particular
importance. CPI may be disclosed;
contamination risk might be a limiting
factor. It may cause an interruption of
the routine work at the site and
commercial confidentiality may be at risk.
Inspector training is required and, in
some facilities, in some States, may
require national legislation.

It does not require specific material or
technology. It requires trained, qualified
experts and interpreters. It may interrupt
the normal work of the site. There is the
possibility of leakage of CPI. It could be
costly. Access to facilities in some
states may require national legislation.

reciprocal, these need not disrupt
scientific programme activities.

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 4-62

serve best as an enhanced CBM, expanding openness and
transparency. The non -intrusive nature of this measure and
the capability of less developed countries to acquire technical
information through this mechanism is a unique capability.
(VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 208, etc.)

Criteria 1-31

equipment is not used for prohibited
activities. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 221)

The examination within a facility boundary,
in accordance with agreed standards and
criteria, of documentary records,
electronically held data and manuals, to
assess consistency of matters recorded and
materials accounted with declared purposes
and permitted activity. (VEREX/9, Annex III,
p. 224)

The act of taking samples on the inspected
site, analysing these samples either on the
site using appropriate methods or to
transfer these samples from the site for
identification or further investigation in
appropriate laboratories. (VEREX/9, Annex
III, p. 228)

Auditing
(on site)

Sampling and
identification
(on site)

Definition

(on site)

Measure
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It could provide key information to resolve certain ambiguities
about compliance because of the possibility of identifying the
nature of an agent. Can provide information of significant
quality and quantity, in particular because of the possibility of
obtaining an independent confirmation of analytical results in
the event that findings are disputed. A negative result does
not neces sarily rule out prohibited activities and may not
resolve all cases of non-compliance ambiguities. The efficiency
of this measure would be enhanced from a prior indication of

Able to provide evidence on the linkage between events,
people, activities and facilities and allow the testing of
consistency and coherence. On its own would be unlikely to
enable distinctions between prohibited and permitted activit ies
and to resolve ambiguities about compliance. Unlikely to
differentiate between prohibited and permitted activities and to
resolve ambiguities about compliance. (VEREX/9, Annex III,
p. 224, etc.)

Currently available material would allow
many of the on-site presumptive tests to
be performed. There is a need to
establish infrastructure for training and
deployment of inspectors. Creation and
maintenance of a sophisticated field
laboratory or an independent laboratory
could be very costly. There is a risk of
loss of CPI, but the use of equipment

Technological and material requirements
are minimal. A broad range of
knowledge is required. Procedures may
be required to reduce the risks of
compromising information. Commercial
or other legitimate sensitivities may
preclude access to all material in any one
situation. Cost and national legislation
and regulations may be limiting factors.
Could cause some disturbance to staff.

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 1-31
Criteria 4-62
facilities= capabilities is possible. The vast majority of key
negatively affected. Financial
equipment in biological facilities is of dual-use nature. Portable
implications should be taken into
equipment can be moved out of a facility to deceive inspectors. consideration. Costs can be high if a
Lack of equipment or combination of equipment as well as
large number of inspections are carried
capacity could be used as one important indicator when it
out. Legal problems may be connected
comes to differentiate activities, but equipment is mostly of
with on-site inspections as such and
dual-use nature. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 221, etc.)
with the confidentiality of information
obtained.

Definition

The collection of information about the
activities of a facility by auditing medical
and occupational health records of the work
force; examination of recent and past cases
of diseases; taking and analyzing body
fluids and other clinical materials; and
surveying the immunological status of the
work force versus epidemiological
background data. (VEREX/9, Annex III,
p. 238)

Activity conducted on a continuing basis
using devices or instruments with the
specific role of monitoring ongoing

Measure

Medical
examination
(on site)

Continuous
monitoring
by
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It is technically applicable at any facility. Ability to
differentiate between prohibited and permitted activities is low
because it is unlikely to determine the purpose of a dual-use

By its ability to detect human exposure to agents of concern,
medical examination may be a useful measure. Possibility of
incorrect or falsified reported epidemiological data or medical
records. Reference laboratory analysis can be expected to
detect and identify an agent of concern. Examination of
meticulous bona fide records could help determine prohibited
activity. Low significance of immunological tests for endemic
diseases, common epidemics or mass immunization with the
same type of agent could prevent association with BW activity.
(VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 238, etc.)

Many in- and on-line monitors are
commercially available. Some monitor
devices might not operate without the

There is a potential impact on human
rights for legal, ethnic, religious or
personal reasons. Sensitive laboratory
methods do not exist for rapid detection
and identification on site for most
agents. Very few medical samples can be
tested on site, and transport of samples
and chain of custody could require
material and logistical support. Will
require highly qualified specialists.
Confirmatory off-site laboratory analysis
could be costly. Exposure is possible
and liability costs may result.
Considerable impact could result from
false positive information.

and methodology from the site could
reduce the costs and protect
confidentiality. The need to preserve
intellectual, individual and commercial
proprietary rights in the case of
legitimate activities, means the obligation
to use special technical and legal
procedures for processing samples,
particularly if there are grounds for
removing samples from the site for
subsequent analysis.

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 4-62

the agents one is looking for. Ambiguous results would be
reduced if more than one analytical technique and several
samples from the same site were used. There is a need for an
environmental profile of the site. Key issues are the chain of
custody and the use of good sampling and identification
practices (GSIP) (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 228)

Criteria 1-31

Communication, language and cultural
difficulties might occur. Costs may be
very high, legal implications substantial
and the risk of interference with
permitted activities and infringement of
commercial proprietary rights
considerable. May cause contamination
of processes. Personnel may need to be
immunized against BTW agents or local
diseases.
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4. Their technological, material, manpower and equipment requirements.
5. Their financial, legal, safety and organizational implications.

Provides a fairly high degree of knowledge on the general
activities undertaken at a facility. Specialized personnel could
assist in differentiating between permitted and prohibited
activity. However, on its own it is unlikely to determine the
purpose of a dual-use process. Specificity of current methods
could limit the quality of information. (VEREX/9, Annex III,
p. 254, etc.)

continuous assistance of personnel.
Possibly needs high investment
development and operation costs.
Specific antibodies as well as probes are
available for several but not all agents or
toxins. The technology would need
further development. The measure
would pose risk to intellectual rights and
CPI. Risk of contamination and/or
disruption of batch or continuous
processes.

2. Criteria 4-6:

Activity conducted on a continuing basis
using observers or other highly qualified
experts with the specific role of monitoring
ongoing processes, parameters or agents,
occurring in key equipment of a particular
facility, and/or storage rooms or special
storage facility, or testing areas. (VEREX/9,
Annex III, p. 254)

Continuous
monitoring
by personnel
(on site)

process solely by data collection. No existing instrumentation
is sensitive or specific enough to independently identify noncompliance through the measurement of process parameters, or
identification of agents. (VEREX/9, Annex III, p. 246, etc.)

EVALUATION (Capabilities and Limitations)
Criteria 4-62

1. Strengths and weaknesses based on but not limited to the amount and quality of information they provide and fail to provide.
2. Ability to differentiate between prohibited and permitted activities.
3. Ability to resolve ambiguities about compliance.

processes, parameters or agents, occurring
in key equipment of a particular f acility,
and/or storage rooms or special storage
facility, or testing areas. (VEREX/9, Annex
III, p. 247)

instruments
(on site)

Criteria 1-31

1. Criteria 1-3:

Definition

Measure
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6. Their impact on scientific research, scientific cooperation, industrial development and other permitted activities; and their implications
for the confidentiality of CPI.

