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Comment

Decision on the Follow-up to the OPCW Action Plan on Article VII:
Ensuring the Effective Implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention

Santiago Oñate, Ralf Trapp and Lisa Tabassi1

There was a decided buzz in the air during the Tenth Session
of the Conference of the States Parties (“Conference”) of
the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
(“OPCW”), held 7 through 11 November 2005, as States Par-
ties endeavoured to reach consensus on four draft decisions
which were generally considered to be of direct relevance to
all. Discussions on the establishment of an OPCW office in
Africa,2 the optional format for offers of assistance under
Article X(7)(c),3 the full implementation of Article XI,4 and
measures to be taken following the conclusion of the Plan of
Action regarding the Implementation of Article VII Obliga-
tions (“the Action Plan”),5 had increased in intensity through-
out the summer and autumn of 2005. By the time the Confer-
ence session opened, all participants had become actively
engaged in the debate. Consensus was only achieved at the
last possible moment by the Executive Council (“Council”)
and subsequently by the Conference itself.

This comment will focus on the results of the Action Plan,
the Conference decision on follow-up to it, and the issues
that emerged during the consultations on both those matters.

The Action Plan on Article VII
The Action Plan was initiated by the OPCW First Review
Conference in May 2003, which called upon the Council to
recommend, and the Conference to develop and adopt, a plan
of action regarding the implementation of Article VII obliga-
tions, with the objective of fostering the full and effective
implementation of the Convention by all States Parties.6 The
eventual decision creating the Action Plan was adopted by
the Conference in October 2003 at its Eighth Session.7 The
Action Plan reminded States Parties that it had been more
than six years since the entry into force of the Chemical
Weapons Convention (“the Convention”)8 and set a time
frame9 of November 2005 by which time all States Parties
which had not yet done were expected to have:  (a) desig-
nated or established a National Authority; (b) enacted the
legislation, including penal legislation, and/or adopted the ad-
ministrative measures necessary to implement the Conven-
tion; and (c) provided to the OPCW Technical Secretariat
(“Secretariat”) the full text of the legislation and information
on specific measures taken.  Under the Action Plan, States
Parties were requested, inter alia, to set their own realistic
target dates for the steps they needed to take to meet the
deadline and to inform the Secretariat of any assistance
needed to meet their national implementation obligations.
States Parties were encouraged to lend advice to each other,
upon request, to meet the Action Plan objectives and to in-
form the Secretariat of what assistance they could offer.

During the course of the Action Plan, reports were duly
prepared by the Secretariat for consideration by the Council
and the Conference.10 The Council fulfilled its assigned role
of guiding and coordinating the Action Plan with the Secre-
tariat11 and the Conference reviewed the progress made so
far at its Ninth Session in November 2004.12 At that time it
decided that further action needed to be taken under the Ac-
tion Plan:  primarily, efforts by States Parties and the Secre-
tariat needed to be intensified and information on the progress
achieved needed to be expanded.13 Throughout the lifetime
of the Action Plan interested delegations met in open-ended
consultations to discuss it.  The regular scrutiny of the progress
achieved, combined with outreach to governments by States
Parties on a bilateral or regional basis or by the Director-
General directly or through the Secretariat, as well as in-
creased voluntary funding for assistance missions, created a
perceivable momentum among States Parties to meet the
objectives of the Action Plan which led to a measured degree
of concrete results.

The results of the Action Plan, 2003-2005
In the Director-General’s final report on the Action Plan,14

the results as at 7 November 2005 were reported to be the
following, in brief:

(a) 148 States parties (85% of the 174 States Parties) had
designated or established their National Authorities;

(b) 106 (61%) had adopted national legislative and adminis-
trative measures and had informed the OPCW under Ar-
ticle VII, paragraph 5;

(c) 83 (48%) had submitted the text of the legislation or meas-
ures to the Secretariat;

(d) 59 (34%) had adopted legislation that covers all key re-
quirements for enforcement of the Convention;

(e) 47 (27%) had completed the review of their existing regu-
lations in the area of trade with chemicals, and had con-
firmed that these are consistent with the object and pur-
pose of the Convention;

(f) 48 (28%) that had yet to adopt their legislation and admin-
istrative measures had prepared draft legislation and were
at different stages in enacting it.

Assistance towards meeting the Action Plan objectives
had been requested by, and provided to, 107 States Parties by
the Secretariat and/or States Parties.  Such assistance ranged
from regional, sub-regional and thematic workshops on
practical aspects of how to implement the Convention as well
as legislative drafting workshops, technical assistance visits
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(by the Secretariat or by States Parties or jointly), training
courses, comments on draft legislation by the Secretariat or a
member of the OPCW Network of Legal Experts, other
support (including computer software for preparation of
declarations, computer or laboratory equipment), and voluntary
funding of specific projects. Fifteen States Parties named
experts ready to participate in technical assistance visits.
During the course of the Action Plan, on-site technical
assistance was received by 76 States Parties (41 of them in
2005), 27 regional, sub-regional and thematic workshops were
held, and comments on 120 drafts of legislation were provided
to 79 States Parties.

Historically, the trend appeared as follows:

with regard to human and financial resources. Internal
economic and political factors or external events (including
conflicts and wars) hindered some. Events unrelated to the
Convention interfered in some cases, for example, changes
in government or elections delayed the process or caused
setbacks when draft legislation had to be resubmitted or
redrafted. In particular in parliaments of States Parties that
are undergoing economic or political transition, the draft
legislation was competing with other bills for consideration.

It was pointed out to the Conference that much work re-
mains to be done. There is still no National Authority in 26
States Parties and no legislation or administrative measures
in 68 States Parties. Half of the rest need to address gaps in
their legislation – typically the measures to control transfers

The report noted that while the overall percentage of States
Parties that had completed the adoption of the necessary leg-
islation and administrative measures had remained more or
less the same since the adoption of the Action Plan, the number
of States Parties that had sought advice on draft legislation
had more than tripled.  In addition, the actual number of States
Parties that had made progress on their legislative processes
had increased from approximately 100 in October 2003 to
approximately 150 by November 2005. During the same pe-
riod, the number of States Parties had increased by 13%.
Thus, it was clear that progress had been achieved but that
additional time would be required for draft legislation to be
shepherded through the parliamentary process.

The report indicated that the success of the Action Plan
depended on the active and systematic engagement of States
Parties. The deadline had created a momentum; nevertheless,
there were still a sizeable number of States parties which had
made little or no progress under the Action Plan.  Some had
given reasons for the delay and others had remained silent,
despite repeated attempts by the Secretariat and States Parties
to engage them. When provided, the reasons for the delay
were various. Many of them had to raise awareness of and
generate domestic support for the plan, and engage and
educate stakeholders, before they can begin drafting legislation
and setting up a functioning National Authority. In other cases
States Parties are lacking resources and/or experience relevant
to the drafting of CWC implementing legislation, including

of scheduled chemicals are lacking. Of the 59 States Parties
which have comprehensive legislation, some still need to prom-
ulgate the necessary regulations to make that legislation en-
forceable.

Under the Action Plan, the Conference undertook to re-
view further, at its Tenth Session in November 2005, the sta-
tus of implementation of Article VII and “to consider and
decide on any appropriate measures to be taken, if nec-
essary, in order to ensure compliance by all States Parties
with Article VII.” The highlighted words were the subject
of intensive discussions during the Eighth Session in order to
reach consensus on terms of the Action Plan itself.  Intense
discussion on those words emerged again in the summer and
autumn of 2005 as delegations met to consider what action
should be taken by the Conference on the Action Plan.

June 2005:  the United States non-paper
On 30 June 2005, the delegation of the United States of
America distributed a non-paper entitled, “Ensuring Article
VII Implementation: Options for CSP10” during the Action
Plan consultations. This non-paper resulted in effect in set-
ting the parameters for the debate on follow-up to the Action
Plan and, to a certain extent, polarised delegations on the
issues. The non-paper indicated that States Parties must come
to the Tenth Session with some common reasonable, objec-
tive and measurable standards by which to assess the progress
of States Parties under the Action Plan.

Status at: Number of 
States 

Parties 

Number (and 
percentage) of States 

Parties that had made 
Article VII(5) 
submissions  

Legislation covers 
areas key to 

enforcement of the 
CWC 

Draft legislation 
proposed or commented 

on by the Secretariat, 
upon request 

C-I: May 1997 87 0 (0%) Not available 0 
C-II:  Dec. 1997 103 24 (23%) Not available 0 
C-III:  Nov. 1998 120 40 (33%) Not available 0 
C-IV:   July 1999 125 43 (34%) Not available 0 
C-V:  May 2000 133 48 (36%) Not available 6  
C-VI:  May 2001 143 53 (38%) Not available 8  
C-7:  Oct. 2002 145 70 (48%) 39 (27%) 16  
C-8:  Oct. 2003 
(Action Plan adopted) 

154 94 (61%) 51 (33%) 36  

C-9: Nov. 2004 166 96 (58%) 52 (31%) 66 
C-10:  Nov. 2005 
(Action Plan ended) 

174 106 (61%) 59 (34%) 15615
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The non-paper suggested that the failure to (a) establish
or designate a National Authority, or (b) have draft legislation
pending in the parliamentary process, or (c) have draft ad-
ministrative measures to enable Article VI requirements to
be met, is a clear statement to the Conference that the State
Party lacks even a minimum level of political commitment to
the Convention and warrants immediate measures by the
Conference. It was suggested that those immediate meas-
ures should consist of: (a) the requirement that the State Party
submit a written explanation for its failure to the Council at its
December session; (b) the requirement that the State Party
establish a practicable timetable for meeting the tasks within
30 days and submit it to the Council for monitoring; (c) the
State Party would not be eligible to election to the Council, to
Vice-Chair or other regional leadership position, or to any
office of the Conference until the obligations are met; (d)
international cooperation and assistance from the OPCW
would be limited to support in meeting Article VII obligations;
and (e) the requirement for quarterly updates to the Council.

It was proposed that States Parties that have draft or in-
complete legislation or administrative measures should be given
an additional grace period of six months to complete the task.
The grace period would be contingent upon the submission of
a national plan outlining how obligations would be met within
the grace period. Progress reports to the Council would be
required after 90 and 180 days. If the obligations were not
met within six months, the measures proposed above would
apply.

The non-paper considered that new Member States should
be given sufficient time and assistance to meet their obliga-
tions. New States Parties would be required to establish a
National Authority by 1 January 2006, provide quarterly up-
dates to the Council, and adopt comprehensive penal legisla-
tion and administrative measures before the Eleventh Ses-
sion of the Conference in 2006; otherwise the measures pro-
posed above would apply.

At the Eleventh Session, it was proposed that the
Conference should review the status of implementation of
Article VII and “take any necessary measures under Article
XII to ensure compliance with the Convention and to redress
and remedy any situation that contravenes the provisions” of
the Convention. The Conference could decide to task the
Director-General with providing the United Nations Security
Council, in the context of Security Council resolution 1540,
with a list of States Parties that had not met their Article VII
obligations.

Open-ended consultations on the results of the
Action Plan and the consequences
Open-ended consultations on progress under the Action Plan
were regularly held throughout its lifetime.  Initially these were
facilitated by Mr Mark Matthews of the United Kingdom;
however, upon the UK’s assumption of the presidency of the
European Union, Mr Ronald Muench of Germany assumed
the role of facilitator and led the consultations to their suc-
cessful conclusion.  Participation in the consultations was wide
throughout the summer and autumn, with 25-40 delegations
regularly present. When the US non-paper was tabled in June,
discussions began in earnest on what, if any, consequences
there should be for States not meeting the plan’s objectives.
Discussions increased in focus in August once an advance
copy was distributed of the Director-General’s final report

containing commentary, statistical analysis and a 174-page
annex presenting the situation in each State Party in respect
of Article VII.  In September the Facilitator tabled the first
draft decision which was the result of his personal discus-
sions with delegates over the summer.  All further consulta-
tions by delegations during September to November were
devoted to negotiating the text of the draft decision.

Delegations generally agreed that the Action Plan had been
a success, in that measurable progress had been achieved by
the majority of States that needed to take action, albeit much
of the work was still in process. There was also general rec-
ognition that the Action Plan had led to increased attention by
States Parties to implementation of the Convention and an
appreciable momentum to reach the plan’s objectives.  There
was also a general consensus that this momentum should be
fostered in order to maintain it. The range of assistance meas-
ures and assistance-providers was viewed by all as a positive
contribution to be continued and augmented by further in-
volving regional or sub-regional organisations as a means to
increase awareness for the objectives of the Action Plan and
to generate the necessary political support. A significant
number of delegations considered that there should be con-
sequences for the failure to meet the plan’s objectives, in
order to give meaning to the overall timeframe set by the
Conference.  A significant number of other delegations
stressed the need to continue with a cooperative approach;
they considered that there were valid reasons in most cases
for the delay in meeting objectives and that assistance should
be augmented to help those States. Thus the debate centred
on consequences and next steps. The main points of conten-
tion can be summarised as the following:

(a) The scope of the Action Plan
It was pointed out that “national implementation” implicitly
touches upon all provisions of the Convention. Even though
the Action Plan was meant to address Article VII, aspects of
Article VI declarations, Article X information submissions on
national protective programs, and Article XI reviews of trade
regulations were explicitly within the scope of the plan. Some
delegations considered that a selective and differentiated ap-
proach to implementation of the Convention was not advis-
able, i.e., why should there be consequences for delay in the
implementation of Article VII obligations and no consequences
for delay in the implementation of Articles IV or V obliga-
tions? Other delegations countered this argument by saying
that delays in destruction obligations were being dealt with in
accordance with the provisions set out by the Convention on
this matter and that the consultations on the Action Plan should
not be linked to other matters.

(b) “Measures”
Measures which act as an incentive, e.g., assistance and en-
couragement, would maintain the momentum and, if coercive
measures are decided upon, they should be counterbalanced
by incentives.  Measures should be tailor-made to fit the needs
of the State Party concerned since delay in implementation in
almost every case was due to unique situations. It was noted
that if coercive measures were included, this would be the
first instance in which the Conference would be adopting a
punitive decision. Furthermore, if restrictive measures were
applied, the decision could have an impact on universality of
the Convention by sending the wrong signals to States not
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party. Other delegations considered that pressure must be
applied to States lagging behind on implementation.  A simple
extension of the time frame for completing the Action Plan
would undermine the credibility of the Conference and the
target it had set in its decision.

It was pointed out that some of the proposed measures –
for example, barring States from eligibility for membership
on the Executive Council, appointment to Vice-Chair or other
office or regional leadership positions, participation in inter-
national cooperation and assistance – would affect treaty rights
which the Conference could not suspend by its decision alone.
It was clear that a punitive decision could not be reached by
consensus, and that a vote on the issue would generate seri-
ous divisions.

(c) References to UNSC res. 1540, the UN Security
Council and UN General Assembly
A number of delegations objected to explicit reference to
United Nations Security Council resolution 1540 (“1540”),16

saying that there was no precedence for referring to the de-
cisions of another international organisation, the two organi-
sations are independent, and nothing in the UN-OPCW Re-
lationship Agreement would require Action Plan matters to
be taken to the UN Security Council. Other delegations coun-
tered by saying that 1540 overlaps with Convention obliga-
tions and the Action Plan and that this fact should not be
ignored. Some States considered it a useful tool of pressure
to report the names of States which had not met the Action
Plan objectives to the Security Council, and therefore sug-
gested to use the routine reporting by the Director-General to
the United Nations under the UN-OPCW Relationship Agree-
ment to bring the names of these States Parties to the atten-
tion of the Security Council.  Others considered such a report
to be beyond the scope of the routine reporting under the
Relationship Agreement. For them, such a report would have
been essentially the same as a referral of a compliance issue
to the Security Council, a procedure involving Article XII
measures which they were not prepared to invoke.17 Some
delegations also expressed serious doubts as to the compe-
tence of the Security Council on the issue.

(d) References to Article VIII, paragraph 36, and Ar-
ticle XII and ‘compliance’
A number of views were expressed in connection with the
notion that measures could include action taken under Article
VIII, paragraph 36, or Article XII of the Convention.  Del-
egations expressed their interest in ascertaining the defini-
tions of, and distinctions between, the terms ‘compliance’,
‘non-compliance’, ‘violation’, ‘contravention’ and ‘breach’ of
the Convention and the conditions under which the two arti-
cles could be invoked to remedy those situations.

Article VIII, paragraph 36, provides the mandate to the
Council to consult with States Parties regarding compliance
and cases of non-compliance and to request them to take
measures to redress the situation within a specified time. In
cases of particular gravity and urgency, the Council can bring
the matter to the UN General Assembly and Security Council.
Article XII requires the Conference to take the necessary
measures to ensure compliance with the Convention and to
redress and remedy any situation which contravenes the
provisions of the Convention. In cases where a State Party
has been requested by the Council to take measures to redress

a situation and it fails to do so, the Conference may, upon
Council recommendation, restrict or suspend the State Party’s
rights and privileges under the Convention. In cases of
particular gravity, Article XII requires the Conference to bring
the issue (together with relevant information and conclusions)
to the attention of the UN General Assembly and Security
Council.

The view expressed was that the treaty establishes its
own self-contained regime for dealing with non-compliance,
and some went so far as to claim that only violations of Article
I could be referred to the UN Security Council and General
Assembly. It was argued that failure to fulfil obligations under
Article VII was not of sufficient gravity to warrant the referral
of the matter to the UN. The UN Security Council should be
the organ of last resort and non-compliance with Article VII
would not be a matter affecting international peace and
security. Others pointed out that there is no link between Article
XII and Article I; the negotiators in Geneva intentionally did
not specify any limitations on Article XII, and that failure to
implement at the national level may well affect international
peace and security given the present threat of terrorism.

A number of States were of the view that a lack of re-
sources by a State Party to implement the Convention could
not be construed as a material breach of obligations. Lack of
resources is also not a matter of grave non-compliance to be
submitted to the UN organs.

The terms of the decision on follow-up to the Action
Plan
Ultimately, the decision agreed upon by the Conference re-
ferred only euphemistically, not explicitly, to Article VIII, para-
graph 36, Article XII, UNSC res. 1540 and the term “compli-
ance.”  The following are the actions to be taken in terms of
the decision:

(a) Any State Party without a National Authority, legislation
or administrative measures to implement the Convention
is to notify the OPCW of the designation or establishment
of its National Authority by the 45th Council session (16-
19 May 2006) and the steps it has taken to enact legisla-
tion and adopt administrative measures by the 47th Coun-
cil session (7-10 November 2006).  Such States Parties
are to enhance their interaction with the OPCW and in-
form it, preferably by the end of 2005, of any difficulties it
has in adopting the required measures.  Each of them must
also develop plans with realistic target dates, enabling the
fulfilment of Article VII obligations by the 11th Confer-
ence session (5-8 December 2006), and provide the plans
to the Secretariat preferably by the end of 2005. They are
also to keep the OPCW informed of the progress made in
implementing Article VII obligations;

(b) The Secretariat is to continue to provide States Parties
with further assistance upon request, as a matter of prior-
ity and within the parameters set by the OPCW Programme
and Budget.  States Parties are to provide their assistance
requirements to the Secretariat, preferably by the end of
2005. The particular needs of new States Parties which
have requested assistance are to be taken into account;

(c) States Parties are encouraged to offer assistance in imple-
menting the decision, including the provision of expertise,
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development of partnerships with relevant regional
organisations and through voluntary contributions;

(d) Without prejudice to the rights and privileges of States
Parties under Articles X and XI, technical assistance pro-
vided by the Secretariat to States Parties with no National
Authority and which have not provided the required infor-
mation, should be focused as a matter of priority on the
designation or establishment of a National Authority, draft-
ing legislation and administrative measures and on their
implementation;

(e) The Council is to monitor the implementation of the deci-
sion.  In cases where a State Party has not submitted any
of the information required by the 47th session, or where
the Council finds the information submitted by the State
Party to be inadequate, the Council will consult with the
State Party and, taking into account the difficulties it pre-
viously informed the OPCW of, request it to take meas-
ures to redress the situation;

(f) The Director-General was required by the decision to in-
form all States Parties of the provisions of the decision as
soon as possible after the 10th Conference session.  The
Secretariat is to prepare regular reports on the progress
throughout the year and a comprehensive report to the
47th Council session which the Council will submit to the
11th Conference session, together with its recommenda-
tions; and

 (g)The Conference will review further at its 11th Session the
status of implementation of Article VII, and will consider
and decide on any appropriate measures to be taken, if
necessary, in order to ensure fulfilment18 by States Par-
ties of their Article VII obligations, in particular by those
States Parties that did not submit any of the required in-
formation.

Conclusion
The decision by the Conference on the follow-up to the Ac-
tion Plan focuses attention on those States Parties that lack
the very basics of national implementation – a National Au-
thority and legislation to implement the Convention. It clari-
fies that these States Parties have been given a limited period
of time to remedy these deficiencies, and that they have a
responsibility to inform the OPCW of their plans, the progress
they are making, the difficulties they are facing, and the as-
sistance they need.  If States Parties fail to respond to this
call, the Council is required under the Conference decision to
approach each of these States Parties in order to request that
they redress the situation, taking into account the information
that they have previously submitted to the OPCW on their
difficulties.  This, effectively, leads directly into the compli-
ance assurance mechanisms set out in the Convention with
regard to those States Parties that by the 47th Session of the
Council have still failed to put their house in order and that
have failed to inform the Council about their difficulties and
their plans to rectify that situation.

The decision, furthermore, re-emphasises the need for pro-
viding assistance to those States Parties that need it, both
from the OPCW and directly from willing and capable States
Parties.

As the Director-General emphasized in his final report on
the Action Plan, national implementation of the Convention is
a process that will need continuing support.19 Progress under
the Action Plan will continue to be realised as parliaments
consider and adopt the drafts pending before it. The follow-
up to the Action Plan in 2006 will undoubtedly yield even
further results – the Director-General has already contacted
all States Parties and an ambitious support programme has
already emerged on the calendar.  When all objectives of the
Action Plan are met, the foundations for full and effective
implementation at the national level will have been established
by all States Parties. Nevertheless, States Parties will need
to devote resources to enable a vital National Authority and
the vigilant application and enforcement of the legislation and
administrative measures they have adopted. The development
and maintenance of the capacity for effective national imple-
mentation will be an ongoing need. Experience has shown
that the sharing of practical knowledge amongst States Par-
ties is extremely valuable to identifying and promoting best
practices in national implementation. The dialogue and part-
nership that developed between the Secretariat and States
Parties as they worked together to assist with national imple-
mentation was another very positive result of the Action Plan
that will continue to be fostered in the follow-up phase and
hopefully thereafter.
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Historical Note no. 5

Alibek, Tularaemia and The Battle of Stalingrad

Erhard Geissler

Professor of Genetics and, until his retirement, Head of the Bioethical Research Group at the
Max-Delbrück Centre for Molecular Medicine, Berlin-Buch, Germany.
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False allegations of the development, production and/or use
of biological weapons (BW) were major triggers for the
biological arms race that took  place after World War I,1  and
in the end led to the invasion in Iraq by the US and their allies.

In this paper, I will deal with claims that the Soviet Red
Army used Francisella tularensis as a biological weapon in
WW II. Throughout WW II the Germans were very afraid
of enemy use of BW following the discovery of the French
BW facility Laboratoire de prophylaxie at the Poudrerie
nationale du Bouchet in Vert le Petit.2 Every outbreak of
infectious diseases or intoxinations in the homeland and in
occupied regions, especially those deviating from the norm,
had been thoroughly investigated.3 But by the end of WW II,
only a few cases of biosabotage had been detected by the
Germans.4

So when Ken Alibek, alias Kantjan Alibekov, a former
director of the Soviet BW organization Biopreparat, alleged
after his defection to the West that the Soviet Red Army had
used Francisella tularensis as a weapon against German
troops in WW II, it was not only scholars of BW history who
took notice.

Francisella tularensis, the agent causing tularaemia, is
one of the most pathogenic bacteria known, and can be easily
disseminated. For these reasons, it is considered a candidate
BW agent.5  Experts of a CDC Strategic Planning Workgroup
placed F. tularensis in that category of biological agents that
“have the greatest potential for adverse public health impact
with mass casualities”.6 In the past, F. tularensis  has been
studied, produced, weaponized, and stockpiled by Japan, by
the US, and by the Soviet Union.7 France likewise at least
considered the use of F. tularensis before WWII.8 Recently,
concerns have once again focused on the possible use of this
agent for bioterrorism,9 and F. tularensis was indeed procured
by the Rajneeshee sect while planning their bioterrorist
activities in 1984,10 though in the end, they decided to use
Salmonella typhimurium as a sabotage agent instead.11

However, there had been no claims that this agent had
ever actually been used for hostile purposes.

But in a hearing in 1998, Alibek mentioned: “My own
analysis of a tularaemia outbreak among German troops in
southern Russia in 1942 indicates that this incident was very
likely the result of the USSR’s use of biological weapons.” 12


