
in state capitals and at local CW sites have been organized
to date in Russia; one hearing has been convened in the US
in Indiana.  Three briefings have also been held on Capitol
Hill in Washington with federal, state, and local officials,
state regulators and governors’ representatives, citizens, in-
dustry representatives, and arms control and environmental
groups.  A sixth public hearing is now planned for 1999 in
Russia.

Global Green and Green Cross have also initiated a Rus-
sian-American partnering program and have partnered the
Kurgan Oblast with the State of Indiana; the village of
Shchuch’ye has also been partnered with the town of Clin-
ton, Indiana.  A second Russian region will be partnered
with an American state in 1999.

Under sponsorship of the Cooperative Threat Reduction
program, Global Green and Green Cross also organized a
workshop in March 1999 on the establishment of citizens’
advisory boards in Russia in order to further local and re-
gional consensus-building.  A workshop discussion paper
was presented which analyzed the American and Swiss ex-
periences with Citizens’ Advisory Commissions (CACs) at
CW stockpile sites, Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs) at
closing military bases, and consensus-building processes in
Basel, Switzerland.  Hosted by the Russian Ministry of De-
fense, this workshop has led to a Green Cross CAC model
now being considered in Russian regions of demilitariza-
tion.  An additional and obvious product of this work in
Russia has been promotion of civil society, democratiza-
tion, and the rule of law.

Global Green USA, while taking no stand on specific
technologies, has also sought to facilitate the research, de-
velopment, and demonstration of alternative destruction
technologies in order to provide communities with a wider
range of technology choice and to provide the military with
a more robust and complementary tool box for CW destruc-

tion.  This work has been done primarily through active in-
volvement in the national Dialogue on Assembled Chemi-
cal Weapons Assessment, mentioned above, and sponsor-
ship of Russian delegations to participate in Dialogue
meetings.  ACWA completed its initial demonstration
phase of three groups of technologies in early May and, as
noted earlier, will present its evaluation of the data to Con-
gress in September.  These non-incineration technologies
include neutralization, bioremediation, supercritical water
oxidation, plasma arc, and a number of related systems.

In conclusion, the negotiation of international arms con-
trol agreements is only the first step in elimination of
weapon systems.  The Chemical Weapons Convention —
which took some sixteen years to get from the establish-
ment of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons in
Geneva to entry into force — may indeed require another
sixteen years or more to fully implement.  CWC im-
plementation requires a multi-pronged approach: govern-
ment-sponsored technology development in partnership
with industry; proactive involvement of all stakeholders at
federal, state, and local levels; transparency of information;
dedicated facilitation of consensus-building around tech-
nology choice, construction, and public health and environ-
mental impacts; investment in local infrastructure in order
to help establish sustainable economies after CW stockpiles
and military bases are gone; and sufficient funding from the
federal government and, in the case of Russia, from multi-
ple sources to carry the abolition of chemical weapons to its
ultimate conclusion.

Paul F Walker is Legacy Program Director for Global
Green USA, the American affiliate of Green Cross
International, see http://www.globalgreen.org.

THE EUROPEAN UNION’S ROLE IN CBW DISARMAMENT AND NON-PROLIFERATION

Daniel Feakes
HSP researcher in The Hague

According to Article 11 of the Treaty of Amsterdam (which
entered into force on 1 May) the European Union (EU)
“shall define and implement a common foreign and security
policy covering all areas of foreign and security policy”.
Throughout the implementation of this common foreign and
security policy (CFSP), the EU has paid much attention to
the non-proliferation and disarmament of chemical and bio-
logical weapons.

The Union1 played a constructive role during the negoti-
ation and preparatory phase of the 1993 Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC) and is currently playing a similar role in
the negotiation of the protocol to strengthen the 1972 Bio-
logical Weapons Convention (BWC) and in the im-
plementation of the CWC following its entry into force in
April 1997.  While, for a number of years the EU has ex-
pressed its support for the CBW disarmament and non-pro-
liferation regimes, its activity is not limited to a merely de-

claratory approach.  On a more practical level, the EU facil-
itates the coordination and cooperation of its fifteen mem-
ber states on CBW issues, particularly in international orga-
nizations and negotiations.  The EU also provides funding
for the demilitarisation of chemical weapons production fa-
cilities in Russia and for the re-training of scientists from
former CBW programmes in Russia and Ukraine.  The
member states of the EU operate controls on the export of
dual-use goods from their territory.

EU activity with regard to CBW does not fit neatly into
one of the three “pillars” which make up the Union.  In-
stead, activity cuts across all three, from the supranational
first pillar (the original European Communities structure),
to the intergovernmentalism of the second (the CFSP) and
third (justice and home affairs) pillars.  The changes re-
cently introduced by the Treaty of Amsterdam, in particular
the appointment of the high representative for the CFSP, the
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creation of a policy planning and early warning unit and the
adoption of common strategies, should bring more coher-
ence to the Union’s activities in this area.

Political support for non-proliferation regimes

For many years the EU, its institutions and member states
have declared their support for non-proliferation and disar-
mament regimes.  Summarising this support a senior Com-
mission official, said that “the EU demonstrates a constant
and coherent line on the issue of verification, safeguards,
non-proliferation and disarmament, in the field of weapons
of mass destruction.  The EU is a strong supporter of the
Chemical Weapons Convention verification mechanisms.
It is also in the forefront of discussions in Geneva on the
strengthening of the Biological Weapons Convention”.2

When discussing priority areas for the new CFSP, the 1992
Maastricht European Council indicated a number of “do-
mains related to security”.  These included disarmament
and arms control and transfers of military technology.  In
the years since, the EU has become an important player
with regard to CBW non-proliferation and disarmament.

At the highest political level, namely the European
Council, this support is reflected in communiqués such as
those from the summits in Cannes and Madrid in 1995
which called for the prompt entry into force of the CWC
and for all EU member states to be original states parties to
the treaty.  In the 1995 Barcelona Declaration, signed by
representatives of EU countries and others in the Mediterra-
nean region, signatories undertook to:

promote regional security by acting, inter alia, in favour of
nuclear, chemical and biological non-proliferation through
adherence to and compliance with a combination of inter-
national and regional non-proliferation regimes, and arms
control and disarmament agreements such as NPT, CWC,
BWC, CTBT and/or regional arrangements such as weap-
ons free zones including their verification regimes, as well
as by fulfilling in good faith their commitments under arms
control disarmament and non-proliferation conventions.

On 30 May 1997 the EU issued a declaration welcoming the
CWC’s entry into force and on 22 December 1998 issued
another calling for the prompt conclusion of negotiations on
the BWC protocol.  Also in 1998, on 18 May, the EU and
the USA agreed a declaration on the “common orientation
of non-proliferation policy”.  This emphasised their support
for the CWC and BWC and contained measures for
strengthening cooperation on non-proliferation issues.

The European Parliament, too, has been active in mat-
ters relating to CBW disarmament and non-proliferation.
During the 1980s, the Parliament passed a number of reso-
lutions criticising the proposed US deployment of binary
chemical weapons in western Europe and calling for the
quick conclusion of the negotiations on the CWC.  In the
late 1980s the Parliament passed resolutions on Iraq’s use
of chemical weapons in its war with Iran and against its
own people which called for the member states to take mea-
sures to adopt controls on the export of dual-use chemicals.
In 1995 the Parliament passed a resolution stressing the im-
portance of the early entry into force of the CWC and call-
ing on those EU member states which had not yet ratified
the treaty to do so urgently.

On a more practical level, the EU’s support for the CBW
non-proliferation regimes can also be illustrated through its
use of demarches.  In March 1997 the Union issued de-
marches to all those states which had not ratified the CWC
in order to promote the maximum possible adherence to the
treaty before its entry into force.  Demarches have also been
issued to those states parties which are in “technical non-
compliance” with the CWC through failing to submit com-
plete initial declarations.  It also appears that the EU played
a role in the recent accession to the CWC by Sudan.  The
Sudanese foreign minister said “the United States asked us
to sign this treaty, but we did so only after the formal inter-
vention of European, and in particular of Italian, dipom-
acy.”3  The EU has also carried out demarches in support of
BWC universality and in order to encourage support for its
common positions within the BWC Ad Hoc Group (AHG).
Demarches by the EU are delivered either personally by the
so-called “troika” (the current, incoming and outgoing pres-
idencies of the Council) on an official visit or through the
embassy of the presidency in the state concerned.  The con-
tents of demarches normally remain confidential.

Policy coordination and implementation

EU policy and areas for cooperation on CBW matters are
decided in national capitals (particularly the capital of the
country holding the six-monthly rotating presidency) and in
Brussels.  They are then implemented in such forums as the
OPCW and the AHG or in bilateral meetings.  The Treaty
of Amsterdam strengthened the existing cooperation and
coordination procedures of the CFSP.

As the seat of the Council of Ministers and of the Com-
mission, Brussels is very much the hub of EU cooperation
and coordination on CBW issues, with significant input
from national capitals.  The General Affairs Council, which
meets approximately once a month and is attended by the
15 foreign ministers, sits at the apex of the foreign and se-
curity policy-making process.  Its meetings are prepared by
a committee of the 15 permanent representatives (known by
its French acronym as COREPER) and by the Political
Committee (otherwise known as CoPo) which is made up
of the political directors of the 15 foreign ministries.  How-
ever, much of the detail of policy is dealt with at a lower
level in one of the Council’s many working groups.  There
are a number of CBW-related working groups, including
one on UN disarmament, known by its acronym as
CODUN, which deals with the CWC and BWC.  Other rel-
evant groups include CONOP (non-proliferation), CONOC
(non-proliferation of chemical and biological weapons),
POLARM (armaments policy) and the dual-use group.
These groups are attended by experts from the national cap-
itals and meet approximately once every two months.  The
meetings of the Council and its working groups are serviced
by a general secretariat.  Within the secretariat’s directorate
for multilateral affairs and security there is a unit dealing
with security, non-proliferation, arms exports, disarmament
and the control of dual-use goods which services CODUN.
The Commission is also represented on the working groups,
usually by officials of the security issues unit.

The working groups bring together national representa-
tives to discuss CBW issues of common concern to the
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member states and the coordination of their policies in inter-
national organisations and negotiations.  Much political at-
tention is currently focused on the BWC protocol negotia-
tions.  Because of the intergovernmental nature of the
CFSP, the presidency has a great role to play in launching
new policy initiatives.  Therefore, the amount of activity on
a particular issue can depend on how concerned a particular
presidency is with the issue.  In its work programme, Ger-
many, which holds the EU presidency until the end of June,
stressed the importance of a common EU position in the ne-
gotiations.  On 4 March 1998 under the UK presidency, the
EU had adopted its first common position on the BWC pro-
tocol.  Early in 1999 national representatives in CODUN
began negotiating an updated common position.  Once
agreed within the working group the draft was referred to
CoPo and COREPER for their approval, after which it was
submitted to the General Affairs Council and approved
without debate on 17 May.4  Recently, some CODUN meet-
ings have been preceded by meetings of technical experts to
discuss BWC issues in more detail.  Frequently, these are
the same experts who travel from their capitals to attend the
AHG meetings in Geneva.  These meetings not only facili-
tate the coordination of national policies among the fifteen
but also often result in the submission of working papers to
the AHG.  The EU has been especially active in matters re-
lating to declarations, such as formats, triggers and defini-
tions.  CODUN meetings also discuss significant issues re-
lated to CWC implementation and explore areas on which
the member states can cooperate and coordinate their poli-
cies.  However, as the CWC entered into force over two
years ago, many issues are of a more routine nature and are
dealt with by the EU delegations in The Hague, rather than
being referred to Brussels.

Away from Brussels, Article 19.1 of the Treaty of Am-
sterdam obliges EU member states to “coordinate their ac-
tion in international organisations and at international con-
ferences.  They shall uphold the common positions in such
fora”.  The Treaty also requires, under Article 20, that “the
diplomatic and consular missions of the Member States and
the Commission Delegations in third countries and interna-
tional conferences, and their representations to international
organisations, shall cooperate in ensuring that the common
positions and joint actions adopted by the Council are com-
plied with and implemented”.  These obligations ensure
there is active cooperation and coordination between the
delegations of EU states in both the AHG and the OPCW.

With the AHG deliberations at a crucial stage, there is a
high level of political interest among EU member states to
influence the final shape of the BWC protocol.  The mem-
ber states have taken a number of measures within the
Union framework to promote a rapid conclusion of the ne-
gotiations.  EU delegations to the AHG usually hold group
meetings prior to meetings of the Western Group.  Since the
creation of the AHG the member states of the Union have
produced numerous working papers, often alone, but also
often in cooperation with other Union member states.  The
focus of the Union’s technical expert meetings in Brussels
has been reflected in the numbers of working papers pro-
duced by EU states on declaration-related issues.  However,
the EU does also have concerns in other areas.  The UK
presidency organised a seminar on chemical and biological

terrorism on 23–24 March 1998 which brought together 27
countries, including EU member states, accession states, the
USA and other G-8 members.  One of the aims of the EU
with regard to the BWC, as stated in both the 1998 and 1999
common positions, has been “furthering understanding be-
tween representatives of the European industry and those
involved within the negotiations in the Ad Hoc Group”.  In
view of this, the UK also hosted a seminar on the BWC for
European industry on 13 May 1998.  The Commission pro-
vided funding for the seminar.  Within the AHG the delega-
tion holding the presidency makes statements on behalf of
the Union and also holds many meetings on the margins of
the group with states outside the EU.  These meetings can
sometimes involve only the presidency, but often the EU is
represented by the “troika” in such bilateral encounters.  To
help with the additional burden of holding the presidency,
the delegation is usually supported by officials from the unit
for security, non-proliferation, arms exports, disarmament
and the control of dual-use goods of the Council secretariat.

However, the main points of reference for EU member
states in the AHG are the common positions which have
been adopted by the Union.  According to Article 15 of the
Treaty of Amsterdam, common positions are intended to
“define the approach of the Union to a particular matter of a
geographical or thematic nature”.  The objective of the most
recent common position on the BWC protocol is “to pro-
mote the conclusion of the negotiations, in the BTWC Ad
Hoc Group, on a legally binding protocol establishing a ver-
ification and compliance regime that will effectively
strengthen the BTWC Convention [sic]”.  According to the
common position, the EU will focus on a range of issues
which member states believe are central to an effective pro-
tocol, namely declarations, follow-up visits, clarification
procedures, investigations, the establishment of a small or-
ganisation and international cooperation measures.  In sup-
port of these objectives, EU member states agreed to pursue
joint positions in the AHG, issue demarches to urge support
for the common position and encourage contacts between
governments and industry.  The adoption of common posi-
tions is important because, according to Article 15 of the
Treaty of Amsterdam, “Member States shall ensure that
their national policies conform to the common positions”.
Besides being binding on the member states they carry
weight with other AHG participants because of the number
and diversity of supporting countries.  The May 1999 com-
mon position was endorsed on 10 June by the associated
countries of central and eastern Europe, plus Cyprus, Ice-
land, Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland.  However,
common positions deal mainly with general principles to
which it is difficult to object and can therefore be seen as
representing a lowest common denominator between the
fifteen member states.  It appears likely that as the negotia-
tions focus more on technical details, common positions
will be less useful, as differences of approach still exist be-
tween the member states on more detailed issues.

The BWC and CWC are currently at very different
stages of their evolution.  The AHG attracts political atten-
tion because the protocol is still under negotiation and its
eventual shape is not yet finalised.  In contrast, the CWC is
well into the routine implementation phase, which does not
attract the same degree of political attention as the negotia-
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tions in Geneva.  The EU has not adopted any common po-
sitions regarding the CWC, although consultations among
member states during the negotiation and signature phases
ensured coherence.  Significant CWC matters are discussed
in Brussels by CODUN, but most issues related to the rou-
tine implementation of the Convention are discussed locally
by delegations in The Hague.  EU member states do hold
occasional meetings at the OPCW.  Under the current Ger-
man presidency these have become a regular monthly
event, but much depends on the enthusiasm and resources
of the delegation holding the presidency.  As it is not a
recognised regional group within the UN system the EU
cannot play a formal role in procedural matters unlike the
WEOG group.  The WEOG group, of which all the EU
states are members, is specifically mentioned in the CWC
and plays an important procedural role, particularly with re-
gard to electing the members of various OPCW organs.

Export controls for dual-use goods

The EU, and before it the European Community, has been
concerned about the proliferation of dual-use goods for a
number of years, particularly in the aftermath of the Iran-
Iraq war.  Following pressure from the Parliament, on 20
February 1989 the General Affairs Council adopted a regu-
lation controlling the export of eight dual-use chemicals.  In
1991 the Parliament called for a complete ban on the export
of technology and raw materials intended for the production
of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and in 1992
the Commission issued a proposal for the establishment of
a regime controlling the export of certain dual-use goods.
However, Council approval was not achieved until Decem-
ber 1994 and the regime did not come into effect until July
1995.  The regime has a dual legal base, resting on a CFSP
joint action and a Community regulation.5  This reflects the
interdependence between trade and foreign policy and the
fact that within an EU framework export controls fall be-
tween the common commercial policy (which is the
Commission’s area of competence) and the national secu-
rity concerns of the member states.  The joint action covers
political decisions such as the goods and destinations sub-
ject to controls, while the regulation sets out the procedure
for the implementation of the regime.  The goods covered
by the joint action include those covered by the Australia
Group and, by a 1997 amendment, also those on the CWC
schedules.  The joint action was most recently amended in
March 1999 when the Council adopted a new decision in-
troducing further amendments and incorporated all previ-
ous amendments into a single consolidated text.6

The EU’s dual-use regime does not constitute a common
export policy for dual-use goods.  It is based instead upon
the mutual recognition of national policies rather than the
development of a common EU policy.  According to a 1998
report by the Commission on the functioning of the regime,
while it had indeed permitted the free movement of most
dual-use goods within the Union, “the Regulation and the
way it has been applied in practice has not succeeded in cre-
ating an effective common export control regime which is
both easy to administer and cost-effective to comply with”.7

As the regime relies upon mutual recognition of policies be-
tween the member states, administrative cooperation plays

a very important role.  The regime has succeeded in creat-
ing a network of national export control officials who con-
sult regularly on specific exports.  They also meet between
four to six times per year in the Coordinating Committee to
discuss policy issues.  Recognition of the trade and eco-
nomic aspects of export controls has also meant a larger
role for the Commission in an area which was previously
the preserve of member states.  The Commission partici-
pates in the Australia Group, the NSG and the MTCR.  Fol-
lowing a review of the implementation of the dual-use
goods regime, the Commission’s 1998 report concluded
that the difficulties experienced were inherent to the regime
itself and that “only a more harmonised export control re-
gime, combining elements of common policy with rein-
forced administrative cooperation will produce a system
satisfactory to the practical needs of exporters and public
authorities, ensuring both swift and smooth enforcement of
the shared non-proliferation objectives.”

The Commission therefore also submitted a proposal for
updating and improving the regime in May 1998.8  The pro-
posal included a number of key elements.  Among these
was the creation of a general community licence for exports
to certain countries, reflecting the substantial amount of de
facto convergence of licensing policies to these countries.9

The proposed regulation would also close a major loophole
in the current legislation which specifies that the control of
technology transfers is limited to “tangible forms”.  The
proposed regulation would extend controls to cover tech-
nology transfers by fax, telephone and the internet.  Admin-
istrative cooperation would be further strengthened by rein-
forcing the exchange of information and consultations
between member states.  Finally, the proposal would also
do away with the dual legal basis of the current regime.
Since 1994, the European Court of Justice has twice estab-
lished exclusive Community competence for export con-
trols concerning dual-use goods and stated that neither the
nature of the goods nor the fact that controls are adopted in
the light of foreign policy or security considerations can
limit that competence.10  The Commission’s proposal there-
fore, is based solely on the “first pillar” of the Treaty, not in
combination with the Treaty’s “second pillar” CFSP provis-
ions.  However, the Commission has recognised the need
for a balanced approach and therefore the responsibility for
updating the list of controlled goods is delegated to a “list
group” consisting of the member states.  Since its introduc-
tion last May the proposal has been discussed by the
Council’s dual-use working group.  The introduction of the
new regime was a priority of the German presidency, which
ends on 30 June.  The proposal was discussed at a meeting
of COREPER on 5 May by which stage it had achieved
widespread consensus among member states.  It appears
that only minor technical points remain to be resolved, al-
though France still expresses the opinion that the regime
should once again be based on a Community regulation and
a CFSP decision.

Support for non-proliferation in the CIS

EU support to CBW non-proliferation in the Common-
wealth of Independent States is focused on two main pro-
grammes.  The largest amount of financial support goes to
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the International Science and Technology Centre (ISTC) in
Moscow, with a smaller amount going to the Science and
Technology Centre of Ukraine (STCU) in Kiev.  The sec-
ond major programme supports the conversion of former
Russian chemical weapons production facilities (CWPFs).
Both programmes are financed through the Technical As-
sistance to the Commonwealth of Independent States
(TACIS) programme.  TACIS was conceived at the 1990
Rome European Council and was formally established in
July 1991.  The current regulation applies until the end of
1999.  The Commission has proposed a new regulation
which would run from 1 January 2000 to the end of 2006.
From 1991 to 1997 the EU had committed ECU 3,300 mil-
lion to the TACIS programme, which is funded from the
general budget of the European Communities.

EU relations with Russia are currently being strength-
ened and deepened.  A “Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement” (PCA) between the two parties entered into
force in December 1997, while the recent Cologne Euro-
pean Council adopted the “Common Strategy of the Euro-
pean Union on Russia”.11  The PCA provides for meetings
between the EU and Russia at all levels from heads of state
to expert groups.  Many such expert meetings have taken
place between Russia and the EU troika on non-prolifera-
tion issues, for example.  The common strategy is intended
to serve as a framework for all EU relations with Russia.
Under the heading of specific initiatives, the strategy said
that the EU “will consider developing a consultation mech-
anism, in addition to existing troika expert level talks, with
Russia, possibly involving third countries, on non-prolifer-
ation issues, as well as intensifying efforts, including
through increased coordination/joint activities with third
countries, in support of Russia’s chemical weapons destruc-
tion”.  Additionally the strategy said that the Union “will
examine the scope for Joint Actions and Common Positions
concerning the safe management of biological, and chemi-
cal materials, ... notably on the basis of international con-
ventions ... Particular consideration will be given to the In-
ternational Science and Technology Centre in Moscow”.
According to the strategy, work on these actions will begin
by the end of 1999.  The common strategy on Russia was
the first use of this new CFSP instrument and the EU is now
preparing common strategies on Ukraine and on the Medi-
terranean which could also have an emphasis on non-prolif-
eration and disarmament issues.

The ISTC grew from a German initiative in 1991 and
was officially founded in 1994.  Alongside the European
Communities and Russia, the USA and Japan are also sig-
natories to the international agreement establishing the cen-
tre.  Other CIS countries have acceded to the ISTC agree-
ment, including Georgia, Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan
and Kyrgyzstan.  For political reasons Ukraine did not ac-
cede to the ISTC agreement and instead the STCU was es-
tablished in Kiev in 1995 funded by the EU, the USA, Can-
ada and Sweden.  The principal objective of both the ISTC
and the STCU is “to give weapons scientists and engineers,
particularly those with knowledge and skills related to
weapons of mass destruction (nuclear as well as biological
and chemical weapons) or missile delivery systems, the op-
portunity to redirect their talents towards peaceful activi-
ties”.12  Figures from October 1996 showed that the ISTC

had provided ECU 96 million to fund 324 projects benefit-
ing around 15,000 scientists, of whom around 3,000 had
been hard core military researchers.  The EU’s contribution
to the ISTC almost equals that of the USA, since 1994 it has
provided some ECU 45 million through the TACIS pro-
gramme.  The Union provided ECU 3 million to the STCU
in 1998.

The other major EU non-proliferation initiative funded
by TACIS relates to Russia’s chemical demilitarisation pro-
gramme.  TACIS funding is not directed towards the de-
struction of chemical weapons, although there are a number
of bilateral programmes in this area, rather it is intended to
support the conversion of former CWPFs.  The use of
TACIS funding for the Russian chemical demilitarisation
programme was a Dutch initiative and on 21 May 1997,
under the Dutch presidency, the Council adopted a declara-
tion stating that:

the European Union is prepared to offer assistance in fields
related to the CWC, once Russia has ratified the Chemical
Weapons Convention.  To that end the European Union,
subject to consultation with Russia through the normal
TACIS country procedures, is prepared to allocate up to 10
to 15 MECU from the TACIS programme for the period
1997–99 to projects related to this area of CWC im-
plementation.  The approval of projects will be conditional
upon the deposit by the Russian Federation of its instrument
of ratification.  The implementation of this assistance should
be accompanied by a dialogue between the European Union
and the Russian Federation.

The dialogue between the Union and Russia began under
the UK presidency of the EU in the first half of 1998.

To date the EU has committed ECU 10 million (3 mil-
lion in 1997, 4 million in 1998 and 3 million in 1999) to the
chemical demilitarisation programme, although none of this
money has yet been spent.  The beneficiary of the funding is
the Russian Ministry of Economy which is responsible for
the “Federal Programme for Conversion of the Former
Chemical Weapons Production Facilities” with
GosNIIOKhT as the main executing agency.  The funding
is primarily directed at former chemical-weapons facilities
in Dzerzhinsk and Gorny.  Earlier phases of the funding
were designed to cover impact studies and risk assessments,
environmental assessment and monitoring systems, health
and safety measures for staff and the local population and so
on.  The 1999 funding is directed towards the implementa-
tion of the conversion process once the conversion requests
are approved by the OPCW.  A recent report on the im-
plementation of the CFSP said that there had been insuffi-
cient progress in the area of defence conversion and called
for substantial EU aid for this process.  To date the TACIS
funding is confined to Russia itself, although the former So-
viet chemical weapons programme involved facilities
across the CIS.  In addition, there is currently no equivalent
Union programme supporting the conversion to peaceful
purposes of former Soviet biological weapons facilities.
However, recent developments could indicate changes in
this regard.

In addition to the multilateral TACIS funding, a number
of EU member states also have bilateral agreements with
Russia in relation to the destruction of chemical weapons.
Most of these focus on the Kambarka storage facility.  On
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22 December 1998 the Netherlands and Russia signed a
framework agreement under which the Netherlands will be
rendering some $12.5 million technical assistance to the op-
erations in Kambarka.  The Netherlands will participate in
four projects: a mobile environmental laboratory to monitor
destruction efforts, a decontamination system for workers, a
station for transferring the 6,500 tonnes of bulk-stored lew-
isite into more manageable containers, and destruction of
the lewisite.  More detailed technical discussions are due to
be held in June.  During 1993–94 Sweden provided SK 1
million for risk assessment work at Kambarka and allocated
a further SK 2.6 million to the second phase of its assis-
tance.  Finland is also contributing FM 2 million, which is
intended to be used in conjunction with the Dutch funding.
As of the 1998 conference in The Hague, Germany had sup-
plied equipment worth DM 16 million, with a further DM
9.5 million worth of equipment to be delivered in 1998.
Italy has agreed to provide support to the construction of the
destruction facility at Kizner, including support for the cre-
ation of the necessary social infrastructure.  The draft
agreement between Italy and Russia was submitted to the
Russians in early 1999 and their comments are currently
being studied by the authorities in Rome.  The Russians
have also initiated discussions with France and the UK.  All
of these bilateral offers from Union member states are
being coordinated with the funding provided under the mul-
tilateral TACIS programme.
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This article represents the initial results of a larger ongoing
project.  Comments are most welcome, preferably by e-mail
to dfeakes@opcw.org.
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Developments in the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons

The period under review, from mid-March to early June has
mainly been occupied with preparations for the fourth ses-
sion of the Conference of the States Parties which will con-
vene during 28 June–2 July.  A number of issues which
could not be resolved by the third session, and which were
referred to the Executive Council for action, remain unre-
solved.  On 29 April the OPCW marked the second anni-
versary of the entry into force of the Chemical Weapons
Convention.  The OPCW has now conducted almost 500 in-
spections in around 30 states parties.  During the period
under review the OPCW’s two subsidiary bodies, the Sci-

entific Advisory Board and the Confidentiality Commis-
sion held their second and third meetings respectively.

Four states ratified or acceded to the Convention during
the period under review.  In chronological order they were:
Holy See, Nigeria, Sudan and Estonia.  At the time of writ-
ing, therefore, there are 125 ratifying and acceding states
and 45 signatory states.  The Director-General recently
wrote to the governments of all 45 signatory states remind-
ing them of the restrictions on trade in Schedule 2 chemi-
cals which will take effect from 29 April 2000 and which
should serve as an incentive for states to ratify or accede to
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