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In previous articles for the CBW Conventions Bulletin, the
regimes for the control of transfers of ‘banned and severely
restricted chemicals’ — the Rotterdam Convention for Prior
Informed Consent [Chemical Weapons Convention Bulletin
no 34, December 1996], for the control of High Production
Volume (HPV) chemicals [CBW Conventions Bulletin no
49, September 2000], and for narcotic drugs and psycho-
tropic substances [CBW Conventions Bulletin no 51, March
2001] have been considered and their potential relevance to
the Chemical Weapons Convention regime explored.  This
article continues this process by considering further control
regimes for chemicals — those for anti-doping.  These
chemicals are also dual purpose chemicals as some have
permitted medical uses as well as prohibited uses.  They are
subject to international anti-doping conventions and codes
which address the definition of prohibited substances as well
as sampling and analysis.

While it may seem at first sight that there is little in
common between issues of doping in sport and control of
chemical weapons, there are a number of shared factors
beyond the dual-use nature of the controlled substances.  In
both cases there is a need for high levels of confidence in
testing systems.  There are issues of who decides when a
sample should be taken, how it should be taken, what
analytical methods are used and the preservation of a second
sample in case other validation of results is required.  Just as
the OPCW runs a system of proficiency tests to ensure high
standards in designated laboratories, there is an external
quality assurance system for laboratories involved in doping
testing.

Aside from the similarities, there are lessons that may be
learned for arms control from the sporting field.  Testing for
minute traces of substances in bodily fluids has always been
a difficult task.  As the sums of money involved in pro-
fessional sports has increased, so too has the research into
reliable analytical techniques for detecting traces of con-
trolled substances.  It is not impossible that techniques used
in future to analyse for human exposure to chemicals in

investigations of alleged use under arms control agreements
may be based on methods derived from testing in sport as
both rely on analysing for degradation products and metabo-
lites in biomedical samples — an area where analytical
methods are poorly developed in regard to chemical agents.

There are now a number of organizations which are
involved in anti-doping activities which broadly fall into two
categories — those involving governments and public
authorities and those involving the sporting community.  The
principal organizations involved can be broadly grouped into
international, regional and national bodies as illustrated in
Table 1.

In addition to these there are programmes and activities
which bring together some of these organizations:

Programme/Activity Organizations within
Programme/Grouping

Anti-Doping Convention Council of Europe, other
governments

World Anti-Doping Agency IICGAD, Governments, IOC,
IFs, NOCs

The anti-doping codes initially fell into two categories —
those of the sport community and those of the state and the
community of states.  Recent developments — notably the
creation in 1999 of the World Anti-Doping Agency — have
brought these two categories together in the current efforts
to develop a World Anti-Doping Code prior to the Olympic
Games in Athens in 2004.

Introduction

Whilst doping attracts much attention today, this was not
always the case.  In the mid 1960s and early 1970s the issue
of doping was seen by Olympic Movement, international
federations and many governments as being a problem for
other sports and countries.  It also appears that the Inter--
national Olympic Committee was sensitive to the danger of

Table 1

Category Sport Organization Government Organization

International International Olympic Movement (IOC)
International Federations (IFs) such as the IAAF
(International Association of Athletics Federations)

International Anti-Doping Arrangement (IADA)
International Intergovernmental Consultative Group on
Anti-Doping (IICGAD)
International Standard for Doping Control (ISDC)
Anti-Doping Convention

Regional European Athletics Association (EAA)
North America, Central America and Caribean Athletic
Association (NACAC)

Council of Europe
European Commission
Inter-American Working Group on Anti-Doping in
Sport

National National Olympic Committees (NOCs)
British Olympic Association
UK Athletics
USA Track and Field
Athletics Canada

UK Department of Culture, Media and Sport
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inquiring too deeply and running the risk of uncovering a
problem which would damage the public image of sport and
would require resources that were not available to address
the problem.  Insofar as governments were concerned, they
could from the late 1960s to late 1980s be divided into three
categories:  the subversive, the inactive and the active.  The
former were countries that established state-funded doping
programmes for their athletes, the inactive group included
countries with a low level of participation in international
sport as well as some countries who were significantly
involved in international sport but chose to ignore the issue
of doping.  Finally, there were a small number of active
countries — notably France and Belgium — which legislated
against doping in the late 1960s and Italy and Turkey who
did likewise in the early 1970s.

The role of the Council of Europe has been significant as
during the late 1960s and the 1970s the Council became the
primary international non-sports arena for policy debate
which led in 1967 to the adoption by the Committee of
Ministers of Resolution (67)12 which was the first
international text of this kind.  This recommended to the
governments of the member states:

to persuade the sports associations and federations which
organise competitions in their territory to take action if
necessary with their international federations, and, if they
have not already done so, to issue regulations: a.
condemning the use, or procedures to facilitate the use, in
preparation for or during a sports competition, of the
substances or processes employed for doping as defined in
the Preamble to this Recommendation.

The definition in the Preamble was in the following words:

Considering that doping is the administration to or the use
by a healthy person, in any manner whatsoever, of agents
foreign to the organism, or of physiological substances in
excessive quantities or introduced by an abnormal channel,
with the sole purpose of affecting artificially and by unfair
means the performance of such a person when taking part in
a competition.

This definition of doping was accepted for several years
as it covered both chemical or physiological manipulation
and was sufficiently broad to include types of doping which
had not even been thought of in 1967 such as blood-doping.
The Resolution (67)12 recommended that governments of
the member states should take action themselves if the sports
organizations have not, within three years, issued and
effectively implemented the required regulations.

Although action was taken by several national sports
organization, it became evident that doping techniques were
becoming more sophisticated.  For the 1978 Conference of
European Ministers responsible for Sport, a study was
commissioned from the President of the International
Olympic Committee which revealed wide differences in the
status and effectiveness of national and international
regulations, inadequate testing, a lack of laboratories, and
that almost no preventative work was being undertaken.
This led to the next recommendation for the Council of
Europe on doping in sport (79)8 which encouraged the
development of reliable detection tests, the creation of an
adequate number of approved laboratories and the
international standardization of regulations.

In the following years, it was clear that governments were
opposed to doping and laboratories were confident that they

could detect most abuses with many new laboratories being
set up and/or accredited by the IOC.  Although a request was
made in 1981 to prepare a convention on doping in sport, this
was then not a political feasibility.  Consequently, efforts
were directed into consolidating all the past work and the
work of the various parties concerned — government, sport,
medicine and science — into a new revised comprehensive
strategy.

European Anti-Doping Charter for Sport

This was the origin of the European Anti-Doping Charter for
Sport — adopted in 1984 — which would not have the status
of a legally binding convention but that of a
recommendation.  It was, however, intended that it would
have a moral, political and practical impact rather higher than
that of an ordinary recommendation.  This Charter called
upon the governments of member states “to ensure that
effective anti-doping regulations are implemented” and “to
cooperate at the international level ... in measures designed
to reduce the availability of doping agents”. Furthermore
“the governments of member States should offer their
cooperation to the sports organisations so that the latter take
all measures falling within their competence to eradicate
doping” and the sports organizations should be encouraged
“to harmonise their anti-doping regulations and procedures,
based on those of the International Olympic Committee
(IOC) and the International Amateur Athletic Federation
(IAAF)” and “to harmonise their lists of banned substances,
based on those of the IOC, and making appropriate provision
for the specific anti-doping requirements of each sport”

Also in 1984, the General Association of International
Sport Foundations and the International Olympic Committee
both adopted resolutions in support of the Charter.

The European Ministers responsible for Sport at their
meeting in October 1986 adopted a resolution (86/4) which
called for:

enlarging the circle of countries or regions which could
accept and begin to apply the principles laid down in the
European Anti-Doping Charter for Sport.

Steps were made towards acceptance by states outside
Europe with Canada being admitted in December 1986 as an
observer in the work on doping followed by the United States
in March 1988.  The international developments led in 1988
to the adoption of an International Anti-Doping Charter
which was largely based on the European Anti-Doping
Charter and was later endorsed by the IOC and became the
International Olympic Anti-Doping Charter.

Anti-Doping Convention

In 1989, the European Ministers responsible for Sport
welcomed the work that had been done to prepare an Anti-
Doping Convention as this was a measure to help achieve
world-wide agreements on effective anti-doping measures.
They recommended (89/1) that the Council of Europe:
“adopt the text of this draft Convention and to decide to open
it for signature at an early date” and “invite other States not
members of the Council of Europe to accede to the Con-
vention”.  Furthermore, they invited the Council to:

instruct the Secretary General to transmit this resolution to
the governments of States invited to accede to the European

CBWCB 57 Page 4 September 2002



Cultural Convention and to the international sports
organisations.

The “Anti-Doping Convention” (available at
http://conventions.coe.int) — which deliberately excluded
the word ‘European’ from its title as an indication of the
Council’s intention that the Convention should be a global
standard open for signature by non-Council of Europe
member States — was opened for signature on 16 November
1989 and entered into force on 1 March 1990 when there had
been the necessary five ratifications including four member
States.  As of March 2002, 35 of the 43 member states of the
Council of Europe have ratified the Convention as have 4
non-member states (Australia, Bosnia and Herzogovina,
Canada and Yugoslavia).

Article 1 entitled ‘Aim of the Convention’ sets this out as
being ‘with a view to the reduction and eventual elimination
of doping in sport’.  Article 2 ‘Definition and scope of the
Convention’ states that:

1.  For the purposes of this Convention
a.  ‘doping in sport’ means the administration to sportsmen
or sportswomen, or the use by them, of pharmacological
classes of doping agents or doping methods;
b.  ‘pharmacological classes of doping agents or doping
methods’ means, subject to paragraph 2 below, those classes
of doping agents or doping methods banned by the relevant
international sports organization and appearing in lists that
have been approved by the monitoring group under the terms
of Article 11.1.b;
c.  ‘sportsmen and sportswomen’ means those persons who
participate regularly in organised sports activities.
2.  Until such time as a list of banned pharmacological
classes of doping agents or doping methods is approved by
the monitoring group under the terms of Article 11.1.b, the
reference list in the appendix to this Convention shall apply.

Article 10 ‘Monitoring group’ sets up a monitoring group
which is required under ‘Article 11’ to, inter alia:

1.  The monitoring group shall monitor the application of
this Convention. It may, in particular:
a.  keep under review the provisions of this Convention and
examine any modifications necessary;
b.  approve the list, and any revisions thereto, of
pharmacological classes of doping agents or doping
methods banned by the relevant international sports
organizations ... and the criteria for the accreditation of
laboratories, and any revision thereto .... and fix the date for
the relevant decisions to enter into force.

Article 4 “Measures to restrict the availability and use of
banned doping agents and methods” includes the provision
that:

1.  The Parties shall adopt where appropriate legislation,
regulations or administrative measures to restrict the
availability (including provisions to control movement,
possession, importation, distribution and sale) as well as the
use in sport of banned doping agents and doping methods
and in particular anabolic steroids.

An explanatory memorandum about the Convention (also
available at http://conventions. coe.int) provides insight into
the individual Articles and clauses.  Thus on Article 2
Definition and scope this states that:

45.  The definition of doping adopted in Resolution (67)12
is now considered by experts to be unsatisfactory in some

respects.  The international sports organisations have not yet
provided a universal definition, preferring to specify
practices or the use of certain substances which are
forbidden.  The two criteria used by such organisations are:

practices (that is, all methods) or substances (that is, all
doping agents) which have an effect on performances
(which includes using such practices or substances to
improve training or recuperation from training) to obtain an
unfair advantage;

practices or substances which have adverse effects on the
health of those who take them or which normally health
persons (which competitors should be) would not need.

This is summarised in Article 2.1.a.

It goes on to say that:

46.  The International Olympic Committee (IOC) is to be
regarded as the relevant international organisation to be used
for reference, as its list of banned classes and methods is now
recognised by virtually all international sports federations,
including non-Olympic sports, and stems from sport itself.
It is the current IOC list (April 1989) which is reproduced in
the appendix to the Convention as the reference list, and it
is future revisions of it which the Monitoring Group will
examine and approve.  The word ‘approve’ was chosen as it
implies a formal decision and endorsement.  As indicated in
Article 11.1.b, the drafters have provided for a mechanism
allowing speedy approval by the Monitoring group of new
lists, so that they may become legally applicable for the
Parties’ own purposes. ...

It also states that

47.  For the IOC list of banned pharmacological classes of
agents and related compounds to be used practically in each
country, it is highly desirable to draw up national lists, for
doctors and others who look after the health of sportsmen
and women, which show indicatively — but as fully as
possible — pharmaceutic preparations which are available
in each country and which contain (and do not contain)
compounds of these banned classes.  These lists have to be
national as it is at the national level that authorisations are
given to put pharmaceutical preparations on the market, and
some preparations have different trade names in different
countries. ...

In regard to Article IV Availability and use the explanatory
memorandum points out that:

in the IOC list of banned pharmacological classes of agents,
there are six main classes: stimulants, narcotics, anabolic
steroids, betablockers, diuretics and peptide hormones and
analogues.

It notes that:
many of the drugs in the stimulant class — such as
amphetamines and related compounds — are protected by
strict pharmacists’ regulations whilst others — such as the
ephedrines — are often present in preparations for colds and
hay fever which can be bought, quite correctly, directly over
the counter.  Narcotics are already protected in all phases of
their production, distribution and supply by the rigorous
provisions of the 1971 Vienna Convention on psychotropic
substances.

Insofar as the Appendix to the Convention is concerned, the
explanatory memorandum states that:

The list is based on the banning of pharmacological classes
of agents.
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This definition has the advantage that new drugs, some of
which may be especially designed for doping purposes, are
also banned.

The following list represents examples of the different
classes of doping agents to illustrate the doping definition.
Unless indicated, all substance belonging to the banned
classes may not be used for medical treatment, even if they
are not listed as examples.  Action will be taken if substances
of the banned classes are detected in the laboratory.  It
should be noted that the presence of the drug in urine
constitutes an offence, irrespective of the route of
administration.

European Commission

Concern about doping in sport led the European Commission
in 1998 to fund a project known as HARDOP —
“Harmonization of Methods and Measurements in the Fight
against Doping” — carried out under the aegis of both the
IOC and the European Union.  The HARDOP project
concluded that the cooperation deficit between the various
agencies and bodies involved and the lack of harmonization
(legislation, attitude of the sporting authorities, laboratory
checking techniques, etc) represent a major challenge to
those who wish to eradicate doping in sport.  It considered
that that cooperation and harmonization could not succeed
unless a central body — together with an associated
reference laboratory — is created and made responsible at
an international level for the fight against doping.  The
HARDOP report also recognized the importance of the
synergies between the anti-doping fight and those authorities
such as the UNDCP and INTERPOL dealing with hard
drugs, narcotics or medicines from illegal sources.

The European Commission on its website provides a
summary table regarding the member states’ legislation on
doping.  Nine EU member states have specific anti-doping
legislation (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Spain, France,
Greece, Italy, Portugal and Sweden), five member states
have general legislation (Germany, Finland, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom) and one member
state (Ireland) is shown as being without legislation although
it is noted that draft rules are under discussion.

The European Commission has also been active in
promoting improvements in the sampling and analysis of
samples.  A particular project, known as ALADIN 2002
(Analytical Laboratories for Anti-Doping control —
International Network), aims to establish an external quality
assurance system for Doping Control Laboratories, which
adhere to the International Standards Organization (ISO)
quality guidelines ISO 17025, so as to increase the legal
weight behind drugs tests and thus to reduce the number of
positive drugs tests being challenged in the courts.  Although
currently about 60 per cent of doping control laboratories are
based in Europe, the aim is to achieve an international quality
assurance scheme and ALADIN 2002 has already obtained
the support of WADA which will collaborate in the project.
It is also clear that for a laboratory to gain accreditation by
the IOC it will first need to obtain ISO 17025 approval.

The Lausanne Declaration 1999

In the mid to late 1990s the position was that policy was being
debated in four separate forums — the IOC, the international

federations, individual governments and the Council of
Europe.  Although there was some overlap this was largely
unstructured and inadvertent resulting from overlapping
membership reflecting the tension between sports and
governmental bodies which stemmed in part from the
perception that governments were treating international
sport as a political resource.  The events of 1998 and
particularly the near collapse of the 1998 Tour de France with
the intervention of the public authorities in Belgium, Italy
and France led the IOC and the major federations to
recognise that they were no longer able to deal with the
problem and that if they did not act promptly and with
determination they were likely to become sidelined in
anti-doping policy making.  It was against this background
that the IOC convened the World Conference on Doping in
Sport in Lausanne in February 1999.

The Lausanne Declaration on Doping in Sport declared:

The Olympic Movement Anti-Doping Code is accepted as
the basis for the fight against doping, which is defined as the
use of an artifice, whether substance or method, potentially
dangerous to the athlete’s health and/or capable of
enhancing their performances, or the presence in the
athlete’s body of substance, or the ascertainment from the
use of a method on the list annexed to the Olympic
Movement Anti-Doping Code. ... An independent
International Anti-Doping Agency shall be established so as
to be fully operational for the Games of the XXVII
Olympiad in Sydney in 2000.

The declaration also stated that consideration should be
given in particular to programmes “harmonizing scientific
and technical standard and procedures for analyses and
equipment.”

Olympic Anti-Doping Code

On 2 August 1999, the President of the International Olympic
Committee forwarded the Olympic Movement Anti-Doping
Code to all interested parties.  The Code reflected the
agreement of the Olympic Movement reached on 27
November 1998 and the conclusions of the World
Conference on Doping in Sport as contained in the Lausanne
Declaration of 4 February 1999 that the Code should form
the basis for the fight against doping in sport.

The Olympic Movement Anti-Doping Code came into
effect on 1 January 2000 and is obligatory for all members
of the Olympic Family.  The Code consists of a Preamble,
seven chapters and four appendices.  The chapters, which
each contain a number of Articles, address General Pro-
visions; The Offense of Doping; Appeals; the International
Anti-Doping Agency; Accredited Laboratories; Testing
Procedures; and Entry into Force and Modification of the
Olympic Anti-Doping Code.  The appendices address
Prohibited Classes of Substances and Prohibited Methods;
Procedure for Accreditation of Laboratories; Sampling
Procedures in Doping Controls; and Laboratory Analysis
Procedures.

Chapter I General Provisions in Article 1 includes a
number of definitions including the following:

BLOOD DOPING means the administration of blood, red
blood cells and related blood products to an athlete, which
may be preceded by withdrawal of blood from the athlete
who continues to train in such a blood-depleted state.

CBWCB 57 Page 6 September 2002



INTENTIONAL DOPING means doping in circumstances
where it is established, or may reasonably be presumed, that
any Participant acted knowingly or in circumstances
amounting to gross negligence.

MASKING AGENT means any substance or procedure
used for the purpose of or having the effect of altering or
suppressing the integrity of urine or other samples used in
doping controls.

PHARMACEUTICAL, CHEMICAL AND PHYSICAL
MANIPULATION means the use of substances and
methods, including masking agents which alter, attempt to
alter or may reasonably be expected to alter the integrity and
validity of urine samples used in doping controls, including,
without limitation, catheterisation, urine substitution and/or
tampering, inhibition of renal excretion such as by
probenicid and Related Substances and alterations of
testosterone and epitestosterone measurements such as
epitestosterone application or bromantan administration.

PROHIBITED METHOD means any method so described
in this Code.

PROHIBITED SUBSTANCE means any substance so
described in this Code.

RELATED SUBSTANCE means any substance having
pharmacological action and/or chemical structure similar to
a Prohibited Substance or any other substance referred to in
this Code.

 In addition, the term ‘use’ is defined:
USE means the application, ingestion, injection,
consumption by any means whatsoever of any Prohibited
Substance or Prohibited Method. Use includes counselling
the use of, permitting the use of or condoning the use of any
Prohibited Substance or Prohibited Method.

Article 4 addresses changes to the list of Prohibited
Substances (Appendix A) and states that:

The list of Prohibited Substances and Prohibited Methods
contained in this Code may be changed by the IOC
Executive Board upon recommendation by the Council of
the International Anti-Doping Agency (IADA) and will
come into effect three months, or such shorter delay as shall
be specified in cases of medical necessity, after the
International Federations and the National Olympic
Committees have been notified, in such manner as shall be
determined by the IADA.

The key to the code is in Article 2 of Chapter II The
Offence of Doping and its Punishment which states that:

Doping is:

1. the use of an expedient (substance or method) which is
potentially harmful to athletes’ health and/or capable of
enhancing their performance, or

2. the presence in the athlete’s body of a Prohibited
Substance or evidence of the use thereof or evidence of the
use of a Prohibited Method. 

Article 2 also sets out the penalties for doping.  These are
tiered with penalties for a first offence if the prohibited
substance used is ephedrine, phenylpropanolamine,
psudoephedrine, caffeine, strychnine or a related substance
including suspension from any competition for a period of
one to six months;  if the prohibited substance is other than
one of those above then suspension from any competition for
a minimum period of two years;  and in the case of deliberate
doping then a life ban on participation in any sports event in

any capacity whatsoever.  Article 4 states that international
doping can be proved by any means whatsoever, including
presumption.  In addition, it is explicitly stated that the
success or failure of a Prohibited Substance or Prohibited
Method is not material and that it is sufficient that the
Prohibited Substance or Prohibited Method was used or
attempted for the offence of doping to be considered as
consummated.  The provisions for appeals to the Court of
Arbitration for Sport (CAS) are also set out in the Code in
Chapter III.

In Article 3 of Chapter II it is made clear that the
responsibility lies with the individual athlete as:

Notwithstanding the obligations of other Participants to
comply with the provisions of this Code, it is the personal
responsibility of any athlete subject to the provisions of this
Code to ensure that he/she does not use or allow the use of
any Prohibited Substance or any Prohibited Method.

Appendix A with its List of Prohibited Substances and
Prohibited Methods has four sections:

I.  Prohibited Classes of Substances
II.  Prohibited Methods
III.  Classes of Prohibited Substances in Certain
Circumstances
IV.  Out-of-Competition Testing

The central elements of Appendix A, less footnotes and
other text, as of 1 September 2001 are shown in Table 2.

Section I Prohibited Classes of Substances has five
classes:

A. Stimulants
B. Narcotics
C. Anabolic agents
D. Diuretics
E. Peptide hormones, mimetics and analogues

Each of parts A to D commences with the words
‘Prohibited substances in class (...) include the following
examples ... and related substances.’  The key phrase is the
catch all ‘and related substances.’  Insofar as part E is
concerned the language is slightly different commencing
with the words ‘Prohibited substances in class (E) include
the following examples and their analogues and mimetics ...
and all the respective releasing factors and their analogues’
Part E also contains the statement that ‘the presence of an
abnormal concentration of an endogenous hormone in class
(E) or its diagnostic marker(s) in the urine of a competitor
constitutes an offence unless it has been proven to be due to
a physiological or pathological condition.’

The importance of the phrase ‘and related substances’ is
underlined in the List of Examples of Prohibited Substances
and Prohibited Methods attached to Annex A which includes
immediately under the heading the words:

CAUTION:  This is not an exhaustive list of prohibited
substances.  Many substances that do not appear on this list
are considered prohibited under the term ‘and related sub-
stances’.  Athletes must ensure that any medicine supple-
ment, over-the-counter preparation or any other substance
they use does not contain any Prohibited Substances.

An Explanatory Memorandum to the Code sets out how
it is intended that the Code be applied pending any formal
changes that may be implemented in the future.  This
includes in respect of Chapter I Definitions information such
as that diuretics, although not mentioned in the list, are
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regarded as diuretics and that use of a prohibited substance
includes inhalation thereof.  On the definition of doping
(Chapter II, Article 2) the memorandum states that:

The provisions in Article 2(1) refers to new substances that
have been discovered but which have not yet been added to
the list as specifically identified substances.  It is to be noted
that Article 2 (1) and 2 (2) are not linked and that a prohibited
substance or method may be qualified as doping without
necessarily meeting the criteria provided in Article 2 (1).

Obviously, where substances produced naturally by the
body are concerned, they are prohibited only under the
conditions established by the annexes to the present Code.

Appendix B Procedure for the Accreditation of
Laboratories sets out the procedures for accreditation which
includes a pre-accreditation requirement to analyse three sets
of samples during the preceding six to twelve months as well

as the accreditation requirement to analyse ten control
samples in the presence of a delegate of the IOC Medical
Commission.  The laboratory must correctly identify the
doping agents and their respective metabolites within three
days from the beginning of the analysis, when the seals on
the control samples are broken.  Re-accreditation is required
annually including annual proficiency testing and
downgrading of accredited laboratories is specified in the
event of false negative or false positive analyses.

Appendix C Sampling Procedures in Doping Controls
specifies how samples shall be collected, divided into
Sample A and Sample B and transported in sealed containers
to the accredited laboratory.

Appendix D Laboratory Analysis Procedures outlines the
procedures such as chain of custody, screening procedures,
and specimen processing.

Table 2:
APPENDIX A: PROHIBITED CLASSES OF SUBSTANCES AND PROHIBITED METHODS 2001-2002

I. PROHIBITED CLASSES OF SUBSTANCES

A. STIMULANTS
Prohibited Substances in class (A) include the following
examples:
amineptine, amiphenazole, amphetamines, bromantan,
caffeine, carphedon, cocaine, ephedrines, fencamfamin,
formoterol, mesocarb, pentetrazol, pipradrol, salbutamol,
salmeterol, terbutaline, ... and related substances

B. NARCOTICS
Prohibited Substances in class (B) include the following
examples:
buprenorphine, dextromoramide, diamorphine (heroin),
methadone, morphine, pentazocine, pethidine, ... and
related substances

C. ANABOLIC AGENTS
Prohibited Substances in class (C) include the following
examples:
1. Anabolic androgenic steroids
a/ clostebol, fluoxymesterone, metandienone, metenolone,
nandrolone, 19-norandrostenediol,
19-norandrostenedione, oxandrolone, stanozolol, ... and
related substances
b/ androstenediol, androstenedione,
dehydroepiandrosterone (DHEA), dihydrotestosterone,
testosterone, ... and related substances
2. Beta-2 agonists
bambuterol, clenbuterol, fenoterol, formoterol, reproterol,
salbutamol, salmeterol, terbutaline, ... and related
substances

D. DIURETICS
Prohibited substances in class (D) include the following
examples:
acetazolamide, bumetanide, chlorthalidone, etacrynic
acid, furosemide, hydrochlorothiazide, mannitol,
mersalyl, spironolactone, triamterene, ... and related
substances

E. PEPTIDE HORMONES, MIMETICS AND
ANALOGUES
Prohibited Substances in class (E) include the following
examples and their analogues and mimetics:
1. Chorionic Gonadotrophin (hCG) prohibited in males
only;
2. Pituitary and synthetic gonadotrophins (LH) prohibited
in males only;
3. Corticotrophins (ACTH, tetracosactide);
4. Growth hormone (hGH);
5. Insulin-like Growth Factor (IGF-1);
and all the respective releasing factors and their analogues;
6. Erythropoietin (EPO);
7. Insulin;
permitted only to treat athletes with certified
insulin-dependent diabetes.

II. PROHIBITED METHODS
The following procedures are prohibited:
1. Blood doping
2. Administering artificial oxygen carriers or plasma
expanders
3. Pharmacological, chemical and physical manipulation

III.  CLASSES OF PROHIBITED SUBSTANCES IN
CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES

A. ALCOHOL
B. CANNABINOIDS
C. LOCAL ANAESTHETICS
D. CORTICOSTEROIDS
E. BETA-BLOCKERS

IV. OUT-OF-COMPETITION TESTING

LIST OF EXAMPLES OF PROHIBITED
SUBSTANCES AND PROHIBITED METHODS
CAUTION:  This is not an exhaustive list of prohibited
substances.  Many substances that do not appear on this list
are prohibited under the term ‘and related substances’.
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World Anti-Doping Agency

Following the Lausanne Declaration in February 1999, the
World Anti-Doping Agency was created in November 1999
to promote and coordinate the fight against doping.  The
instrument of foundation sets out that the object of the World
Anti-Doping Agency is

to promote and coordinate at international level the fight
against doping in sport ...; to this end, the Foundation [the
WADA] will cooperate with intergovernmental
organizations, governments, public authorities and other
public and private bodies fighting against doping in sport,
inter alia the International Olympic Committee (IOC),
International Sports Foundations (IF), National Olympic
Committees (NOC) and athletes ...

Another objective is:
to establish, adapt, modify and update for all the public and
private bodies concerned, inter alia the IOC, IFs, and NOCs,
the list of substances and methods prohibited in the practice
of sport;  the Foundation [the WADA] will publish such list
at least once a year, to come into force on 1st January each
year, or at any other date fixed by the Foundation if the list
is modified during the course of the year;

The Foundation Board of the WADA is made up of equal
numbers of representatives from the public authorities
(intergovernmental organizations, governments, public
authorities or other public bodies) and those representing the
Olympic Movement (IOC, IFs, and NOCs).

A key priority of WADA is the development and
implementation of a universal Anti-Doping Code for sport
to ensure a greater harmonization and standardization of
anti-doping activities.  This is being developed on the basis
of the existing Olympic Movement Anti-Doping Code and
is due to be completed by the end of 2003.  Its development
is being carried forward by the various Working Committees
of the WADA — notably the Standards & Harmonization
Committee and the Legal Committee.  Two draft documents
were circulated by WADA on 11 December 2001 — an
explanatory document on the World Anti-Doping Frame-
work and a Draft Outline for the World Anti-Doping Code.

The explanatory document makes it clear that the overall
framework comprises the principal documents needed to
ensure optimal harmonization and best practice in
international anti-doping work.  There will be three main
elements in the framework:

Level 1  The ‘Code’:  The World Anti-Doping Code —
where the purpose is universal harmonisation among all
stakeholders on the crucial parts of anti-doping.

Level 2  ‘Standards’:  International Standards — for
different technical and operational areas within anti-doping
where the purpose is harmonization among organizations
and specific bodies responsible for specific technical and
operational parts of the anti-doping work e.g. laboratories
and sample analysis and NADOs and sample collection, etc.
These standards will be referenced in the Code but not
directly part of it.

Level 3  ‘Models’:  Model rules and regulations including
examples of best practices, where the purpose is
improvements based on benchmarks and state of the art
solutions in different anti-doping areas.

It is also interesting given the discussion in the CWC
context as to what represents a nil concentration to note that

Appendix A also includes a ‘Summary of urinary
concentrations above which IOC Accredited Laboratories
must report findings for specific substances’ which include,
for example, caffeine > 12 micrograms/millilitre and
19-norandosterone > 2 nanograms/millilitre in males and >
25 nanograms/millilitre in females.

The World Anti-Doping Code is intended to be the
fundamental document of principles and policies upon which
the world anti-doping work in sport is based.  It should be
specific enough to achieve complete harmonization on issues
where uniformity is required whilst it should be general
enough in other areas to permit flexibility in the
implementation of agreed upon anti-doping principles.  The
objective in drafting the Code is to make the Code universal
enough in its applicability that all stakeholders will accept it
without compromising harmonization on important points.

Unlike the Olympic Movement Anti-Doping Code, the
World Anti-Doping Code is not intended to be a compre-
hensive set of anti-doping rules which provides all of the
detailed specifications for sample collection, sample analysis
and results management.  At Level 2 the International
Standards will typically be prepared by WADA and other
experts and will address in detail a particular technical and
operational aspect of the anti-doping process.  Examples of
such documents might include: the list of banned substances
and methods; standards for sample collection; laboratory
accreditation standards; and required criteria for the analysis
of particular prohibited substances.  The international
standards may also be used as reference standards for the
accreditation and certification of organizations responsible
for specific parts of the anti-doping work.

The draft outline for the World Anti-Doping Code in
November 2001 includes the following in respect of Article
II: Definition of Doping:

The definition of doping should be short and easy to
understand for both sports participants and the public. It
must also be consistent with the fundamental rationale
described in Article I. Finally, it must be effective as a
doping control tool by not being either too narrow or too
broad. A lengthier doping control oriented list of the acts and
circumstances which constitute doping violations is
described in Article 9.1. Ideally, all stakeholders in the world
anti-doping effort will agree on the common definition of
doping found in the Code.

Article IX: Doping Control addresses the various
structures which must be in place for an effective doping
control system.  This includes an element 9.3 Identification
of Prohibited Substances and Methods which states:

[this] establishes WADA’s authority to publish a list of
prohibited substances and methods. The decision whether or
not a substance or method is on this list should be consistent
with the fundamental rationale set forth in Article 1.

Examples of issues to be addressed:

— identification of the principles upon which the list is
based

— identification of prohibited substances and methods in
multiple ways (including by general category, by
reference to specific substances and by reference to a
broader concept such as ‘related substances.’)

— periodic changes in the list as more doping substances
and methods are discovered and approval of the list....
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— determine whether: the list of prohibited substances and
methods should be the same for all sports; or whether
individual sports or countries should be permitted to add
or subtract substances from the list based on established
principles; ... or whether there should be a single list
established by WADA which identifies different
prohibited substances and methods for different sports.

— differentiation between the full list of all prohibited
substances which are tested for in-competition and a
shorter list of substances which are prohibited and tested
for out-of-competition

— identification of substances which may be used if
declared and appropriate documentation is on file (e.g.
Beta-2-agonists) and substances which may used only
by certain methods of application

— the opportunity for the athlete to obtain an exemption to
use a prohibited substance or method where such use is
medically justified and such use would not unfairly
affect competition. In the interest of harmonization, the
Code could either set forth the principles upon which
exemption should be granted or perhaps the
responsibility for granting medical exemptions should
be centralized

— establish the principle that the inclusion of a prohibited
substance or method on the list is not subject to
challenge. For example: ‘The success or failure of the
use of a prohibited substance or method is not material.
It is sufficient that the prohibited substance or prohibited
method was used or attempted for the offense of doping
to be consummated.’

— the possibility of establishing a second list of illicit drugs
which do not meet the criteria for ‘doping’ but which
stakeholders otherwise wish to prohibit and test for
under their respective Codes of Conduct. This second list
could include, for example, the so called ‘street drugs.’

— the relationship between ‘medical controls’ (e.g.
hematocrit testing) and doping controls

The concrete list of prohibited substances and methods could
be part of level 2 in the overall framework but would be
referred to in both the Code and the Model Rules and
Regulations.

In March 2002, WADA said that the goal is to have the
first version of the Code available by the end of June 2002.
The first version was circulated on 10 June 2002 with all
stakeholders (Governments, International Federations,
National Olympic Committees) being asked to provide
comments within three months — by 10 September 2002.  A
second version will be prepared by October 2002 and again
circulated for comment.  The Approved World Anti-Doping
Code will then be presented at the World Conference on
Anti-Doping scheduled for February 2003.  The final Code
would then be presented to the WADA Foundation Board in
March 2003 for approval.  The intention is that committed
acceptance should be obtained from the different
stakeholders during the period March to December 2003 so
that the Code would be in place prior to the Olympic Games
in Athens in 2004.

The first version includes in Article 2 the following
definition of doping:

Doping is the presence of a substance in an athlete’s bodily
specimen, or the use or evidence of the use of any substance
or method, that has the potential to enhance sport
performance and which either poses an unnecessary risk of
harm to athletes or is otherwise contrary to the spirit of sport.

Article 8 Doping Control makes it clear that “The
presence of a prohibited substance or its metabolites or
markers in an athlete’s bodily specimen” shall constitute an
anti-doping rule violations.  This Article also sets out
specific criteria for the addition of prohibited substances to
the List of Prohibited Substances and Prohibited Methods.
In addition, the Code establishes a Monitoring List to enable
WADA and the sporting organizations to gather information
which identifies trends in the use of substances which are not
currently prohibited but could potentially be abused.

International Anti-Doping Arrangement (IADA)

In December 1990, the governments of Australia, Canada
and the United Kingdom signed a memorandum of
understanding concerning the Reciprocal Development and
Enforcement of Measures against Doping in Sport which
was extended to Norway in 1992 and France in 1995.  It then
became known as the International Anti-Doping
Arrangement (IADA) with membership extended to include
Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands, New Zealand and
Norway.  The IADA countries developed the IADA
Standard for Doping Control (ISDC) to implement a quality
system for consistent, secure and reliable doping controls.
This was approved in March 1998 and submitted to the
International Standards Organisation for consideration as an
ISO standard.  This was published in 1999 as an ISO Publicly
Available Specification (ISO/PAS 18873) which is designed
to encourage harmonization of the divergent doping control
procedures practiced in different countries and by different
sports organizations.  The PAS includes the following:
• Policies and Standards for the Doping Control Process
• Frame Conditions for Anti-Doping Organizations
• Policies and Standards for Applying ISO 9002 to Doping

Control
As of December 2001, ISO/PAS 18873 has been
implemented by Australia, Canada, Denmark, Norway and
the United States while another seven countries are engaged
in implementing the standard within their national systems:
Austria, Finland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal,
South Africa and Sweden. A further six countries will begin
implementation in the next six months.

The Monitoring Group of the Anti-Doping Convention
in March 2000 noted that the adoption of the ISO/PAS 18873
meant that the International Standard for Doping Control
(ISDC) is recognised as an operational quality protocol.
They consequently recommended ISO/PAS 18873 to the
Parties to the Convention as the reference protocol for quality
assurance in national doping control process and systems.  In
addition, it was recommended that WADA recognises the
ISO/PAS 18873 norm as the reference protocol in
anti-doping controls and encourages international sports
organisations to base their anti-doping programmes on this
norm.

International Project Teams are currently being set up
under an IADA/WADA partnership initiative for effective,
consistent and transparent anti-doping procedures
worldwide.  As of December 2001, twelve countries
(Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, Finland, New
Zealand, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, South Africa,
Sweden and the United Kingdom) have completed the IPT
process for their domestic doping control programmes.  An
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IPT is currently underway for the domestic doping control
programmes in five more countries:  Greece, Iran, Ireland,
Poland and Switzerland.  

IADA and WADA are now working together to advance
the ISDC (or ISO/PAS 18873) to a full ISO standard with
drafts expected to be available by the second half of 2002.

International Intergovernmental Consultative
Group on Anti-Doping (IICGAD)

In November 1999, an international drugs in sport summit
was organised in Sydney  by the Government of Australia
with participation by Government ministers and other
authorised government officials responsible for anti-doping
within their national jurisdictions.  Participants came from
25 countries (Argentina, Australia, Canada, China, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, India, Italy, Japan, Korea,
Malaysia, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan,
Poland, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, the
United Kingdom and the USA) and the European
Commission and in the Sydney Communiqué “affirmed their
commitment to the World Anti-Doping Agency (WADA)
and its development towards an independent, transparent and
accountable agency that has broad support and respect
among governments, intergovernmental organisations, as
well as international and national sporting organisations, in
particular athletes,...”  On the subject of drug testing,
participants agreed that “Drug testing should be conducted
in accordance with internationally accepted procedural
standards, specifically the International Standard for Doping
Control (ISO PAS 18873).”  In regard to International
Collaboration, participants agreed that:

International collaboration can be built by the use of existing
or the establishment of bilateral and multilateral anti-doping
agreements between and among countries through which
they can harmonise anti-doping policies and promote
cooperation on research, drug testing, education, sanctions
and adjudication.  To this end, they would encourage states
from all regions to accede to the Anti-Doping Convention
and use the Convention as a tool for coordinating their
national anti-doping policies.

In addition, following a Canadian proposal, it was agreed
to establish an International Intergovernmental Consultative
Group on Anti-Doping in Sport (IICGADS) as a mechanism
for ensuring that countries which did not participate in the
Sydney Summit can have their views fully reflected in the
development of the World Anti-Doping Agency (WADA)
and whose terms of reference include the following:

to resolve, as soon as possible, the process(es) for
coordinated world-wide governmental participation in
WADA, recognising that certain governments have already
developed a process for participation in WADA based on
their membership in other pre-existing intergovernmental
arrangements.  A longer term objective may be to encourage
and facilitate on a regional basis, on-going governmental
participation in the activities of WADA.

The terms of reference also include:
to encourage nations to develop high-quality national
anti-doping policies and programs through the adoption of
the IADA International Standard for Doping Control.

The IICGADS has subsequently met in Montreal in
February 2000, in Oslo in November 2000, and in Cape

Town in May 2001 when participation had increased to 33
countries when compared to the inaugural meeting in Sydney
(Australia, Austria, Barbados, Belgium, Canada, China,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary,
Italy, Japan, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Malaysia,
Mauritius, Morocco, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Russia,
Slovakia,South Africa, Spain, Sweden, the United Kingdom
and the USA — those countries which did not participate in
the inaugural IICGADS meeting are shown in bold) and the
European Commission.  The Cape Town Declaration
addressed the representation of governments on WADA and
agreed to recommend to WADA that 21 seats should be
allocated to governments and public authorities and that
these should be allotted as follows: 5 each to Europe, the
Americas and Asia, 4 each to Africa and 2 to Oceania.
Participants also agreed to study the concept of an interna-
tional treaty to facilitate government cooperation and harmo-
nisation in support of the role of WADA.  A further meeting
was held in Kuala Lumpur in April 2002 when participation
had further extended to 42 countries (additional countries
being Bangladesh, Cambodia, Egypt, India, Indonesia,
Kyrgyzstan, Oman, Senegal, Singapore, Tanzania, United
Arab Emirates, Uzbekistan, Vietnam and Zimbabwe).

Analysis

It is evident that until only a few years ago there was little
harmonisation between the various agencies concerned with
anti-doping in sport.  There was also a tension between the
desire to leave sport free to regulate itself and the recognition
that governments needed to take action.  This tension was
reflected into a multiplicity of standards adopted inter-
nationally and nationally.  Increasing attention has been paid
to anti-doping controls particularly over the past decade
which has seen the various authorities working together to
an increasing extent.  The decision to create the World Anti-
Doping Agency in November 1999 is successfully bringing
together both governments and sporting organizations such
as the Olympic Movement and International Federations as
well as national sporting agencies.  

The International Olympic Committee and the interna-
tional sport federations have to conform to the Olympic
Movement Anti-Doping Code and consequently, the
national organizations for Olympic sports, as they are
members of the international federations, also need to
conform to the IOC’s rules and regulations.  Insofar as the
List of Prohibited Substances and Methods is concerned, the
majority of the international federations use the IOC list. In
a number of national federations and in the Anti-Doping
Convention of the Council of Europe, the IOC list is taken
as the point of reference although a few national federations
use a list of their own.  The IOC list is a non-exhaustive list
as it includes ‘and related substances’ although some
organized sport uses an exhaustive list.  It is evident that
internationally the non-exhaustive list of the IOC — and now
WADA — is being widely adopted. There is consequently
increased consistency in regard to the list of prohibited
substances and methods with the lists of the Olympic Move-
ment Anti-Doping Code, the World Anti-Doping Agency
and the Anti-Doping Convention being essentially the same.
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The actions of governments to improve the quality
standards applied to doping control through ISO/ PAS 18837
and the standards of the testing laboratories through ISO
17025, and the ALADIN 2002 initiative in Europe, are
welcomed as these increase the legal weight behind drugs
tests and thus reduce the number of positive drugs tests being
challenged in the courts.

In considering the relevance to the Chemical Weapons
Convention, it is evident that the materials prohibited under
the anti-doping codes and conventions are closely related to
the mid-spectrum agents — the bioregulators — as well as
to the narcotic drug and psychotropic substances as all
involve materials that affect humans either temporarily or
permanently.  The fact that the prohibitions under the
anti-doping codes and conventions are increasingly
non-exhaustive — through the term ‘and related substances’
— is to be welcomed as this is, in essence, a parallel to the
general purpose criterion of both the CWC and the Biological
and Toxin Weapons Convention.

It is also noteworthy — and understandable given that the
presence of a prohibited substance in a sample is evidence
of an offence — that the anti-doping codes and conventions
pay particular attention to sampling and analysis and the
associated quality standards.

As the anti-doping analysis is of biomedical samples —
urine — the focus is on traces of the prohibited substances,
their degradation products and metabolites.  Standards have
to be high as the finding of a prohibited substance in an
athlete’s urine automatically invalidates the athlete’s result

in the competition and often leads to that athlete being
banned from competition for some time.  These accredited
laboratories would appear to have capabilities — and appro-
priate standards — that could be valuable in the analysis of
biomedical samples collected in investigations of alleged use
for which the OPCW accredited laboratories are not well
equipped.  When the international standards for sampling
and analysis in support of the World Code are available in
autumn 2002, there would be benefit in a comparative
analysis with the OPCW sampling and analysis standards.

Furthermore, the anti-doping conventions and codes are
also concerned about exports and imports of prohibited
substances and are seeking to an increasing extent to involve
customs authorities in preventing illicit transfers.  Finally,
the penalties and sanctions for the use of prohibited
substances and methods in sport are tiered with both national
and international provisions — further parallels to the CWC
with the penalties and sanctions  for breaches of the
Convention both nationally and internationally. 

Both doping in sport and the use of chemical or biological
weapons are morally repugnant and shameful.  Indeed, it is
interesting that if sport is viewed as a form of war and war
as a form of sport, then cheating in both has been widely
considered as unethical since ancient times. 

Graham S. Pearson is Visiting Professor of International
Security at the University of Bradford.  He can be reached
by facsimile at +44-1386-840167.

Progress in The Hague Quarterly Review no 39

Developments in the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons

The most significant event occurring during the period under
review, from early June 2002 through mid-September 2002,
was the recommendation and appointment of a new
Director-General of the Technical Secretariat of the OPCW.
With advice having been received toward the end of May
from the Latin American and Caribbean regional group
(GRULAC) that the region would not present a candidate for
the position of Director-General, the field for candidates had
been opened to all states parties at the close of the eighteenth
meeting of the Executive Council on 31 May.  The matter of
recommending a candidate therefore appeared again on the
agenda for the Council’s twenty-ninth session, held during
25–28 June.  In total, five nominations were received, but
only four of those met the 24 June deadline set by the
Council.  Accordingly, the candidates eligible for the
position of Director-General were from Ethiopia, Pakistan,
Slovakia and, contrary to previous expectations, Argentina.
In order to have more time to review the candidates, the
Council decided to convene a meeting on 16 July with the
sole agenda item of making a recommendation to the Special
Session of the Conference, which, it was decided, would
reconvene on 25 July.

However, either at or just prior to the nineteenth meeting
of the Council on 16 July, the three non-GRULAC
candidates were all withdrawn.  The statement of Ethiopia to

the Council  in withdrawing its candidate was representative
of the sentiments expressed by the three candidates’ states;
they had presented candidates due to the previous apparent
inability of GRULAC to field a candidate.  Stressing the need
for consensual decision-making within the Council and the
need to move on from what had been a divisive period in the
OPCW’s history, once a candidate from a GRULAC country
emerged, the other states withdrew their candidates.  The
Argentine candidate, Rogelio Pfirter, was accordingly
recommended by acclamation of the Executive Council to
the Conference of the States Parties for appointment as the
new Director-General.

Special Session of the Conference of the States
Parties (resumed)

The first special session of the Conference of the States
Parties, which first met during 21–24 April, resumed for one
day on 25 July.  Owing to the time it had taken to put forward
candidates, this was almost six weeks after the date on which
the Conference had originally planned to reconvene.
However, at the resumed session on 25 July, the Conference
appointed by acclamation the Argentine candidate, Rogelio
Pfirter, as the Director-General of the Technical Secretariat.
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Following the decision, Mr Pfirter addressed the
Conference.  Key themes of this address included the need
for: transparency and confidence; ensuring that the wills of
the states parties and Secretariat converge and move
decisively in the same direction; ensuring adequate and
proper use of financial resources; destruction of Chemical
Weapons Production Facilities (CWPFs) and chemical
weapons; universality; international cooperation; support of
national abilities to comply with the Chemical Weapons
Convention; and keeping pace with science.  The special
session, which had seen the participation of 113 states parties
at its various meetings, closed shortly after noon.

Prior to his appointment, Mr Pfirter, a lawyer and career
diplomat, was the Under-Secretary for Foreign Policy in the
Ministry of External Relations in Argentina.  He has been
appointed as Director-General for a term of four years,
beginning on 25 July 2002 and ending on 24 July 2006.
Salary and benefits have been fixed at a level equivalent to
those of other executive heads within the United Nations
system who are ungraded officials.

Mr Pfirter spent the early part of the week of 29 July at
the OPCW meeting with Directors and key staff members
and, as planned, then returned to Argentina.  He took up the
reins in earnest at the OPCW on 19 August, his schedule
including rounds of courtesy calls and working lunches with
key delegations and members of the Executive Council and
Conference.  In the first two weeks since his return to The
Hague, the Director-General met with representatives of 40
countries, some of which were not member states of the
OPCW.  The Director-General visited Washington, DC
during the week beginning 16 September and met with
officials from the Departments of State, Commerce and
Defense, as well as Congressional staffers and
representatives of NGOs and the media.  Plans for the
Director-General’s attendance at UN meetings in New York
in October and November and some bilateral visits are
currently being finalised.

Executive Council

The Executive Council met for its twenty-ninth formal
session during 25–28 June, its nineteenth meeting on 16 July
and its thirtieth formal session during 10–13 September.  The
twenty-ninth session of the Council was the first regular
session of the Council chaired by Ambassador Lionel
Fernando of Sri Lanka; the thirtieth session was the first
attended by the new Director-General of the Secretariat.

At its twenty-ninth session, the Council decided to
consider further during the intersessional period the draft
Report of the Organization in 2001, with a view to approving
it at the thirtieth session for submission to the seventh session
of the Conference of the States Parties in October.  This
deferral reflected the tone of much of the twenty-ninth
session, with some 25 decisions to either return to the item
in question at the Council’s next meeting or session or to
consider it further during the intersessional period.

As noted above, the nineteenth meeting of the Council on
16 July dealt solely with the issue of recommending a candi-
date for appointment as Director-General.  A further meet-
ing, planned to take place on the same day and address items
remaining from the twenty-ninth session of the Council (such

as chemical weapons destruction, combined plans, requests
for conversion and facility agreements) was cancelled.

Accordingly, the agenda for the thirtieth session of the
Council contained many items carried over from the
twenty-ninth session, leaving the Council facing a
substantial workload, as this was to have been the last session
of the Executive Council prior to the Conference of the States
Parties in October. However, given the continuing absence
of consensus at the thirtieth session of the Council on
important documents such as the draft OPCW Programme
and Budget for 2003, it was decided that a further Council
meeting would need to be held on 3 October, before the
seventh session of the Conference.

The Director-General’s statement to the thirtieth Council
session echoed his first address to the resumed special
session of the Conference of the States Parties by stressing
themes of openness and transparency.  He also called for
restoration of the authority of the Director-General to
classify posts.  His speech focused on the financial
imperatives facing the OPCW, describing the revised draft
budget as a ‘bare bones’ budget containing no buffer for the
OPCW and which operated on the assumption of changes to
the Financial Regulations.

In the intersessional period prior to the twenty-ninth
session, the Council held informal meetings or consultations
on: the progress in destruction of chemical weapons and
destruction or conversion of CWPFs; assistance and
protection against chemical weapons; the OPCW
programme and budget for 2003; amendments to Financial
Regulations; the implementation of the recommendations of
the External Auditor and Office of Internal Oversight (OIO);
and costs related to Articles IV and V.

During the second intersessional period, between the
twenty-ninth and thirtieth sessions of the Council, the
Council held informal meetings or consultations on: the
progress in destruction of chemical weapons and destruction
or conversion of CWPFs; the OPCW programme and budget
for 2003; the draft report of the OPCW; the report of the
external auditor; US presentation of electronic transmission;
aggregate national data (AND); archiving of Article VI
declarations; boundaries of production and captive use;
implementation of the OIO recommendations and report;
sampling procedures; costs of verification under Articles IV
and V; issues related to article XI; and the fostering of
international cooperation for peaceful purposes in the field
of chemical activities.

Status of Implementation of the Convention  At its
thirtieth session, the Council received and decided to con-
sider intersessionally the 2001 Verification Implementation
Report.  It also noted the Report on National Implementation
Measures, updating the results achieved, and efforts
undertaken by the Secretariat, since the report to the Council
at its twenty-fourth session in March 2001.  In particular, the
report incorporated details of the second legislation
questionnaire on penal enforcement, responses to which
were due at the end of August.  The Council urged all states
parties which have yet to fulfil their Article VII, paragraph
5 obligations to do so and requested the Secretariat to
continue contacting them, within existing resources, as a
matter of urgency.  Details of the national implementation
report can be found below in the section on legal issues.
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