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Executive Summary

Between the entry into force (EIF) of the Chemical Weapons Caoowdhereinafter
the “Convention”) and 31 December 2002, the OPCW Technical Secretariat
(hereinafter the “Secretariat”) conducted about 1,300 on-site inspecit facilities
declared by 51 States Parties to the Convention. This number inclokase
inspections of facilities in accordance with the provisions apglym scheduled
chemicals, as well as rotations at operating CW destructmiitiés, where OPCW
inspectors conduct systematic verification through on-site inspectienp@mmanent
basis (with each rotation counting as one inspection). This backgroped \was
prepared to assist States Parties in their consideration of agemd@(c)(ii) of the
Provisional Agenda of the First Review Conference. It summatimegxperience
gained by the Secretariat in the conduct of these on-site imspecand identifies
many important logistical matters which affect the conductingpections, thus
complementing the consolidated unclassified Verification ImplertientaReport,
1997 to 2002. The paper does aotlyse the conceptual aspects of the verification
regime. It has been prepared to facilitate the deliberatibtiee open-ended working
group for the preparation of the First Review Conference ofCiwevention. The
paper is in two parts: an executive summary and a detailed aomining a
description of the experience gathered and capabilities develogbd Bgcretariat in
the conduct of on-site inspections.

In essence, the paper concludes that the OPCW has establisbaplathiéty to plan
and conduct on-site inspections in the territory of the Statee®as$ required by the
Convention. This includes qualified and well-trained inspectors, approspddtion
equipment that meets the requirements of on-site inspection comigidggistical
and planning infrastructure and experience for the support of inspectssions, a
capability for sampling and analysis both on-site and off-siteyedlsas procedures
for the entire cycle, from inspection planning through reporting gfeictson results
and closure of inspection files.

OPCW inspectors have acquired considerable experience in conductamigty of
on-site inspections in procedurally sound, technically credible, anideffestive
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ways. Continuous reassessment is carried out in order to ident#ibleofurther
improvements. The skills and knowledge of the inspectors are kdptdgie, and
are enhanced in various ways through study, skills training, andise®r They
receive effective support from the headquarters staff throughowntire planning,
operations, and reporting cycle.

1.4  Approved inspection equipment has been purchased by the OPCW, and is being use
by inspection teams in accordance with the provisions of the Conveaibrihe
relevant decisions adopted by the Conference of the StatessP@mireinafter the
“Conference”). However, five years after EIF of the Conventienhriology has
advanced, and some equipment is no longer manufactured. There efprihea
growing need to replace certain items of approved inspection equiparehtio
modify some of the adopted technical specifications.

1.5 Sampling and analysis have thus far played a less prominern ithie conduct of
OPCW inspections than was originally anticipated. As a mafteoutine, during
chemical weapons (CW) destruction operations, the declared agenfirsned, as is
the completion of the destruction, usually by sampling and analydisrtaken by the
inspected State Party using its own analytical equipment, ameéssgéd by OPCW
inspectors. At one chemical weapons destruction facility (CVWDPICW-approved
equipment is routinely used by the inspectors. Furthermore, OPCW-agprove
analytical equipment was used during one inspection conducted undee Xiti
On other occasions, samples were taken and analysed by the insgatteBaBty
(ISP) using ISP equipment, at the request by, and in the peesgndOPCW
inspectors. This both reflects the particular aims of initigbéctions, and manifests
the cost implications of sampling and analysis.

1.6  The OPCW is able to collect samples during on-site inspectimhgjther to analyse
them on-site using OPCW approved equipment or equipment belonginge to th
inspected State Party, or to have them analysed off-site bgndési laboratories.
Procedures and quality control systems have been established. POW QGentral
Analytical Database (OCAD) has been created, and the datantdins has been
validated. The OCAD contains analytical information on more thar0ls6Beduled
chemicals, and has been made available to States Parties. m&@jer technical
problems remain: the “procedures for inclusion in the inspection maooeémming
the security, integrity and preservation of samples and for egsilmenprotection of
the confidentiality of samples transferred for off-site asialyhave not been agreed
despite intense negotiation, and the transportation of samples reditioslt,
despite the adoption by the regulatory bodies concerned of speciasigngvior
containers for this purpose. That notwithstanding, the Secretaarat when
necessary, move samples at short notice.

1.7 No challenge inspection or investigation of alleged use (IAU) hasrbgeested by
any State Party. The Secretariat has put internal proceidtwgsace, in order to be
able to react swiftly and effectively, should a request for suchnspection or
investigation be submitted. In relation to inspection team memb@oved
equipment, and logistical support, a state of readiness is maintatmeld would
enable the Secretariat to dispatch an inspection team at shod. nSeveral training
exercises have been conducted, in some cases with the supportesf F5dies.
These exercises ranged from simple call-outs, to full-stagpection trials.
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To shorten the time needed to dispatch such a team, the Secistaaatinuing to
assess some of the more difficult logistical aspectshaflenge inspections, and of
investigating alleged use (for example, how to rapidly deploy l@a@®ms with heavy
loads of equipment and transporting items classified as dangerous goods).

1.8  Support from States Parties receiving OPCW inspections essential aspect of
conducting on-site inspections. Their responsibilities include atyasfestanding
arrangements and national regulations, such as participating in sfignaten of
OPCW inspectors; issuing two-year multiple entry visasheir equivalent) to them;
establishing and giving notification of points of entry (POE); issustgndard
diplomatic clearance numbers (SDCNs) for unscheduled inspectmafgiputting
into place any procedures necessary at national level todeeithe use by OPCW
inspectors of approved equipment; and making any other arrangemerite on
national level so that OPCW inspection teams can be received and supported.

1.9 The level of implementation of these national arrangements ansumagavaries
considerably amongst the States Parties. Particular problaesbeen identified in
relation to the enactment of implementation legislation, the issafngvo-year
multiple entry visas to OPCW inspection team members, and the maintenancd of vali
SDCNs for unscheduled inspection aircraft. Although these problems Haava
negative effect on the conduct of OPCW inspections in only a feascé should be
borne in mind that, so far, only systematic and routine inspections ree@ b
conducted by the OPCW. Furthermore, the need to address thesendieficisill
increase, as more States Parties identify and declare inspectdhiesac

1.10 Based on the experience gathered by the Secretariat iootideict of on-site
inspections, the review conference may provide an opportunity:

(@) to review the status of national implementation of the relevant goma of
the Convention, and to urge States Parties to undertake all ngcessanal
measures required under the Convention; and

(b)  to discuss measures to optimise the effectiveness of the cond@fR @
inspections.

Annex

The conduct of inspections under the Chemical Weapons Convention and redaies!
Detailed description (as of 31 December 2002)
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THE CONDUCT OF INSPECTIONSUNDER THE
CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION AND RELATED ISSUES
DETAILED DESCRIPTION (AS OF 31 DECEMBER 2002)

I ntroduction

International verification of compliance with the provisions of teawention and
consultation and cooperation amongst the States Parties areypoiojectives of the
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPEW).key aspect of
this is the conduct by the Secretariat of on-site inspectiorscdardance with the
relevant provisions of the Conventidn.

The requirement for States Parties to receive such inspeigmescribed under
Article IV (paragraphs 3, 4, 5 and 16); Article V (paragraphs 3,56and 19); and
Article VI (paragraphs 2 to 6, and 9). The requirement to receivhadlenge

inspection for the sole purpose of clarifying and resolving any ignsstoncerning
possible non-compliance is stipulated in paragraph 8 of Article Ddditdnally, a

State Party may request an IAU of chemical weapons under gphagrof Article X

(Assistance and Protection against Chemical Weapons).

The general rules governing the various types of inspectionsthedéonvention are
set out in the Verification Annex, Part Il (General Rule¥efification), and Part 11l

(General Provisions for Verification Measures pursuant to AdgidV, V and VI,

paragraph 3).

The specific procedures for each distinct category of inepeate shown in table
1 below.

Table 1: Specific proceduresfor inspections

Category of I nspection Reference
Chemical weapon destruction Verification Annex, Part IV (A), Section D
Old and abandoned chemical weapons Verification Annex, Part IV (B)
Destruction of chemical weapon Verification Annex, Part V, Section C
production facilities
Schedule 1 chemicals and related Verification Annex, Part VI, Section E
facilities
Schedule 2 chemicals and related Verification Annex, Part VII, Section B
facilities
Schedule 3 chemicals and related Verification Annex, Part VIII, Section B
facilities
Other chemical production facilities Verification Annex, Part IX,t®ecB
Challenge inspections Verification Annex, Part X
Investigations in cases of alleged use pW¥erification Annex, Part X
chemical weapons

Paragraph 1 of Article VIII
Inter alia, paragraphs 5, 6, and 46 of Article VAtticles IV, V, VI and IX; the Verification Annex
and the Annex on Confidentiality
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Important criteria for the assessment of the Organisatdmlisy to conduct on-site
inspections in accordance with the provisions of the Convention include, inter alia:

(@) compliance with the relevant provisions of the Convention, and their

consistent implementation in all inspected States Parties;
(b) timeliness;
(c) effectiveness;
(d) technical and procedural credibility; and

(e) protection of confidentiality.

This background paper identifies issues that have an importanhgbear the
effectiveness and technical credibility of OPCW inspections.

The ability of the OPCW to conduct on-site inspections effegtresits on a number
of factors. These include, inter alia:

€)) gualified and trained inspection team personnel;

(b) adequate, approved inspection equipment, and the necessary technical support
structure to maintain, store, ship, use, certify, and calibrate the equipment;
(c) the necessary infrastructure for inspection planning, mission support and

reporting, including planning staff, a fully-equipped operations and planning

centre, and sampling and chemical analysis capabilities;
(d) adequate procedures for all stages of the inspection process;
(e) adequate budgetary provisions for the conduct of on-site inspections; and

() the national implementation measures required to support on-sitetinapec
as required by the Convention.

This background paper presents an overview of the developmémsénareas since
EIF of the Convention, and focuses on current capabilities and problems.

General overview

The purpose of routine inspections is to verify the accuracy ofntbanation

provided by inspected States Parties in declarations relatiagptticular facility,

and to confirm that activities at the declared facility areaccordance with the
provisions of the Convention. The active involvement of the inspected Baaty

(ISP) in the demonstration of its compliance with the various provisadnthe

Convention is an important feature of a successful inspection. Irapéstims (ITS)
are instructed to be open-minded and flexible with regard to the @sgbat the ISP
may have to implement in terms of the inspection mandate anddwsipns of the

Convention.
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The general approach taken during inspections is that of impactidini@ing, with
every effort being made to find cooperative solutions, should amessarise.
All inspections are carried out under the remit of an inspection abamssued to the
inspection team leader by the Director-General. Each itispemandate clearly
identifies the goals of the inspection as set out in the relesction of the
Convention, and also provides specific operational instructions relevdrd tmique
requirements of the facility to be inspected.

Inspections are carried out as professionally and expeditiously as gassitnising

the intrusion and inconvenience to the inspected facility. Paticalre is taken to
protect both militarily and commercially sensitive informatignstrict adherence to

the provisions of the Annex on the Protection of Confidential Information
(Confidentiality Annex) of the Convention; the Confidentiality Polafythe OPCW,
adopted by the Conference at its First Session (C-I/DEC.13, flatbthy 1997, and
Corr.1, dated 20 March 2000); and the Manual of Confidentiality Procedures,
promulgated by the Director-General, in accordance with parageapif the
Confidentiality Annex.

The Secretariat, as of 31 December 2002, had carried out inspéct@rstal of

51 States Parties; 18 States Parties have had CW-relaiktie$amspected, and

49 States Parties have had industrial facilities inspected. tdtaé number of
conducted inspections were 1,327 (including inspection team rotations at CW
destruction facilities). A more detailed overview of the vesitiion activities of the
Secretariat can be found in the consolidated unclassified \&tidiiclmplementation
Report, 1997 - 2002. The number of inspections actually conducted differed from
those approved in the decisions by the Conference in the programwarlofand
budget for the respective years under review. The main refsoinese differences
were planning uncertainties before EIF of the Convention; delay& submission of
declarations (particularly under Article VI1); delays in, and desnto, CW destruction
operations as compared to destruction plans and budgetary assumptions, and budget
shortfalls (evident since the year 2000). Since verification ofudd#&tn of chemical
weapons accounted for the largest allocation of resources (measunespector
days) within the Inspectorate, and since there were limitatiorte degree to which
inspectors could be redirected to other programmed inspection astiviiey
unavoidable delays in CW destruction activity inevitably had afsignt impact on

the overall relationship between actual versus programmed inspection activity

I nspection team personnel
Recruitment and initial training

Before EIF, as part of the concluding work of the Preparatorynt@ission for the
OPCW, Training Group A of future inspectors underwent five monthsaofinig at
24 locations in 14 member countries of the Preparatory Commissioa.ressilt, the
OPCW had, at the beginning of its operations, 111 suitably qualifi@dvall-trained
inspectors available for the initial inspection campaign. Tirededed 42 chemical
production technologists/industrial chemists; 29 CW-munitions speésijalis
17 analytical chemists; 14 chemical production logisticians;dar@medics; and four
medical specialists.
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Training Group B underwent very similar training from January &y Mf 1998.
By the end of 1998, 205 inspectors were on the staff of the Secretariat.

In addition to the inspectors trained in groups A and B, a number afiegual
headquarters staff, mostly from the Verification Division, ardgmesed as OPCW
inspectors and inspection assistants. In doing so, the Secretsiable to include
some of the Secretariat staff most experienced in conductiifgaton activities in
its pool of designated inspectors. This is particularly importantife conduct of
technical visits, and for other “non-routine” inspections.

As of 31 December 2002, the Secretariat’s inspection personhaleidcl73 full-
time inspectors. The OPCW has no inspection assistants, althosghatieeprovided
for by the Convention, for example for medical, security, and adtrative support,
and interpretation services. The functions prescribed by the Guomvefor
inspection assistants are either carried out as secondmyrasats by the inspectors,
or provided or arranged for by the inspected States Parties@ssagy amenities for
the IT. Table 2 gives a breakdown of the inspectors currently ostalffeof the
OPCW:’s Inspectorate Division.

Table2: Breakdown by category of the inspectorson the staff of the OPCW
as of 1 June 2002

Category Number of Staff

Members

Chemical production technologists/ 69

industrial Chemists

Chemical production logisticians 25

Chemical weapons munitions 50

Specialists

Analytical chemists 20

Paramedics/medical specialists 9

Total no. of inspectors 173

Designation of OPCW inspectors

The Convention established procedures for designating OPCW inspéattors
Section A of Part Il of the Verification Annex. In accordamnath these procedures,
the initial list of inspectors proposed for designation was submittedll tStates

Parties on 19 May 1997, and this is updated as required. There is no

compartmentalisation of staff in the Inspectorate Division, neitherelation to
industry versus CW-types of inspections, nor in relation to geogedptegions or
individual countries. Consequently, all inspectors are included in treubsnitted to
States Parties for their consideration and possible designation.
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Many States Parties have exercised their right notdepadndividual inspectors.
Although Member States need not say why they do not accept an intlivsiuector,
the reasons for non-acceptance appear to fall into categorieexthesion of
nationals who come from certain States Parties which would prodgdems to the
receiving State Party; the exclusion of a State Padws nationals (because they
could not be granted privileges and immunities in their own countojtiaénship);
and exclusions focused on individual inspectors. Two States Paities,informed
by the Secretariat that the reduced number of designated inspeotdds cause
operational problems, took appropriate corrective measures.

Skill maintenance and enhancement training

Inspectors undergo regular standardised training to maintain and enthance
technical skills relevant to conducting inspections. During perasdewer-than-
average inspection activity, the Inspectorate has increased thenaf training
given to inspectors. Resources for such training have been providaeel ©fPCW, or
through generous offers by some States Parties, or indeed fraate prompanies
within the host country.

All inspectors receive generic refresher training in the préparéor, and conduct of,
inspections. In addition, the Inspectorate continues to organisesksd seminars
of specific interest to the various professional specialitie®emeS CW-munitions
specialists, for example, have received training, which has ledadmtion
certification through the American Society of Non-Destructive hhesans.
This qualifies them safely to handle the OPCW'’s approved equipmeperfiarming
non-destructive evaluation. The only other internationally recognissding
provided to inspectors is in first aid.

Health and safety issues

Health and safety are major concerns in the conduct of on-site tiosigec
The Convention requires that inspectors observe the safety regulatiabksbed at
the inspection site, including those for the protection of controlledre@ments

within a facility and for personal safety (paragraph 43 of Rast the Verification

Annex). The OPCW'’s approach to health and safety, including thecsafrict of

inspections, is prescribed by the OPCW Health and Safety RoldtyYOPCW Health
and Safety Regulations, as approved at the First Conferentd®HKC-8, dated
14 May 1997).

Mandatory regular refresher training and skills maintenancevites are an
important part of the Secretariat’'s health and safety progeamnin addition, all
inspectors are subject to an annual medical examination ands ftestgg, to ensure
their ongoing ability to meet the often challenging demandsaif tvork. These
annual examinations are supplemented by a thorough review of tlthgahfdes and
of the health status of all the team members before they feaaa inspection. This
allows day-to-day changes in their physical condition to be considered whsioniec
about deploying or assigning inspectors are taken. Accurategntumedical
documentation is included in the health and safety package that zaues all
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teams. The OPCW'’s excellent safety record during its fivet years of inspection
activity is detailed in subparagraphs 12.6 - 12.10 below.

Summary on inspection personnel

To sum up, the OPCW has at its disposal well-trained and wdlfigdanspectors
with ample experience in the conduct of on-site inspections. The nuafber
inspectors is adequate for the current (2003) inspection tasks.bdckground paper
does not examine future trends in recruiting inspectors.

Proceduresfor the planning and conduct of on-site inspections

As stated in paragraph 42 of Part Il of the Verification Anteethe Convention,
detailed procedures for the conduct of inspections were to be adoptédeb
Conference, for inclusion in the Secretariat’'s Inspection Manuag Flrst Session of
the Conference adopted the following decisions in regard to thier(dists of

activities in different types of inspections that had been developdtebglifferent

expert groups of the Preparatory Commission were never formally adopted):

€)) guidelines on detailed procedures for verification, and for the conduct of
inspections at chemical weapons destruction facilities, in acooedwith
Part Il, paragraph 42, of the Verification Annex (C-I/DEC.6, dated
14 May 1997);

(b) procedures for the inspection of equipment, in accordance with the provisions
of Part Il, paragraph 29, of the Verification Annex (Paris Regni,
subparagraph 12(f) (C-I/DEC.7, dated 14 May 1997);

(c) procedures for implementing the safety requirements for aesvitf
inspectors and inspection assistants, in accordance with paragrapha48Iibf P
of the Verification Annex (C-I/DEC.8, dated 14 May 1997);

(d) verification activities at a temporary holding area within & @estruction
facility (C-I/DEC.19, dated 16 May 1997);

(e) sampling and analysis during investigations of alleged use (CZI/4DE dated
16 May 1997);

() the use of approved equipment during on-site inspections (C-I/DECfe@, da
16 May 1997);

(9) measures in relation to approved equipment following completion of
inspection activities (C-I/DEC.51, dated 16 May 1997); and

(h)  additional decisions taken by the Conference and the Council, whictpéotm
of the official record of the OPCW, and provide further guidance t@$Tgart
of the documentation that they take with them on inspections.

In 1997, the Secretariat issued a training manual which was drasleelse decisions,
and the results of the earlier work undertaken by the expert grotips Bfeparatory
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Commission. This training manual was based on the results oidHe of the
Commission’s expert groups. In particular, it contained the diffelistg of
inspection activities that had been developed by these expert groupshe year
2000, based on the practical experience gathered since EIF, theuSatcomdertook
an internal review of the training manual, and developed its inspeuanual on this
basis. The OPCW Inspection Manual was formally approved by thectDi-
General, and subsequently distributed in January 2001 within the Setretsra
Quality Control Document. Copies have been provided to those States Rdro
have so requested.

Complementing the procedures in the inspection manual, standard gperatin
procedures (SOPs) and work instructions (WIs) were developed dydbectorate

and Verification Divisions. These documents describe in detail whatbe done to
achieve the desired results, the steps to be taken, and the canb®lagplied during

the conduct of inspection-related activities. These SOPs anavévésdeveloped in
conformity with the OPCW Quality Management System (QM$he Inspectorate

and the Verification Divisions and others continue to develop SOPs andadVls
required, in order to ensure effectiveness, safety, unifornmt/canfidentiality in the
conduct of inspection-related activities.

I nspection equipment
List of approved equipment

A list of approved equipment — along with their operational regem&ntechnical
specifications and common acceptance criteria — was approved fastisession of

the Conference in May of 1997 (C-I/DEC.71 and Corr.1, both dated 23 May 1997).
This list provided the Secretariat with a basis for purchasiggipment for
inspections. There have been no additions to this list in the intervening five years.

The decision by the Conference on the list of approved equipmandedgbrovision

for States Parties to familiarise themselves with the approved equipimefdcilitate

this, the Secretariat has invited States Parties whicm@mested in doing so, to send
technical experts to the OPCW'’s Equipment Store in Rijsw@i average, three to
four States Parties per year take the opportunity to farséidhiemselves with items

of inspection equipment. Furthermore, the Secretariat has issuadoamaition
package on CD-ROM containing technical and supplier information on equipment
which it has actually purchased for conducting inspections.

There are still adequate stocks of approved inspection equipmerstrrio otit

scheduled inspection activities. As yet, no mission has ever Hasl gostponed or
cancelled due to the unavailability of equipment. That is not tahsaythe stock is
sufficient for all eventualities, and there is a growing needeptace ageing and
worn-out equipment. If a request for an IAU or a challenge ingpeuatere to occur
during heavy routine mission activities, the Secretariat could iiself having to
prioritise the allocation of equipment.

On the occasions when the Secretariat has been unable to pribesresteole items
of approved equipment or any of their individual components, it has soefaraltie
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to find acceptable alternatives. In such cases, the Seatdtas informed the States
Parties of the substitution and the reason for it. The States Parties drabadthirty
days to familiarise themselves with the equipment, either yiicg it themselves,

or by visiting the OPCW'’s Equipment Store, before the items ha&em used on
inspections. This method of substitution and subsequent revision of thec#&tchni
specifications of items has proven to be a practical solutiorotuggment problems.
There were, however, cases when States Parties did not takiee upffer of
familiarisation and, subsequently, excluded the equipment at the POE.

Issuesrelated to the use of approved inspection equipment

Maintenance and replacement of approved equipment

The general maintenance of all inspection equipment is conducted cordtinnous
accordance with the manufacturer’'s recommendations. Severa @kinspection
equipment are periodically returned to the manufacturers for mapddtecks and/or
calibration, if required. Initial, in-house maintenance of iteraturned after
inspections has resulted in the lowering of overall maintenance and replacestent

In recent years, inspection equipment procured in 1997 and 1998 has needed more

and more maintenance. Much of this equipment actually needs to beetg@a it is
either beyond repair, or uneconomic to maintain (because suppliers nodapgert
these items). Due to financial constraints, however, replacetrentnot been
possible.

Individual protective equipment

At this time, there are no unresolved areas of discussion bbete&ecretariat and
any State Party concerning the use by inspectors of their indivmhogective
equipment (IPE). In accordance with the OPCW'’s Health and SR&dtyy, and at
the request of ISPs, the Secretariat has often approved the I&s& afpplied IPE, if
this equipment meets the requirements of the OPCW, or for usesm afa
emergencies. While this might be an acceptable solution imircespecific
circumstances, the use of OPCW IPE is preferable wheneveiblppsas the
inspectors are more familiar with it, the equipment fits propentyl integrates with
working procedures.

Gas chromatograph/mass-spectrometers (GC/MS)

There are five analytical gas chromatograph/mass speatrsnikeat have been in
operation since 1996/1997, which will soon reach the end of their useful [ives
Secretariat has budgeted for the replacement of these fivenrents beginning in
2003, with completion scheduled for 2005. In anticipation of this, the OPCW
Laboratory has started to look at possible replacements.

Two suitable instruments from different vendors are currentlyrwendduation. The
new equipment would need to be integrated into the current qualityrsydtéhe
OPCW Laboratory, as both the existing and the replacementnresits will have to
be operated in parallel, until such time as the new equipmentdyg tede fielded,
and all the old instruments have been replaced.
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Neutron induced prompt photon spectrometer (NIPPS)

The NIPPS, which could not be used properly, was eventually rettondte
manufacturer. The Secretariat continues to monitor and evaluatblsugplacement
technologies that use neutron generators rather than neutron sourads,nacheed
cryogenic cooling.

Hydrogen concentration measurement equipment

This item of approved equipment, which is used for non-destructive @wajuat
contains a radioactive source at a strength which imposes spegpigdements for
transportation and storage. Moving it around has proved to be probleamatithe
Secretariat is exploring possible solutions to this problem.

Agent monitoring at CWDFs for health and safety

The Secretariat does not have the appropriate approved equipmentttoingoGiWV

agents on-site for health and safety purposes. It has tried tppsved items of
equipment (hand-held CW detectors) to meet this need, but without mocéss.
The Secretariat is in search of suitable instruments, and aieopneasures will
need to be taken by the OPCW to approve this type of equipment,tdmee been
located.

Changesto the approved list and new items of approved equipment

It was the view of the Secretariat that there existeekd for a formal procedure for
revising the list of approved equipment, as was explained in at&eatreNote
(EC-29/S/1, dated 7 May 2002). In pursuit of the above, the Conference approved
procedures for updating the list of approved equipment (C-7/DEC.20, dated
11 October 2002).

Furthermore, the Secretariat sees a need to revisen aspeects of the technical
specifications of the approved equipment, and the Secretariat begamahf
discussions with States Parties with a view to resolving tlsiseis The original
specifications were part of the Conference decision on thef legiproved equipment.

As a result of these consultations, the Secretariat proposed taddcadion for
procedures for revising the technical specifications for onks#jgection equipment
(EC-28/DEC/CRP.4, dated 15 February 2002), and issued a background information
paper (EC-29/S/2, dated 7 May 2002) giving the reasons why thestomevare
necessary, namely, changes in technology, or vendors discontinuingrib&achare

of items or equipment, the operating characteristics of whithvitin the existing
specifications. To this end, the Council approved procedures for rewiseng
technical specifications for approved equipment (EC-31/DEC.8, dated
12 December 2002).

Sampling and analysis
Paragraphs 52 through 58 of Part Il of the Verification Anngblesh the general

procedure for sampling and analysis during on-site inspections. pk@yjsions are
that, in the normal course of events, samples be taken by a representdug/Sef or
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the inspected facility; that, where possible, the analysis oplsanbe performed
on-site, either by the IT using its approved equipment or (at theese of the IT) in

its presence by the ISP; and that off-site analysis be pertbrby designated
laboratories certified by the Director-General and seleftted particular inspection.
To implement these provisions, the Secretariat and the StatessPad to build up
an appropriate analytical database, develop and test procedursanipling and

analysis, establish a quality system for the OPCW Laboraody/jntroduce a system
of proficiency testing for the designation of laboratories of Stateefart

OPCW Central Analytical Database

The OPCW Central Analytical Database (OCAD) is maiathiin two versions, a
hard-copy version and an electronic version. The hard-copy version ig@siby a
paper copy of analytical data: mass spectra (MS), nuclagnatic resonance spectra
(NMR), infrared spectra (IR), and gas chromatography retentiditas (GCRI).
In 2000, the OCAD was for the first time issued to States d3adn CD-ROM.
The electronic version of the OCAD at present contains only M& datl allows the
analytical data to be searched as a library for use, togetileran analytical
instrument, such as the Secretariat's GC/MS inspection equipmign. first full
electronic version was issued in 2001 on CD-ROM.

In line with the use of information technology for the presentafitbne OCAD, the
Validation Group is gradually moving from a paper copy validatibthe data to an
electronic validation, simplifying the validation process and reduttiegpossibility
of errors.

To make the OCAD easier to use for verification purposes, a dearpaf chemicals
declared with the data on chemicals available in the OCAD dede¢he aim being
to include data on chemicals declared, but which currently is notnpresehe

OCAD. This will assure that the inspection team has the tagit$ to confirm the
declared chemicals during on-site analysis.

The Secretariat will continue to release regular updates ©CAD, as long as new
data is submitted by States Parties. In particular, Staseties’ laboratories

participating in the official proficiency tests have shown a ketarest in the OCAD,

because of its importance for identifying scheduled compounds.

The Secretariat released a new version of the OCAD, wiashapproved by the
Council at the end of 2002. Its contents are shown in table 3 below.

Table3: Contentsof the OPCW Central Analytical Database

1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000| 2001 2002

MS 529 712 904 1169 1495 2138
IR 209 265 329 422 670 670
NMR 864 936 966 1058 1255| 1305

GC(RI) 87 155 175 805 2011 2598
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The Validation Group establishedes for naming the chemicals to be included in the
OCAD, and laboratories were requested to follow these rulescifisde in
S/196/2000, dated 15 June 2000) when submitting new analytical data. pbrsam

to note that these rules are under constant revision by the Validatoup at its
meetings, and summaries of its meetings report any changes.

Procedures and equipment for on-site analysis

The Secretariat’'s analytical standard operating proced&@ds] for on-site use were

made available to the States Parties which requested them9(®, dated

11 June 1999). The purpose of these documents was to establish OPCW procedures
for collecting, preparing, and analysing samples on-site. Sif289, some
procedures have been revised, and new procedures have been added. Tihey rema
available to States Parties, if they make a request to the Directorifad¢aten.

OPCW on-site analysis equipment and procedures have been in unspdntion
teams at a CWDF in India since the year 2000, and were usesssiutly during a
Schedule 2 industry mission in March 2001.

OPCW on-site analysis equipment and procedures were used fsilgadissng the

exercises conducted by the Secretariat, e.g. the IAUs in 1988 Gzech Republic,
in Poland in 2000, and for a challenge inspection exercise in Bna¥899. In each
case, the inspection team collected and analysed the samples apgirayed

equipment and procedures within the short time available.

Requesting the use of blinded software, which limits the use of dawba on-site
databases derived from the OCAD, may not always be in thenbesest of the ISP,
because the instrument will scan only a limited library of speitt search of a
reasonable match. The certainty level of the analysis masy decrease, or in rare
cases, false-positive results may be obtained. By compidméngpectra obtained to
commercial databases, which are available only if the GC/M&msyis operated in
open mode, the instrument can distinguish between specific compoundsgnetitex
degree of certainty. Another issue which has to be decided durintearegpotiations
between IT and ISP are the “security levels” of AMBI®hich limit the amount of
information that is revealed by the software. At the highestrity level of AMDIS
(level four), only the number of compounds matching a spectra in th&DGE
presented, and the identity of a particular compound is not revealed.

Procedures and capabilitiesfor off-site analysis

Designated laboratories, proficiency testing

Eleven official proficiency tests were conducted by the Seiatein the period
between EIF of the Convention and December 2002, to certify labosat@sggnated
to perform analysis of authentic samples, in accordance withctiteria for

AMDIS is the mass spectral data post-processintyvaoé of the GC/MS. It stands for “Automated
Mass Spectral Deconvolution and ldentification 8gst and was developed by the United States
Department of Commerce, National Institute of Stadd and Technology (NIST).
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designation approved by the Conference at its First SessiorDECI60 and

C-I/DEC.61, both dated 22 May 1997) and the Council on its Twentieth Session
(EC-XX/DEC.3, dated 28 June 2000). As a result, 13 laboratories have been

designated out of approximately 40 participants from Statese®antorld-wide.
Three designated laboratories were temporarily suspended aftesixthetest in
accordance with the Council's decision on the guidelines on thendésigs of
laboratories for the analysis of authentic samples (EC-XX/BECdated
28 June 2000). One of these performed successfully in the followingtéstseand,
therefore, regained its full status after the ninth test in 2001. &oldktional
designated laboratory was temporarily suspended after the tehih 2001. At the
end of 2002, from the 13 designated laboratories, three remained suspended.

Accreditation of the OPCW laboratory

In close cooperation with the Netherlands Organisation for Ap@igentific
Research (TNO), the OPCW Laboratory undertook a project to dagngcope of its
accreditation. The following three items were identified ancgedyrupon by the
Quality Steering Committee in 1999 for the first phase of théotatory’s
accreditation process under ILAC Guide 13 and ISO 17025:

€)) the organisation of proficiency testing for designated &boes and
laboratories seeking designation by the OPCW,

(b) the organisation of the OCAD, and the transfer of data frora dntsite
databases; and

(c) the testing of OPCW GC/MS inspection equipment.

The OPCW Laboratory applied for accreditation to the Dutch Adertgain Council
(RvA), and received an initial assessment visit in December 200 OPCW
Laboratory resolved the minor non-compliance issues remaining themnitial
assessment, and was granted accreditation on 28 March 2001. crbditation was
in accordance with ILAC G13:2000: “ILAC Guidelines for the Requinetaidor the
Competence of Providers of Proficiency Testing Schemes”, anditbeacdescribed
in ISO/IEC 17025:1999. The two accreditation numbers issued by RvRGi&
and L338.

The OPCW Laboratory receives regular internal and externatsaaflits quality
system. RVA conducts yearly external audits. The Officentdrimal Oversight
(Ol0), supported by internal technical experts, conducts three tarfieunal audits
annually.

The next phase of accreditation for the OPCW Laboratory, ageatirby the Quality
Steering Committee, relates to the handling of authentic sangple${site analysis,
covering the process of preparation and analysis of control samples.

Procedures for the transfer of samples off-site

Since EIF of the Convention, States Parties have been conducting ahform

consultations on a draft decision on procedures in relation to the geauegrity,
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and preservation of samples, and for ensuring the protection obnifidentiality of
samples transferred for off-site analysis.

10.18 The OPCW Laboratory drafted a set of SOPs relating to the hgratid transfer of
samples for off-site analysis, based on the results of thoseultiions.
The procedures have been tested internally, and could be applied byristeuSs, if
the need arises.

10.19 Problems with the timely transport of samples have arisénainexercises. In one
case, a sample remained at the POE of the host country for owesritBs — clearly,
an unacceptable delay in urgent cases. The Secretariatdreedaxuch effort since
then to address the problem of the timely transportation of sampllesexercise to
test the newly developed process was successfully completed damogry and
February 2003. The Secretariat accompanied the samples i toaasd from the
Organisation, as would be done for off-site analysis of originaficaion samples.
The entire cycle — all transport, preparation of control sampletheatOPCW
laboratory, analysis by, and receipt of, the results from twiymigted laboratories —

was completed, however, in more than the twenty day period that had been hoped for.

Preparation of control samples

10.20 The informal consultations mentioned above in subparagraphs 10.19 - 10.21

recommend that authentic samples for off-site analysis be perded by spiked
control samples and matrix blanks.

10.21 The consultations further recommend that such control samplgébeanthtrix blanks
be prepared and analysed by the OPCW Laboratory. In anticipatiadoption of
the above-mentioned draft decision, and in order to prepare fort@ffusalysis, the
OPCW Laboratory has continued its activities in relation to th@apa¢ion and
analysis of the control samples.

10.22 Following an assessment of resource requirements, designatedtdalksr were
invited in December 2000 to participate in stability studies of piaiespiking
chemicals for future control samples. Five designated labaatonlunteered to
assist the Secretariat. These studies, which are curbaitlyg conducted, will yield
a list of sufficiently stable spiking chemicals from which @BCW Laboratory may
select compounds to prepare control samples in cases where dhsilgsis is
necessary. Until these studies are completed, the OPCW lalgasamaintaining a
set of control samples for contingency purposes.

10.23 The OPCW Laboratory evaluated several suitable LC/MS (liquid

chromatography/mass-spectrometer) systems for use igsargplcontrol samples.
An appropriate system was procured and installed at the end of 2002.
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Standing arrangements

Overview

The Convention expects the States Parties to make cer@ngeanents and take
certain measures in support of OPCW inspections; these are cdntaiParts Il and
Il of the Verification Annex.

As of 31 December 2002, the Secretariat had received the fglonamdatory
notifications required to be submitted within 30 days after ElRfications of POEs
for inspection teams — from 98 States Parties, or 67%; and abtfis concerning
SDCNs for non-scheduled aircraft — from 79 States Parties, or B§%he same date
115, or 78%, of all States Parties had provided details conceimang National

Authorities, and 82, or 56%, of all States Parties had submitted iatiormon their

national implementing legislation.

These figures, for the period from EIF until 31 December 2002,\aae igi the chart
below:

Mandatory Notifications/Information
Submitted by States Parties

Implementing Legislation I 82

11.4

11.5

SDCN | 7o

Points of Entry | 98

NA Details 115

States Parties 147

0 30 60 90 120 150

Visasand United Nations L aissez Passer (UNL Ps)

Paragraph 10 of Part Il of the Verification Annex requires Stafe Party to issue,
no later than 30 days after acknowledging receipt of the lidesignated inspectors,
two-year multiple entry/exit visas and/or transit visas, and atmgr documents
required to enable each inspector (or inspection assistant) toardelg remain on,
its territory for the purpose of carrying out inspection activities. This gimvhas, in

many cases, proved difficult to implement, as the Secrethaisitreported to the
Council and to the States Parties on several occasions.

As of 31 March 2003, of the 151 States Parties, 100 have indicatdtethatere in a
position to comply fully with the requirement contained in Partdtagraph 10 of the
Verification Annex, namely, to provide the required documentation, validtftaast
two years, to allow inspection team members to enter or dressterritory in order
to carry out inspection activities. Of the 100 States Partesetned, 42 do not
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11.7

11.8

11.9

11.10
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require visas. Inspection teams can enter and leave thoseF&tetes using national
passports or identity cards in combination with their United Nati@issez Passer
(UNLPs). The remaining 58 States Parties have issued, eedhgp issue, two-year
multiple entry visas for designated inspectors. In some castas $arties, on their
own initiative, have provided every designated inspector with a twowsa in the
case of other States Parties, where the formalitiesdoinig visas take a long time to
complete, the Secretariat has asked them to provide such a visa.

The remaining States Parties fall into two categories: those thiasuoa visas for less
than two years or single entry visa (21), and those from which eébeet@riat has
received an incomplete or no reply to its requests for information (30).

The Secretariat has negotiated the terms for acquiringoaddlityNLPs — enough to
ensure that no mission would be placed in jeopardy simply forattiedf space to
affix a visa. As in preceding years, the budget for 2003 waliragontain a line item
for these additional UNLPs. With two current UNLPs in his/pessession, each
inspector could travel on inspection business to about 64 States.Pahti¢be few
States Parties where UNLPs are not recognised, visas hawve dfiexed to the
personal passports of the IT members.

To date, only one mission has had to be postponed because of dekyingvisas.
The instance was taken up and resolved prior to the Fifteenth Meétihg Council
in November 2001.

Standing diplomatic clearance numbersfor non-scheduled inspection air cr aft

The Convention permits the use of non-scheduled flights for Article IX insp®abr

in cases where the use of scheduled commercial aircraft wosildt ia delays.
States Parties are, in such cases, required to provide clefmamserflight by, and
landing of, such aircraft within the time limits established thg Convention.

To ensure this, each State Party is required to issue a SDCNoh-scheduled
aircraft transporting inspection teams and their equipment (paragraphs 22 toa?6 of P
Il of the Verification Annex).

The SDCN has caused problems for a significant number of JRatéies.
The Secretariat has on several occasions approached States Waht a view to
reminding them of their obligations in this respect, and has texpto the Council
and the States Parties on this situation.

Fifty-two States Parties have not responded positively toetiret&riat’s request for
notification of their SDCNs for non-scheduled aircraft. This numbheaudes States
Parties which do not have an international airport within theiritdeyr
Furthermore, five require advance notification of between two to 15; daes
prohibits the transport of dangerous goods, and the SDCNs from sexes Barties
have expired.
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Communications with National Authorities, including inspection notifications

Contact points in National Authorities

In Article VII (paragraph 4), the Convention sets out that eaté Barty, in order to
fulfil its obligations under the Convention, shall designate or estalai National
Authority to serve as the national focal point for effectiveistia with the
Organisation and other States Parties. Each year, thegBatre¢nds out a request
to each State Party for confirmation of its National Authasitgontact information
and, each year, the Secretariat is unable to establish phoneaantaxt with about
five States Parties. In such cases, the request for an update is seift tinequast.

Almost one quarter of the States Parties (32) have not desyghated a National
Authority. In these cases, the Secretariat channels all infiormand requests
through the Permanent Representative of that State Party @P@G®V/. It should be
noted that, for inspection notification purposes, this procedure may nogsalvea
adequate.

Inspection notifications

Notification of an impending inspection is sent by the Secretarithe ISP, in
accordance with the deadlines specified in the Convention. In tloeitymajf cases,
acknowledgements from National Authorities to the Secretariaitffications of
inspections are received within the period of one hour specified iCdheention.
Delays, when they occur, are generally from infrequentlpeoted States Parties,
which may be unprepared to issue such a rapid response .

On those occasions when no acknowledgement has been received ciagi@dtas
had to persist until a written or verbal acknowledgement has been nidde has
entailed sending out duplicate notifications, making telephone taltee nearest
embassy or consulate, and contacting the ISP’s Foreign Ministry.

In some cases, States Parties have specified periodshefiemould have difficulty

in receiving inspections. The causes have ranged from naturatet8sa® the
participation of National Authority representatives in a confeenthe Secretariat
has taken due account of the circumstances when planning missions, whil
maintaining the principle that, in accordance with the provisions o€treention,

the inspected State Party, which has been notified of the aofitile inspection
team, shall ensure its immediate entry into the inspected Baatg's territory. In

two exceptional cases, individual missions had to be postponed afterfieatioti

had been sent.

On a number of occasions, States Parties have informed théarGscibat the

facilities to be inspected were declared in error, or were no longer in Bisinesuch

cases, the IT size and/or the mandate may have been adapteditcutinstances, but
the ITs arrived as scheduled in the original notification.
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12.

12.1

12.2

12.3

Points of entry (POESs) and related procedures

Each State Party is required to designate one or more PQEs paissage of OPCW
ITs into their territory, in such a way that any inspection sitain the State Party’s
territory can be reached from at least one POE within 12 houragfpgh 16 of

Part Il of the Verification Annex).

Ninety-eight States Parties (67%) have designated atoleasPOE. On several
occasions, after receiving notification of an impending inspectiorS¢lcectariat has
been notified of the designation of an additional POE, one closé&etms$pection
site. When possible, the Secretariat has made travel arramgetneaccommodate
such requests, even though the requisite 30 days’ notice had not been provided.

On one occasion, the IT was flown to the capital of the Staied@arcerned, which
had not previously designated a POE. There remain 49 States Rénitte have still
not designated any POE..

At the POE, the representative of the ISP has the right to dhecknspection
equipment in the presence of the IT. Few problems have been encowiterethe
equipment was properly packed and accompanied by the appropriateetation.
Some States Parties consistently reject certain piecepmbved equipment; the
global positioning system (GPS) is the item most frequentlgctejl at POEs.
They did, however, consistently offer alternative means of verifheglocation of
the facility to be inspected, and it was thus possible to impletheninspection
mandates. One State Party has continued to refuse pieces of aguyonedent well
after the 30 days’ notification period offered for familianisat essentially because it
had not familiarised itself with the equipment. Also, ITs haveegrnced
circumstances where the ISP refused the use of approved equiprtientrespection
site (for reasons other than safety), even though they had not turbackiat the
POE.

Conduct of inspections
General

Since EIF of the Convention, the Secretariat has performedL @€ inspections.
Sixty-two percent of the inspections performed (involving 85% of inepatays

expended) were conducted in relation to chemical weapons or redatbies. The
remainder were conducted with respect to facilities declaredr uxrtiele VI of the

Convention.

The performance of the ITs during the conduct of inspections has begnised as
being technically proficient and highly professional, with the [fisty/ following the
inspection mandate and the provisions of the Convention. No incident ohlokac
confidentiality has ever occurred during an on-site inspection.

Transportation

The Convention provides a period of twelve hours for the IT to reachsgection
site from the POE. In some cases, agreements have beendrdmtihveen the
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Secretariat and States Parties which allow for, inter r@cavery time for the IT after
long flights, and which thus extend the time-limit beyond the 12 hours.
Notwithstanding this, instances where internal travel time aameficantly exceeds

12 hours continue to occur. This is particularly true in some of thjerl@ountries,
where all inspections are routed through a single designated POE.

Several items of approved inspection equipment (or components thareof)
classified under transport regulations as “dangerous goods”. Thet#Bet is
generally able to transport dangerous goods to and from POEs. icaigingroblems
are still encountered with the onward transport of such items fhePOE to the
inspection site. Due to internal transportation restrictiongdegpadangerous goods,
the Secretariat has often been unable to have its approved equileiered in time
to be used during inspections. The Secretariat is searchiafidoratives to items of
equipment which contain components that are classified as dangerous goods.

Communications

Paragraph 44 of Part Il of the Verification Annex stipulatesIfreshall have the
right to communicate with their headquarters throughout their stayState Party;
that they may use their own, duly certified, approved equipment; anththamay
request the ISP to provide them with access to other telecomniomscat
Furthermore, ITs have the right to use their own two-wayegysbf radio
communications between personnel patrolling the perimeter and otheerfibers.
By and large, the effective conduct of inspections has not been ichpgiggroblems
involving IT communications with headquarters.

Health and safety during on-site inspections

The OPCW has established an excellent safety record digifigst five years of
inspection activity. In October 2000, the Organisation's inspeatanpleted 50,000
inspection days free of serious injuries or accidents causingtitost since the
commencement of inspection activities. The Director-Generathasicterised this
as a significant accomplishment, and has paid tribute to the corantibf the States
Parties towards the safe conduct of inspections.

ITs have been able to fulfil their mandates, while observingetiilgrements of the
OPCW Health and Safety Policy, as well as the national requirementsted Sarties
and those specific to particular sites. This has been achigudligent adherence to
policies and procedures, and by close cooperation with State Rasiynpel. In
some cases, concerns over health and safety matters havefimdiagt alternative
means of verifying compliance.

There have been instances of potential exposure of inspectors tag€ms.
Once alerted to the accidental release of agent, the inspeotoes able to take
immediate action, which included masking up and evacuation. In nowerse
symptoms of any exposure noted.

No injuries or medical evacuations have been caused by cherpoalure. During
the few medical emergencies due to illness that have requirteif treatment at an
ISP hospital, ITs have all reported maximum assistance and ctopdram ISPs.
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All such incidents were satisfactorily dealt with, and reslitea full return to health
by the inspectors involved. In some instances, emergency fantiigrenarose during
the conduct of a mission (e.g. the serious illness of a chiWdjthout exception,
States Parties reacted with understanding and cooperation, §niragsistance in
arranging the urgent departure of the inspector. Safety cortiging transit of ITs
have been brought to the attention of several States Partiem, fkgaStates Parties
involved have been cooperative and willing to address and resolve such issues.

On-site risk assessment and management cannot occur withouteht eguipment
for detecting and monitoring the potential chemical hazards to whsglectors might
be exposed. It is important that both the OPCW and StatessPesti@blish and
maintain a capability to provide near real-time detection and ororgtof hazardous
chemicals in order to minimise the risks of exposure. Itde a@hportant that the
OPCW continue to keep abreast of and use new technology, antidotes, lisntb ski
maintain a healthy and safe working environment.

Sampling and analysis

Sampling and analysis have thus far had little or no role in the tafdioutine
inspections, other than those at CWDFs. In March of 2001, on-site iartalysrify

the absence of Schedule 1 compounds and their decomposition products was
undertaken during a subsequent Schedule 2 inspection. At present, OPCWdpprove
analytical equipment is routinely used at one CW destructiontfacidn no other
occasion had sufficient manpower and equipment been brought on an inspction t
allow for on-site analysis using OPCW approved analytical equipm&his was

partly a reflection of the requirements for initial inspectiomg] partly of technical,
logistical and cost constraints. On a number of occasions, ITsreguested that
sampling and on-site analysis be conducted by the ISP, and witnessbd HI.

This is standard procedure at most CW destruction facilitieshasdlso been used
during Article VI inspections.

Debriefing

In accordance with paragraph 60 of Part Il of the Verificatiomex, ITs present to
the representative of the ISP their preliminary findings itteniform, according to a
standardised format, together with a list of any samples androtiterial to be taken
away from the site.

Since early 1998, following consideration by the Council, copies ohspectors’
notebooks have been provided to the ISP when the inspection has beegtewiipl
the ISP so requested.

Final inspection reports

The Secretariat attempts to send the final inspection repi ¢o the ISPs within
the 10-day period laid down by the Convention. This deadline has notsabgan
met. Reasons for delay include the length of time between caompégtinspection
and return to headquarters, and preparing several FIRs simultaneshsly
sequential inspections have been performed. Translations into loff@RCW)
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languages other than English are completed later, as res@limes and are sent
separately to the ISP.

Only one FIR has ever been issued for a CWDF. The FIR foolimstdn Atoll
Chemical Agent Destruction System (USA) was issued witha €onvention’s
timeline. There have been no problems regarding the timelinegeoin reports at
CWDFs. Normally, they are given to the ISP within three détgs the end of the
reporting period.

Financial aspects of on-site inspection conduct

The principle of “possessor pays” is set out in paragraph 16 aieAni and
paragraph 19 of Article V of the Convention, and decisions on this matertaken

by the Conference (C-I/DEC.74*, dated 23 May 1997, and subparagraplof2(c)
decision C-II/DEC.17*, dated 5 December 1997; C-III/DEC.8, dated
17 November 1998; and C-IV/DEC.5, dated 29 June 1999). The costs of Article VI
inspections are met from the Organisation’s general operating tbuBgeagraph 26

of Part Il of the Verification Annex allows for the inspectetht® Party to be
reimbursed for amenities requested by the Secretariat and prdgideel inspection
team during the course of an inspection. The procedures for this besre
communicated to all States Parties with facilities subjéot inspection
(NV/ODDG/47320/01, dated 14 June 2001).

The mechanism for the payment of the cost of verification undeteartv and V
(i.e. during the same year in which such inspections have been conduste@vwha
been established, and measures are being taken to effectively implement it

General improvements in the cost-effectiveness of the inspeetjione have been
introduced since the initial inspections of 1997. Measures impleménteithe
Secretariat have included the conduct of sequential inspection®n(ept not
explicitly provided for in the Convention); the consecutive inspection aifities of
the same type in more than one State Party when this would cuttidamehtime and
costs; and the reduction of the size of teams and the duration oftiospeand other
cost-saving measures. The expenses incurred per inspection tedagnsiderably
lower than was originally anticipated when the Convention wasgeatihder way,
and lower than those incurred during inspections during the earlg p¢adPCW
activity.

The Secretariat has noted wide variation in the amounts invgicdtes Parties for
services provided during industrial inspections. The cost per trandiy runs from
140 to 1100 euros; and the cost for commuting between the inspectors’
accommodation and the inspection site from 200 to 825 euros per dayesmiese
costs have been extraordinarily high, the Secretariat hasadit@nsultations with
the State Party to find a way of reducing them or, in excepteases, attempted to
arrange its own services (e.g. the use of a taxi to transp@am between the
inspection site and the hotel). The Secretariat has requUeB/éADDG/47320/01 of
14 June 2001) that the National Authorities produce copies of the origumates
from the contracted parties who provide the services. However, dhesot always
received, leaving the Secretariat with no means of substantiating the.claim
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Challenge inspection
Overview

No challenge inspection has so far been undertaken by the OPCW .oclibeof
attention since the formation of the Organisation has been to dgvwelopdures and
working instructions, and to train staff in their use. Exercisege been undertaken
with the assistance of various States Parties in ordertt@aridsimprove procedures
and systems.

Designation of inspectorsfor challenge inspections

Paragraph 1 of Part X of the Verification Annex sets outaldiallenge inspection
shall be carried out only by inspectors and inspection assistawniallspdesignated

for this function. This paragraph further sets out that thesedtmpeand inspection
assistants should be selected from amongst the inspectors andiamspssistants
designated for routine inspections. The designation of these ingpsltarld follow

the procedures provided for in Part Il, Section A of the Verification Annex.

The list of designated inspectors is currently in the promfebging updated; the
original list was selected in 1999. Some specific shortagest because staff
members who had received specialised training (such as non-destesxluation
(NDE) qualified CWMS personnel) have left the OPCW. Thisidss receiving
particular attention at the moment.

I nspection equipment

The Secretariat maintains a single list of approved equotpimg may be used for all
inspections. Equipment is selected from the list in accordartbetive nature of the
duties to be carried out.

Based on the experience of routine inspections and the chatispgetion exercises,
a representative equipment selection for a challenge inspectidedasnade by the
Secretariat’'s Operations and Planning Branch, and the OPCW Eaquigtoge has
set this equipment aside. Equipment in the required quantity careppared in less
than 24 hours.

Mission support

Procedures have been established for the immediate actionsnebi@ken upon the
receipt of the request for a challenge inspection. The 6t&irato be taken upon the
receipt and acknowledgement of a challenge inspection requestassimbly of a
Mission Support GroupMSG). This is a body composed of the senior management
and other key staff necessary for the planning and coordination abfaléenge
inspection. It remains on duty throughout the entire planning and inspection phases of
the challenge inspection, and has the power to call upon additioiabstahd when
necessary.

The MSG serves as the liaison between the IT and rest oSdbeetariat.
All communications to and from the team go through the MSG, which provides
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guidance to the team in the field and, in turn, relays infoonationcerning its
progress to the Director-General.

13.8 The MSG would carry out the initial planning of the challenge atigpe After the
Director-General has selected the inspection team leader,attex would be
incorporated into the MSG before being sent into the field. Segnif challenges
may be encountered during the planning of inspections, including #aigelof the
IT members and inspection equipment, due to the provisions of paragraplar® Xf P
of the Verification Annex. This provision requires the requestitegjeSParty to
specify the actual location of the inspection site in due time,ssto allow the
Director-General to pass on that information to the ISP 12 hounstpribe arrival of
the team. Theoretically, a team could actually be en routbeatime that this
information is provided by the requesting State Party.

Movement of the challenge inspection team, including its equipment

13.9 Movement of the IT to the POE for a challenge inspection will, no dprégstent a
considerable challenge. Routine and systematic inspections éart\¢] V, and VI)
involve the pre-planned transport of small ITs with varying quantfiegjuipment to
the POE. Larger quantities of equipment are dispatched byeahfrprior to the
departure of the IT. In the case of a challenge inspection (anthl), the
requirement is to transport up to 50 inspectors and inspection assistdmibh short
notice to locations that may have limited transport facilities.

13.10 The whole IT would probably be unable to travel on regular conahairctransport,
due to the difficulty in obtaining sufficient seats at short notitrother and possibly
more serious problem is the transport of the IT equipment, which @irabbenge
inspection can be expected to run to several tonnes. It may alsincdahgerous
goods, such as radiation sources which, for legal reasons, may beiltdiffic
transport.

13.11 Alternatives that have been explored to date include the chgrtdrian aircraft
through a local broker, and transporting the team and its equipogethér. A
further possibility is to use aircraft leased from the UWhiiations. One suggestion
advanced to ease the above problems is to send a lightly equipped adeamte the
POE, to be followed by the main body of the IT, once the requirenmavis been
more accurately defined. However, the very specific timelingsosed in the
Convention may cause difficulties here. The Convention does not éypiddress
this situation.

Conduct of inspections

13.12 Part X of the Verification Annex describes in detail theicete process for
determining the inspection site perimeter during a challenge atispe As the
Secretariat's experience of challenge inspections is bimdesxercises, it is too soon
to assess the operational implications of such elaborate provisidres.text of the
Convention attempts to strike a balance amongst the requesttegPairty’s (RSP’S)
request, the facts observed at the site, and the practicafitsesuring the perimeter
while the negotiations are completed within a reasonable timadpeDue regard for
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the ISP’s rights and obligations as set out in Article IX of@o@vention and Part X
of the Verification Annex must be given.

13.13 Within 12 hours after its arrival at the inspection site, tlshélld begin securing the
site. This activity may precede the start of the inspeqtroper by a period of up to

60 hours.

13.14 Sampling and analysis could be important components of any chaihespgction,
and have been considered elsewhere in this report.

13.15

13.16

Experience from training exer cisesfor challenge inspection

In addition to general inspector training, which covers most okilleersquired for a
challenge inspection, specific training on the challenge regiaeincorporated into
module 1 of both group A’s and group B’s initial inspector training caeurse
A challenge inspection seminar was held for all inspectors in 199% ahdllenge
inspection refresher course was held in 2001. This training has continued in 2002.

Since 1998, several challenge inspection exercises have been held at various locations,
using different scenarios; they are summarised in table 4 below.

Table4: Challengeinspection exercises

Washington

L ocation Type of exercise Dates Observation

United Kingdom — Mock challenge February 10 inspectors

RAF Valley inspection 1998

United Kingdom at the Mock challenge June 1999 Three participants

Royal School of Artillery | inspection from the OPCW

— Larkhill (one inspector
and two
observers)

OPCW — The Hague Call out exercise Year 1999  Total of 154
inspectors and
staff members
involved

The Netherlands — Mock challenge September | 42 inspectors —

Wassenaar inspection 1999 military field
exercise

Brazil — Mock challenge October 10 inspectors

Séo Paulo inspection 1999 Industry plant

United Kingdom — Mock challenge June 2000 Three inspectors

Culdrose Royal Navy Air | inspection

Base

United Kingdom — Mock challenge June 2001 | Three inspectors

RAF Stafford inspection and one staff
member

United States — Table-top exercise| April 2001| Four inspectors
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L ocation Type of exercise Dates Observation
United States — Naval Naval Surface July 2001 10 inspectors
Weapons Centre in Warfare Centre
Maryland
OPCW Headquarters Call out exercise Year 2001 30 inspectors
United Kingdom — Mock challenge June 2002 3 inspectors
Marchwood Military inspection
Storage Depot
The Netherlands — Joint NL-UK mock | October 29 inspectors
Coevorden challenge 2002
inspection
Conclusion

13.17 While a request for a challenge inspection would place cons&lestabin on its

14.

14.1

14.2

14.3

14.4

resources, the Secretariat has developed the ability to respowrtiveffeto such
requests. Once at the inspection site, the Secretariat isi@anfhat it can fulfil the
mandated aims of any challenge inspection.

I nvestigation of alleged use of chemical weapons
Overview

An IAU of chemical weapons can be initiated under either AfficiE€onsultations,
Cooperation and Fact-Finding) or Article X (Assistance and Protecigainst
Chemical Weapons). 1AUs are governed by the provisions of ParmbfXhe
Verification Annex. Due to the broad range of possible scenaiasning for such
investigations is difficult. Implementation could involve a sigaifit use of
resources.

Receipt of arequest for an investigation of alleged use of chemical weapons

A request for an IAU under Article X would probably be accongohhy a request
for assistance and protection under paragraph 8 of Article X. Thedwas to be
followed immediately upon the receipt of a request for an 1A&Jomoadly similar to
those set up for a challenge inspection. In both cases, an MSG wopidepesnd
coordinate the IT from the Secretariat.

Designation of inspection team members

Inspectors are selected for an IAU inspection from theflisspectors designated for
a challenge inspection. In addition, in the case of a possible tdques IAU, the
Director-General is required to maintain a list of suitablyalfjed experts
(Verification Annex, Part XI, paragraph 7). This list currently contains 77 f.ame

I nspection equipment

As in the case of a challenge inspection, a representatio¢ éigtiipment has been
prepared by the Operations and Planning Branch for an IAU, and equipradredma
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14.5

14.6

14.7

14.8

14.9

set aside by the OPCW Equipment Store. The equipment prepanaisras for a
challenge inspection, is envisaged to be in the order of 24 hours.

I nspection team movements

Considerations similar to those which apply to the movements oarndstheir
approved equipment during a challenge inspection may also apply in thefcas
IAU. An additional factor that needs to be taken into account is thsibp®s
involvement of qualified experts not stationed in The Hague, who wouldtbgoem
up with the rest of the inspection team before the investigation began.

Sampling and analysis

Sampling and analysis would be important components of any IAU, andéawe
considered elsewhere in this report.

The Convention makes additional provision, in the case of an IAU, ftakimg and

analysing of biomedical samples. These are not the samwiasnenental samples,
so analysing them may involve enzyme activity assays or oefdeNA adducts or
CW metabolites. The Secretariat has neither the expertiseheoequipment to
perform such analyses. In response to a questionnaire, 14 States Pave
indicated both some ability to analyse biomedical samples, anllirgmess to assist
the OPCW in this regard. The issue of the analysis of biomesdiogbles is currently
under review by the Scientific Advisory Board.

I nvestigations of Alleged Use Training/Exercises

In addition to general inspector training and annual refrestieing, which cover
some of the skills required for an 1AU, specific training has lz@sanged to increase
the preparedness of the inspectors most likely to participate iAld Training for
this has taken the form of courses run both in-house and externally hastdoever
such areas as:

(@) interview techniques;
(b) decontamination;

(c) certification of a number of specialists in the operation ofdestructive
evaluation (NDE) equipment;

(d) live agent training exercises organised by State Parties;
(e) an explosive ordinance reconnaissance course developed in-house; and

() various seminars.

No formal training has been organised for the listed expedasedfby some States
Parties. Some initial thought has been given to a short courseothidtbe provided
to the listed experts, so that they would be able to conduct aneffddtively.
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Team integration is a potential area of concern. Resources have not besrieafail
this kind of training.

14.10 Two IAU exercises have been held; they are summarised in table 5 below:

Table5: Investigation of Alleged Use Exercises

L ocation Type of exercise | Dates Observation
Czech Republic Simulated = CWOctober 1999 23 Inspectors |+
attack on a State Three Experts
Party
Poland — Simulated  CW June 2000 22 Inspectors
Slubowo attack on a State
Party
Conclusion

14.11 While a request for an IAU would, like one for a CI, place conalaerstrain on the

resources of the Secretariat, the Secretariat has developebitity to respond
effectively to such requests.



