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Thank you Chair.

I would like at the outset to express appreciation for the work that the coordinators on
compliance and verification have carried out so far. Theirs is not an easy task. While we
believe that the ICA and S&T mechanisms are almost ready to be adopted, we still have
a long way to go on compliance and verification.

I would also like to acknowledge those delegations that have presented papers on this
issues, some of them extremely useful for our reflections, in particular the French and
German ones. | would like to make some general remarks on how we think we should
conduct our work on this crucial issue over the next months.

So, when thinking of the work ahead, a few key words come to mind. The first one is
realism. A sense of realism, a sense of what is feasible and what is not, should guide our
work. There will probably never be a fail-safe, completely fool-proof system. If this is the
goal we set for the BWC, we are deluding ourselves. What we should strive for is a system
that reduces, to the maximum extent possible, the risk of an actor — be it a State or a non-
state actor—to develop or use biological weapons. | think we can all agree that biological
weapons should be much easier to be produced than nuclear and chemical ones. A
biological weapon programme is much easier to hide than a nuclear and chemical
weapon programme. A biological weapon that could exterminate an entire city could be



developed in a small room. Besides, in most cases the difference between peaceful and
non peaceful use is only intent, something that in this case is very difficult to ascertain
and prove. Just to give you a concrete example, in the nuclear field uranium enrichment
to a level higher than what is needed for peaceful uses indicates a specific intent in and
by itself. Clear-cut situations such as this are much rarer in the biological field.

Biological weapons are also much easier not only to hide but also to weaponise and to
use. You do not need a ballistic missile to deliver a biological weapon, a small drone
spraying a highly lethal pathogen over a crowded city will do. Plants and animals could
also be targeted in ways that might be difficult to prevent. And we still do not know what
future threats we might face with the unregulated use of Al in the life sciences.

So we have to be realistic. We have to create the best possible system under these
circumstances to minimise the risks and the threats we are facing, to make it as difficult
as possible for any actor to develop and produce biological weapons. And the best way
to doitis to turn as many spotlights as possible on all the dark or grey areas, to push the
boundaries of transparency, to enhance cooperation and exchange of information and
accountability at the same time.

The second key word | would like to use is new. We have to have a new approach, we have
to approach this issue with an open mind and a fresh pair of eyes. In this WG we should
make a decision on this. It is a matter of method as much as of substance. We have to
come up with new ideas. It does not make any sense to try and turn the clock back to
2001. VEREX and the ad hoc working group did not work, that is a fact of life. The
negotiations on a verification protocol did not deliver results twenty-three years ago and
would not deliver results now and even less would they deliver results in the future. We
tried that, it did not work, let us move on. Going back to this old approach will bring us
nowhere. It would not be practical, would not be technically and legally feasible and
would not be politically acceptable for several countries, not just one. The world has
changed so much, scientific and technological advances have drastically changed the
environment in which we operate. Industry has changed. Twenty-three years ago only a
handful of countries possessed certain scientific know-how and capabilities. That know
how has spread or was developed in several other countries. Facilities are in the tens of
thousands all over the world. So, my appeal to all delegations is: let us nottry to resurrect
what failed and died in the past. It would be a waste of precious efforts and time. Let us
instead concentrate on creating something new and fit for our times.

Chair,

The third key word | would like to use is effective. What we want is a system that is
effective more than anything else. We should judge a system by its effectiveness, not by
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the degree of its intrusiveness or by its legally or not legally binding nature. Our goal is
compliance. Our goal is not verification. Verification is a means to an end, a means to
compliance. Verification is only one means towards compliance. If theoretically
compliance could be ensured without verification, we should be satisfied. So
compliance is our priority rather than verification. When we think of compliance let me
point out that we do not have in mind the entire Convention —we are not concerned with
the full implementation of the Convention, of all its articles. We are concerned with its
core obligations, namely those in articles | to IV. Compliance, in this context, means that
every State party will never develop, produce, stock or transfer biological weapons.

Our fourth key word is composite. A year ago, when we first discussed compliance and
verification, we came up with this term. You could also call this a toolbox for compliance
and verification. We envisage a composite compliance and verification regime consisting
of a mix of voluntary and legally binding measures, long a continuum. This continuum can
go from fully voluntary measures, including voluntary visits to facilities, especially BSL-4
laboratories, or voluntary transparency exercises, to mandatory CBMS and a mandatory
peer-review mechanism; from surveillance networks and assistance to States parties to
- further along this continuum - inspections and investigations. Other measures of this
type could be adopted. We hardly speak anymore of the Tianjin Biosecurity Guidelines
for Codes of Conduct for scientists that we discussed at length at the IX Review
Conference. These could provide an important step towards the establishment of
scientific networks mutually informing one another and operating with the same
standards and adhering to the same ethical and professional principles and to a
transparent conduct of their work. All these measures together would foster a culture of
transparency and trust that would be immensely beneficial, and they would help
implement the more intrusive, further measures along the compliance and verification
continuum.

Chair,

I will speak more in depth about your roadmap for the adoption of the two mechanisms
when we discuss ICA and S&T. For the moment, let me just say that we support your
efforts, as the country that first drew attention to the possibility of a Special Conference
in 2025 to adopt the two mechanisms. Last August only three delegations mentioned this
idea in their statement. In only a few months this has become a widely shared goal and
we are very pleased with this development. There is one aspect in particular in your
proposal that we consider useful in order to bridge the gap between different elements of
our mandate. It is the freezing clause in the mandate of the two mechanisms, limiting its
scope to discussing and making recommendations on compliance and verification.



A year ago, we pointed out the relevance of the mechanisms in order to make progress
on compliance and verification. Let me repeat that argument now. If we have an ICA
mechanism we could ask it to help us achieve compliance of the BWC by enhancing
States parties’ capabilities, for instance by assisting them in ensuring the safety and
security of their biological facilities, in making sure that their laboratories do not fall into
the hands of terrorists and rival armed groups, that those laboratories are indeed used to
produce vaccines for that State’s population. If we have an S&T mechanism we can task
itto look at the technical and scientific challenges of verification. An S&T mechanism can
help us understand what is technically feasible and what is not, which biotechnologies
can be verified and how, what a given procedure would consist of, how inspections and
investigations could be carried out from a strictly technical point of view, what economic
costs this would imply, what level of intrusiveness such a system would or could have.

We need scientists to make progress on compliance and verification. It is not for this
Group to talk about terminology, list of pathogens, threshold quantities, equipment,
modalities of inspections and investigations and so on and so forth. We need sound
scientific advice to look into all those technical issues and develop any consistent
verification regime. And this is why we believe we should have an S&T mechanism in
place as soon as possible as it would guide us through this process. Without one such
mechanisms and its science-based advice — and, let me add, without the dialogue with
industry that this mechanism could have — no sound and effective political decision can
be made on verification.

I thank you chair.



