A Standing United Nations Verification Body:
Necessary and Feasible

TREVOR FINDLAY

WMDC



This paper has been commissioned by the Weapons of Mass Destruction
Commission. lts purpose is to function as food-for-thought for the work of
the Commission. The Commission is not responsible for views expressed
in this paper.

Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission (WMDC)

The WMDC is an independent international commission initiated by the
Swedish Government on a proposal from the United Nations. Its task is
to present proposals aimed at the greatest possible reduction of the
dangers of weapons of mass destruction, including both short-term and
long-term approaches and both non-proliferation and disarmament
aspects. The Commission will issue its report in early 2006.

The commissioners serve in their personal capacity. The Commission is
supported by a Secretariat based in Stockholm, Sweden.

Members of the Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission
Hans Blix, Chairman (Sweden)

Dewi Fortuna Anwar (Indonesia)

Alexei G Arbatov (Russian Federation)
Marcos de Azambuja (Brazil)

Alyson Bailes (United Kingdom)

Jayantha Dhanapala (Sri Lanka)

Gareth Evans (Australia)

Patricia Lewis (Ireland)

Masashi Nishihara (Japan)

William J. Perry (United States of America)
Vasantha Raghavan (India)

Cheikh Sylla (Senegal)

Prince El Hassan bin Talal (Jordan)

Pan, Zhengiang (China)

Secretary-General of the Commission
Henrik Salander (Sweden)

Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission
Postal address: SE-103 33 Stockholm, Sweden
Visitors’ address: Regeringsgatan 30-32
E-mail: secretariat@wmdcommission.org
Website: www.wmdcommission.org



A Standing United Nations Verification Body:
Necessary and Feasible

Trevor Findlay
Canadian Centre for Treaty Compliance

December 2005



Foreword

This study, carried out in cooperation with the Verification Research, Training and
Information Centre (VERTIC) in London, examines the options for establishing a
standing United Nations (UN) monitoring, verification and inspection body to deal with
so-called weapons of mass destruction (WMD). It has been prepared as a contribution
to the debate on the future of the United Nations Monitoring, Verification and
Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC). The Commission on Weapons of Mass
Destruction, based in Stockholm, Sweden, requested the study. It and the government
of New Zealand generously provided funding.

I am grateful for the invaluable contribution of Rita Grossman-Vermaas, who did much
of the background research for the study. I am indebted as well to Foreign Affairs
Canada, former inspectors and other personnel of the United Nations Special
Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM), former and current UNMOVIC inspectors and
personnel, and government and other experts for sharing their views and experiences.
This final edition of the report has benefited greatly from the many suggestions offered
on an interim version presented at a workshop at the UN Secretariat in New York on 10
May 2005.

The opinions expressed in this report are, however, those of the author and do not
necessarily represent the views of the Commission on Weapons of Mass Destruction,
the governments of Canada and New Zealand, or any of those who provided advice and
assistance.

Trevor Findlay
Associate Professor, NPSIA
Director, Canadian Centre for Treaty Compliance

November 2005



Contents

Foreword
Contents
Acronyms
Introduction

Part A: Rationale, roles and approaches

Rationale for a new standing body
Increasing international concern about WMD non-compliance
No international body with a holistic approach to WMD
Gaps in existing WMD regimes
Lack of universality and ease of withdrawal
Verification and monitoring lacunae
Dealing with the hard cases
The non-state actor challenge
Avoiding wasting the UNMOVIC legacy
A deterrent effect?

Mandate, role and nature of a standing UN verification body
Authorization, governance and establishment

Size and capabilities: the core + virtuality + surge model
Adopting, adapting and developing the UNMOVIC inheritance
Costs and funding

Conclusion

Part B: The UNMOVIC inheritance

Trained and experienced personnel
Roster of inspectors
Training
Information systems
Operating procedures and formats
Detection/inspection and other equipment
Satellite imagery analysis
Multidisciplinary inspections
Laboratories and sampling
Experience in export/import monitoring
Air transport and aerial surveillance
Communications

Annexes



Annex 1: Specialized inspection equipment provided to UNMOVIC inspectors (1 December
2002-15 March 2003)

Annex 2: Advanced inspection technologies used by UNMOVIC

Annex 3: Composition of roster of trained inspectors as of May 2003

Annex 4: UNMOVIC training

Annex 5: UNMOVIC’s network of laboratories



Acronyms

BOMVIC
BW
BWC
CBW
CIA
CTBT
CTBTO
Cw
CWC
DPKO
IAEA
ICJ
INMARSAT
INVO
ISG

IT

NBC
NPT
NTM
OMV
OPCW
OSI
R-OMV
UAV

UK

UN
UNDDA
UNDP
UNGA
UNIDIR
UNMOVIC
UNSC
UNSCOM
uUsS

VHF
WHO
WMD

Baghdad Ongoing Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Centre
Biological weapons

Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention

Chemical and biological weapons

Central Intelligence Agency (US)

Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty Organization
Chemical weapons

Chemical Weapons Convention

Department of Peacekeeping Operations

International Atomic Energy Agency

International Court of Justice

International maritime satellite (company)

Iraq Nuclear Verification Office

Iraq Survey Group

Information technology

Nuclear/biological/chemical

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

National technical means

Ongoing Monitoring and Verification

Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
On-site inspection

Reinforced Ongoing Monitoring and Verification
Unmanned aerial vehicle

United Kingdom

United Nations

United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs
United Nations Development Programme

United Nations General Assembly

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
United Nations Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission
United Nations Security Council

United Nations Special Commission (on Iraq)

United States

Very high frequency

World Health Organization

Weapon of mass destruction



Introduction

This study examines the options for establishing a standing United Nations (UN)
monitoring, verification and inspection body to deal with weapons of mass destruction
(WMD)." It draws considerably on the experience of the United Nations Monitoring,
Verification and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC), which was mandated to handle
the single case of Iraq, but which could in theory devolve at least some of its extant
capacities and capabilities to a new, standing organization.

In considering the idea of a permanent, UN verification body to tackle WMD, it is
important to establish whether there is a real need for such an entity and to identify the
precise role it might play. While UNMOVIC did a creditable job in difficult
circumstances in Iraq, and since the withdrawal of its inspectors in March 2003 has
been doing invaluable work in documenting and analyzing the Iraq case, it would be
wrong to seek UNMOVIC’s prolongation in order, in some sense, to reward it. It would
be equally misguided to indulge in ‘knee-jerk’ multilateralism, supporting
UNMOVIC’s continuation simply because it is a fine example of what the international
community can do, through the UN, when it is determined to act collectively against a
common threat. Nor would it be responsible to advocate maintaining an expensive
organization on the off chance that one day it might face a rerun of Iraq.

If anything should be learned from the most recent proliferation crises, notably those of
Iran, Iraq, Libya and North Korea, it is that each is in at least some respects unique and
thus requires its own combination of approaches. Like military forces that must avoid
the temptation to prepare to fight the last war, so WMD strategy should avoid drawing
inspiration solely from the most recent case.

In contemplating whether there should be a standing UN WMD verification body this
study will therefore seek answers to the following questions:

e [sthere a need for such an organization?

e What might its role be?

e Ifthere is a need, what would be the most effective and cost efficient way of
proceeding?

e To what extent could a new organization draw on the existing capacities of
the UN system, including those of UNMOVIC?

e What model might be best adopted in setting up such a body?

Part A of the study examines the rationale and possible framework for a standing UN
WMD body, while Part B details the legacy of UNMOVIC and how its extant
experience and capacities might be drawn on and adapted in creating a new body.



PART A: RATIONALE, ROLES AND APPROACHES

Rationale for a new standing body
There are several reasons why a standing body is needed within the UN system to deal
with WMD issues.

Increasing international concern about WMD compliance

The UN, particularly the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), has repeatedly
declared WMD proliferation to be a threat to international peace and security. A
statement by the President of the UNSC on behalf of its members as early as January
1992 declared that, ‘The proliferation of all weapons of mass destruction constitutes a
threat to international peace and security’.> Another presidential statement in February
1995 reaffirmed this, pronouncing that ‘appropriate measures will be taken in this
respect in particular where international treaties provide for recourse to the Council
when their provisions are violated’.?

The UN has also increasingly expressed concern that non-state actors may acquire and
use WMD, a threat that the existing WMD regimes have traditionally been poorly
equipped to address. Furthermore, the Security Council has established the principle
that all states have obligations to prevent proliferation and use of WMD, regardless of
whether they are parties to particular treaties or not. In April 2004 the UNSC adopted
resolution 1540, obliging UN member states to take effective steps to stop non-state
actors obtaining WMD and requiring states to report annually to a monitoring
committee on their compliance with the resolution.* Resolution 1540 is binding on all
UN members, whether they are signatories, parties or non-parties to the major treaties
focused on WMD: the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT); the 1972
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC); and the 1993 Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC).

For its part, the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA), in April 2005, adopted by
consensus an International Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear
Terrorism,” which bans the use or threat of use of a nuclear weapon or radiological
device by terrorists and obliges states to cooperate in prosecuting individuals accused
of such crimes. The treaty, which was opened for signature in September 2005, enjoins
states parties to cooperate with the UN Secretary-General, the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) and other relevant international organizations in its
implementation.

This legislative activity by the UN, combined with long-standing international legal
prohibitions relating to chemical and biological weapons (CBW), dating as far back as
the end of the nineteenth century, arguably makes WMD treaties tantamount to, if not
in reality, customary international law, enforceable by the UNSC.® If this is the case,



the Security Council would be well advised to have all of the tools necessary for the job
at its disposal, including standing inspection and verification capabilities.

No international body with a holistic approach to WMD

Despite the importance that the UN attaches to the WMD issue, there is no technical
body in the UN system mandated to concern itself with all types of WMD and their
delivery systems.” No standing UN body currently has an overview of all WMD issues,
keeps a watch on their interrelationships or is able to provide integrated technical and
other advice and assistance. Nor does any permanent UN body have the capacity to
assist the UNSC comprehensively in discerning a WMD violation in which more than
one type is involved, in verifying compliance with UNSC demands that all WMD-
related activity by a particular state cease, or in coordinating a multidisciplinary
verification operation.

One reason why an integrated approach is necessary is that historically a country
determined to acquire one type of WMD has almost invariably sought other types as
well.® Iraq, Libya and South Africa are all recent cases in point. While WMD programs
may be completely separated into nuclear/biological/chemical (NBC) streams, or
alternatively, integrated to varying degrees, any investigative body seeking to
understand such programs needs to have the ability to determine the degree of
integration in any particular instance. From an in-country verification perspective,
inspections in Iraq have demonstrated the enormous synergistic value of having a
multidisciplinary verification approach and capacity rather than several separate,
discipline-specific modes of operation.

Governments and regional organizations have increasingly established mechanisms to
ensure such an integrated approach to WMD.” The UN itself is edging towards this,
most notably the Security Council in adopting resolution 1540 covering all types of
WMD.

Gaps in existing multilateral WMD regimes

International verification mechanisms clearly already exist in regard to nuclear
weapons, in the form of the IAEA and the nascent Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty Organization (CTBTO), and in relation to chemical weapons (CW), in the form
of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). One imperative
in considering filling the gaps in UN capabilities is therefore to avoid doing anything
that might be perceived as challenging the authority of the existing organizations under
their respective mandates. Each is, by and large, functioning well and contributing
incalculably to making the world safer from nuclear and chemical weapons
respectively. Yet each of them has the following lacunae in their mandates, as well as
operational limitations.

Lack of universality of the relevant treaties
Not every eligible country is a party to, or even a signatory of, the treaties that the
existing multilateral organizations verify compliance with:



e the NPT and nuclear weapon-free zone accords in the case of the IAEA;

e the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in the case of the
CTBTO; and

e the CWC in the case of the OPCW.

The CTBT has, of course, not entered into force, although its verification system is in
large measure in place and a significant number of states have both signed and ratified
the accord.

Ease of withdrawal from treaty regimes

Non-compliant parties or those contemplating non-compliance may, under current
practice, legally withdraw from treaty membership on several months’ notice, as North
Korea has done vis-a-vis the NPT and Iran is now hinting it might do. This,
paradoxically, puts them out of reach of the relevant verification organization at the
very time it is most needed. Moves are being made in the case of the NPT to impose
penalties on states that withdraw from the treaty. This would involve denying them the
benefits of their previous treaty membership, such as insisting that nuclear materials
and technology supplied under safeguards be returned to the provider. If such states
also withdraw from the IAEA membership, it is difficult to see how the agency could
impose its will on them. With a standing verification body at its disposal the UNSC
would be able to deal more readily with states that fall outside or pull out of existing
treaty regimes.

Verification and monitoring lacunae

Competent though the existing multilateral verification bodies are in what they do,
there are gaps in their verification and monitoring coverage, mostly because of the way
that their associated treaties have been drafted. Unlike the two verification bodies set up
to deal with Iraq, the United Nations Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) and
UNMOVIC, which were mandated and equipped to take a holistic view of WMD
capabilities and follow leads wherever they led, the standing verification agencies are
not in a position officially to assess WMD indicators that fall beyond their mandates.

The IAEA The IAEA is not charged with verifying compliance with all aspects of the
NPT. Its assigned preoccupation is with monitoring and verifying fissionable
material—its diversion from declared peaceful uses or its illicit production—as well as
the facilities associated with fissionable material production and use. Since the terrorist
attacks on the US on 11 September 2001, the agency has begun devoting itself more
attentively to nuclear safety and security. However, it does not concern itself with
research on, and the development and testing of, an actual nuclear warhead, or with the
production of the non-nuclear components of such devices, even though this would
constitute a violation of the NPT. The IAEA thus conducts no inspections of research
facilities that might be engaged in investigating or testing the non-nuclear components
of a nuclear device. Nor does it pay attention to the means of delivery of nuclear
weapons, even though it might be obvious that a state was developing ballistic missiles
solely for the delivery of such armaments.



The most effective solution would be to give the IAEA the authority to concern itself
with these matters, at least in the case of the non-nuclear components of nuclear
weapons. Yet there is likely to be resistance among its member states to expanding the
reach of verification in this way. Even if they are amenable, it will take time to effect
any changes. This leaves the UNSC and its own monitoring and verification resources
as the most plausible alternative, if only as an interim solution.

As discussed further below, the case of nuclear delivery systems, such as ballistic
missiles, is especially problematic, since they may be used not only for nuclear
weapons but also for chemical and biological ones. Even if the IAEA does eventually
concern itself with such matters, it would appear preferable for a UN entity to have an
overview of the WMD delivery system problem.

The CTBTO The CTBT bans nuclear tests in all environments and has an impressive
verification and compliance system to match. But it does not ban preparations to
conduct a test, including digging a test shaft or carrying out non-nuclear explosive tests
(such as so-called sub-criticals or conventional triggers for fission devices).
Consequently, these are none of the CTBTO’s official verification business. In the past,
such preparations have been ‘dealt with’ (to the extent that they have been) informally
and unilaterally by concerned UNSC members, most notably the United States in the
cases of Brazil, India, Pakistan and South Africa.

It seems injudicious, however, to leave such major telltale steps towards acquiring a
nuclear capability beyond the purview of standing multilateral verification and
compliance measures. Again, the ideal solution would be to expand the mandate and
capacities of the CTBTO. Yet resistance by states to, in effect, amending a treaty,
especially one like the CTBT that has not even entered into force, is likely to be
staunch.

Nuclear weapon-free zone organizations The verification and compliance
arrangements for nuclear weapon-free zones, which now cover most of the globe, are
minimalist. Dependent entirely on the IAEA for verification of nuclear materials, their
own response mechanisms mostly consist of the convening of some sort of committee if
a non-compliance issue arises. Such a committee would inevitably be bereft of actual
verification experience and would have to rely on external assistance. If the case is
serious and pressing, it is most likely that the UNSC will be approached. Currently the
Security Council lacks the means to respond immediately, other than seeking the help
of the IAEA and/or CTBTO and then only if the matter falls within their competencies.
As illustrated already, this may not be the case, especially if the compliance question
relates to the suspected presence of actual nuclear devices in, or their transit through,
the zone in question.

Missiles Although there is no multilateral treaty banning or restricting delivery systems
that may be used for WMD—notably ballistic or cruise missiles or unmanned aerial
vehicles (UAVs)—there is growing recognition that such capabilities, when combined
with the possible or actual development of WMD, can pose a significant threat to
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international peace and security. North Korea’s potential ability to marry nuclear
weapons with a rudimentary but still impressive ballistic missile capacity demonstrates
the point. Recognition of this reality is demonstrated by the emergence of the 1987
Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), the 2002 International (Hague) Code of
Conduct and the 2003 Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI).

The OPCW could, it is true, investigate alleged production of missiles for CW use
under its challenge inspection procedure, but there would have to be strong a priori
evidence of a CW link before its Executive Council would authorize such an
undertaking. Even if an investigation were allowed to proceed, the organization would
have to obtain outside expertise on missiles to assist it. As previously indicated, the
IAEA would be hard-pressed to obtain consent from its Board of Governors to conduct
a special inspection related to nuclear-capable ballistic missiles. In addition, there is no
organization mandated to concern itself with verifying biological weapons (BW)-
related delivery systems, no matter how grave the threat or convincing the allegation.

Thus, currently there is no international body, except UNMOVIC, with in-house
expertise capable of conducting monitoring and verification in respect of WMD
delivery systems, either generally or of a particular type. If the UNSC decides that a
case is a threat to international peace and security, it has nowhere to go.

Biological weapons The greatest gap in WMD verification is the lack of a treaty-
mandated verification system for BW. Negotiations on a protocol to the BWC that
would have produced such a regime collapsed in 2001-02 and at present appear to have
no chance of resumption. '’

There is, at least theoretically, a fact-finding mechanism that may be used by either the
UNGA, the UNSC or the UN Secretary-General to investigate alleged use of biological
(and chemical) weapons. However, it has not been utilized since 1992 (in
Mozambique). When it has been employed, it has experienced considerable operational
difficulties due to its dearth of readily available funding, staff and resources and
unsteady political support.'’ Its findings have often been inconclusive or unconvincing
and hence politically difficult to pursue.

The mechanism currently consists of an outdated list of experts who, in theory, may be
called on for hastily assembled missions. There is also rudimentary guidance, produced
by a UN expert group, on how their mission should be carried out. Unlike UNMOVIC,
it has no standing equipment, support staff or trained corps of inspectors.'?

Essentially, then, the Security Council has no real capacity to investigate credible
allegations that the BWC has been violated. The OPCW would certainly be called on to
probe alleged use of CW, and may even be coaxed into scrutinizing a case where it was
not clear from the outset whether chemical or biological weapons (or both) had been
used, since some overlap between the two is acknowledged in the CWC. However, it
would not be able to investigate solely an alleged BW attack, as its member states
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would almost certainly oppose such a pre-emptive expansion of its mandate. In any
event, it would not have in-house capacity to carry out such inspections.

Dealing with the hard cases

While it is to be hoped that the existing verification organizations would be able at least
to handle all cases of non-compliance in their respective fields, including the most
serious, even this may not always be possible. The cases of Iraq and North Korea, for
instance, have exceeded the capability of the IAEA alone to resolve (through no fault of
its own), and Iran might yet do the same. Indeed the relevant treaties, either explicitly
or implicitly, provide for the possibility of referring the hardest cases to the UNSC.

Yet the Security Council, whose ‘added value’ is its ability to make enforceable
demands under Chapter 7 of the UN Charter, currently has no standing, independent
means of clarifying or resolving non-compliance concerns forwarded to it by external
bodies. At this time, its only recourse in seeking clarification or further verification is to
refer the task back to the bodies themselves. It can, naturally, set up an ad hoc
arrangement, ranging from one-off fact-finding missions (as it has done vis-a-vis
allegations of gross human rights violations or troubled peacekeeping missions) to a
verification exercise on the scale of UNMOVIC. But such missions, however modest,
take time to organize, especially the funding aspects, leaving a compliance controversy
to fester. It also smacks of amateurism. The UNSC should know from its bitter
experience of UN peacekeeping operations, which are, like UNMOVIC, subsidiary
entities of the Security Council, that improvisation courts disaster.

A further consideration is that both the IAEA and OPCW have expanding
responsibilities as a result of the new WMD threats perceived since 11 September 2001
and due to the organizations’ increased verification responsibilities generally. Neither
entity has spare or ‘surge’ capacity or excess funding to respond to an urgent request
from the UNSC to deal with a major WMD proliferation case. Even in the case of Iraq,
UNSCOM and UNMOVIC found it necessary to reimburse the IAEA for its in-country
verification work, since the agency itself had no funds for that purpose, and provided
common services for its activity in the country. This support will not be available in
future ad hoc cases unless a standing capacity is established or a makeshift arrangement
is created at the time.

One argument that may be made against setting up additional UN verification capacity
is that duplication is endemic in the world body and should be avoided at all costs. Yet
in an area so vital to international security as WMD, it would seem prudent to have
some form of verification capacity available at the UN Secretariat in addition to that on
offer elsewhere. Just as safety systems have built-in redundancies and bridges are over-
engineered because of the importance of saving human lives, a verification backup
would seem only sensible given what is at stake.

The non-state actor challenge
The threat of non-state actors, in particular terrorists, acquiring WMD, whether by
wresting them from the control of states or attempting to research, develop and produce
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them themselves, is apparently high. Yet no single part of the UN system, apart from
the UNSC itself, is charged with comprehensively attending to this issue.

States parties to WMD treaties are legally responsible for the activities of non-state
actors on their territory and several treaties require states parties to take specific action
in this regard, including the adoption of national implementation legislation. The
standing verification organizations would presumably help their member states deal
with a WMD threat due to non-state actor activity. However, given the gaps in treaty
coverage identified above and the fact that non-state actors operate across and through
the borders of sovereign states, it would seem logical for a UN body, preferably one
available to the Security Council, to prepare itself to conduct inspection and verification
in relation to non-state actor activities that threaten international peace and security.

Avoiding wasting the UNMOVIC legacy

It is always unwise to prolong the life of an organization when the original requirement
for it no longer exists. Considering the needs of the UN in the WMD arena, though, it
would be foolhardy to ignore the substantial, generic capacities generated by the Iraq
experience that now reside at UN headquarters in the form of UNMOVIC."

The UN, in a relatively short period, has acquired proven expertise and capacity with
respect to inspecting, monitoring, verifying and dismantling all types of WMD, as well
as their associated delivery systems. It has also developed expertise in assessing
research, development and production activities and the role of dual-use components.
UNSCOM and UNMOVIC proved, somewhat unexpectedly, that a UN body could
plan, organize and rapidly deploy a verification operation in the most difficult physical
terrain and conditions and in the most difficult political circumstances—that of
enforced, contested disarmament. UNMOVIC, in partnership with the IAEA, also
demonstrated that a UN body could use information to great effect, including that from
national technical means (NTM)'* and open sources, while successfully protecting
confidentiality where necessary.

UNMOVIC still exists, pending a decision by the UNSC about its future. Leaving aside
the question of whether UNMOVIC will ever be permitted to complete its mission in
Iraq, it would seem imprudent for the international community to let it be abolished or
waste away. Having invested an enormous amount of effort and funding in the
organization, a way could surely be found to preserve and nurture its capacities, both
human and material, and its institutional memory. UNMOVIC’s College of
Commissioners has itself drawn attention to ‘the experience gained by and available
within UNMOVIC and the usefulness of those assets being maintained for the benefit
of non-proliferation in the future’." In its March 2005 report entitled Universal
Compliance: A Strategy for Nuclear Security, the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace concluded that a permanent inspection capability ‘could provide
institutional memory, international expertise, and invaluable, readily deployable
capabilities at low cost’ and ‘ease the burden on the United States’'®— presumably as
well as on other states. On 16 June 2005, the German Bundestag became the first
legislature to pronounce itself on the future of UNMOVIC when it adopted a resolution
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calling on the country’s government to ‘work in the framework of the United Nations
and in close cooperation with European partners towards the establishment of a UN
verification centre’.!” The government was urged in this context to ‘advocate the
maintenance of UNMOVIC’s expertise and the utilization of synergistic effects within
the United Nations system’. France, Sweden and other European Union member states,
as well as Canada and Japan, have expressed support for finding some way to preserve
the capabilities of UNMOVIC.

A deterrent effect?

Quite apart from the practical advantages of having a standing UN verification
capability for WMD, the existence of such a body might be seen to have a deterrent
effect. The calculations of actual or potential violators are likely, at the very least, to be
made more complicated by knowing that the UN has verification capabilities ready to
deploy at relatively short notice. The violator would not be able to count on having a
long gestation period characterized by lengthy negotiations with the governing body of
a treaty verification organization, during which it might try to accelerate its WMD
programs or hide them. The Security Council could act directly and promptly.

The mandate, role and nature of a standing UN verification body
Leaving aside for the moment the extant capacities of UNMOVIC (considered in Part
B), what should a future UN WMD verification body ideally be mandated to do? The
following are some obvious possibilities:

e keep a general watch on WMD and related developments worldwide,
becoming a repository and clearing-house within the UN system for
information on, and analysis of, WMD issues;

e maintain generic data-gathering, data-processing and analytical capacities
for all types of WMD;

e stay abreast of developments and conduct training in verification modalities,
techniques and technologies;

e provide routine and emergency briefings to the UN Secretary-General and
Security Council;

e oversee expert studies on WMD issues at the request of the Secretary-
General or Security Council,

e be available to UN member states in an educational and capacity-building
role; and

e maintain and develop a capability to undertake, at short notice, inspection,
monitoring and verification operations.

If it were to become a true UN clearing-house on all WMD matters it should also be
mandated to:

e provide expert advice and assistance to ad hoc UNSC committees
established to monitor compliance with resolutions concerning
WMD'®—alternatively it could replace such bodies, avoiding the need to
establish them each time a resolution is adopted; and
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e receive, collate and process WMD implementation and compliance reports
that lack an institutional home (for example, those submitted by NPT states
parties'”) or that currently are underutilized (for instance, the confidence-
building declarations made under the BWC to the United Nations
Department for Disarmament Affairs (UNDDA) in the UN Secretariat,
which lacks the capacity and authority to make use of them).

The body’s inspection and verification capabilities could be used for a wide variety of
purposes, including fact-finding missions, on-site inspections (OSIs) and ongoing
monitoring and verification operations. Depending on their type, missions could last
from a few days to months or even years. In any event, a standing body should not be
restricted to the complex, multi-purpose, multi-year verification exercise typified by the
Iraq case: this, it is hoped, will be a rare occurrence.

Among the possible scenarios that might trigger the use of standing inspection
capabilities are the following:

e where a state wishes to demonstrate its innocence with respect to non-
compliance allegations and invites a verification exercise to take place on its
territory;

e where a state suspects that illicit WMD activities have taken place on its
territory without its knowledge, either by foreign states or non-state actors
and it needs assistance in proving and dealing with this threat;

e where suspected WMD use has occurred and confirmation is urgently
required (a type of global WMD forensics service);

e where a state that is not a party to a relevant WMD treaty has been accused
of non-compliance but refuses to accept verification by the IAEA and/or
OPCW;

e where a particular situation demands a combination of verifiers, such as
nuclear and missile inspectors, or chemical and biological inspectors, who
cannot be supplied by one existing organization alone; and

e where a state voluntarily renounces previous WMD activities and wishes to
obtain internationally credible verification in all WMD areas (as Libya has
recently done).

A standing WMD body would, above all, provide the UN and its member states with a
range of options for dealing with the WMD issue in its many dimensions and
manifestations. Its capacities would be permanently available and designed to be
quickly scaled up for more extensive missions. It could be tasked for specific duties by
the UN Secretary-General if he or she is requested to do so by the UNGA or the UNSC,
or on his or her own authority under the UN Charter.

The new body could certainly absorb the current mechanism available to the Secretary-
General for investigating alleged CW or BW use. However, in the case of the existing
multilateral treaty verification organizations, its role would be to supplement, not
supplant them. It would be required by its charter to cooperate closely with them,?® and
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