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Introduction 
 
In this working paper the Netherlands would like to follow up on its presentation of the 29 of 
August, which has also been distributed as a working paper for this Meeting of States Parties. 
That presentation already tried to identify in general some of the possible approaches to the 
issue at hand and serves as an input for discussions this week. In this paper we would like to 
share some more specific thoughts on what could be in a final document of this year’s 
meeting. Finally we would like to express some thoughts for the process towards the 6th 
Review Conference in 2006 and beyond. 
 
Developments since August 2003 
 
At the meeting of experts in August we presented working paper 14 containing questions that 
the Netherlands would have to address in the coming period. At the end of the meeting of 
experts our delegation looked back at what the Netherlands had already observed during the 
second week of that meeting with regard to some of the questions posed. 
 
Currently an interagency working group is working to formally appoint one Ministry as being 
responsible for the implementation of the Biological weapons convention, including security 
aspects. This will only be the beginning of the process. Like we described in Working Paper 
to the Meeting of Experts No. 14, there are a lot of ministries and agencies involved in one or 
more aspects of bio-technology in the Netherlands. These will all have to find or be given a 
spot in the new structure.  
 
With regard to the content of possible measures that we will be taking, one of the most 
important aspects to be addressed is creating awareness on security related aspects of 
working with dangerous pathogens.  Raising awareness within the scientific and 
technological community could in itself be a source of ideas for new measures, because the 
real security issues can be primarily assessed at the work floor and not in The Hague. One 
State Party already presented the results of this ‘bottom up’ approach in August. 
 
Possible outcome at the meeting of States Parties: general recommendations  
 
What could or should be the outcome of this week with regard to topic (ii)? The Netherlands 
thinks that the most important thing would be for the Meeting of States Parties to 



BWC/MSP/2003/WP.10 
Page 2 

acknowledge that a lack of adequate measures for security and oversight of dangerous 
pathogens could endanger the primary goal of the Convention to ban and prevent the 
existence of biological weapons and stem the threat these weapons pose. Such an 
acknowledgement in itself could already trigger national and international initiatives to 
enhance or implement such measures. 
 
One of the concrete measures the Meeting of States Parties could call for is for countries to 
raise awareness for the issue of biological weapons outside the disarmament and non-
proliferation world. The meeting could amongst others encourage efforts of international 
organizations that are already being undertaken.  
 
Further to that we think that the Meeting of States Parties should encourage States Parties to 
review, or examine their national system and requirements for working with or handling 
pathogens. The basis for our working paper 14 was laid by focusing on the simple example of 
a patient infected by a pathogenic microorganism being examined by a small town doctor. By 
looking, from a proliferation or security point of view, at all the different aspects of the 
handling of both the patient and the sample, - i.e. work performed by the doctor, the small 
laboratory looking at the first sample, the regional, national or international laboratories that 
would have to look at the sample if this were to be an uncommon, or unknown pathogen - 
one can already identify aspects of handling that need to be regulated in one form or another. 
It also helps identifying existing players, existing regulations, and potential shortcomings. We 
think that especially the identification of shortcomings is very important for every State 
Party, and therefore a recommendation and commitment to make such an analysis would be 
beneficial. Of course, there are many other examples that could be used for such an analysis 
of the national system and requirements for handling pathogens.  
 
Possible outcome at the meeting of States Parties: more specific recommendations  
 
During the expert meeting in August there were presentations from different delegations on 
specific areas of concern with regard to security and oversight, for which measures should be 
taken. Furthermore, offers were made for technical advice by national experts in these areas. 
Coupled with the commitment to make an analysis with of the existing structure, we think all 
these elements should be reflected in any final document of this week in the following 
manner.  
 
First of all, we think that the Meeting of States Parties should list these areas of concern, as 
well as some of the measures that could be taken to address these concerns. 
 
Secondly, with regard to the review of the existing national system and requirements for 
working with or handling pathogens, we would like to suggest some specific measures or 
actions that the Meeting of States Parties could recommend to identify possible shortcomings. 
These suggestions are intended to be of a general nature. Obviously, States Parties can 
consider these having their specific national situation in mind: 
 

1) States Parties should identify a national ‘problem owner’, be it a national authority, 
national focal point, national structure or other. 

2) States Parties should make an inventory of all legislation and regulations applicable to 
biological agents (such as bio-safety regulations, GMO-regulations, transport, and 
environment legislation), as well as an inventory of the bodies responsible for 
monitoring and enforcing compliance of these regulations. 
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3) States Parties could make an overview of premises (such as laboratories, industrial 
premises, and transport facilities) where activities related to dangerous pathogens are 
being carried out; as well as an overview of persons that are allowed to work with 
such pathogens. 

4) It is also recommended to make an overview of Standard Operating Procedures, or 
working guidelines that are being applied in these premises. 

5) States Parties should make a risk and/ or threat analysis of pathogens, as well as 
earlier mentioned premises involving a high risk for theft or proliferation. Areas of 
concern to be taken into account in such a risk and/or threat analysis could amongst 
others include physical security, (limited) access to dangerous pathogens, intra or 
inter facility transport, waste disposal, and storage. 

 
Having identified shortcomings States Parties can look at and discuss possible answers to 
address these shortcomings that fit their national situation. Following are some general 
suggestions for measures the Meeting of States Parties could recommend: 
 

6) States Parties could adopt a flexible list of pathogens (human, animal and plant) that 
should be secured. 

7) States Parties could set up a registration or licensing scheme for facilities handling 
these listed pathogens, as well as for personnel involved in the handling thereof. 

8) If deemed necessary it could be recommended to insert a legal obligation for these 
facilities or premises to have security measures in place. A body monitoring this 
legislation could also be appointed. 

     
Finally, as a good analysis is a precise and time-consuming activity that requires technical 
expertise (for instance from security personnel, bio-safety experts and the police) the Meeting 
of States Parties should encourage States Parties in a position to do so to offer any assistance 
in this regard, without prejudicing that the responsibility for enacting measures ultimately lies 
with each State Party itself.  
 
Concluding observations 
 
The Netherlands is of the opinion that we have only just started the discussion on this 
particular topic. The coming years towards the 6th Review Conference in 2006 should be used 
by many States to review their national situation in light of certain areas of concern and 
consider what measures are best taken to deal with that situation. In 2006 States Parties 
should be able to discuss in a more detailed way some of the national experiences, in order to 
learn what to do, or what not to do.  
 
As states before, addressing these security and oversight concerns is primarily a national 
responsibility. This, however, might encourage States Parties only to commit themselves to 
taking such measures on a voluntary basis. The Netherlands would like to stress that there is a 
big international interest at stake as well. Effective implementation of national security and 
oversight measures will have a direct positive effect for the security situation of (many) other 
countries. Therefore we think that taking measures is not voluntary. For that reason, the 6th 
Review Conference will have to address the status of national review processes of security 
and oversight mechanism, take decisions on common understanding thereof and decide how 
best to take effective action in order to ensure that all States Parties effectively address the 
issue of security and oversight in the best possible way.  

___________ 


