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Thank you, Madam Chair.

Qur Delegation is very pleased to see the representative of a close
friend and ally in the chair. All Member States recognize the leading role
that Norway has played in promoting efforts to modemize the United
Nations and make it a more effective organization. We are confident that
this Committee will prosper under your direction, and pledge our support for
your endeavors.

Our Delegation hopes that the Chair and the other members of the
Bureau, to whom we extend our congratulations, will lead the Member
States in securing the endorsement by the General Assembly this year of the '
agenda clusters that this Committee adopted by consensus in 2004. We
believe that their implementation would contribute further to improving the
effectiveness of the methods of work of this Commuttee, as the General
Assembly envisioned when it adopted Resolutions 58/41 and 59/95 by
consensus, and which the United States had the honor to sponsor.

In this regard, we take this opportunity to recall for delegations the
difficulties that the recent Secretariat practice of presenting Program Budget
Implication Statements orally, rather than in written form, has posed for the
Member States. All delegations benefit from the ability to make informed
and considered decisions on all budgetary matters. Accordingly, our
Delegation respectfully calls on our colleagues in the Secretariat to ensure
that PBI statements, even when they report no additional spending, are
circulated sufficiently in advance to permit delegations to assess them
properly. Perhaps the Chair and the Bureau could use their good offices to

that end.

Madam Chair, governments in the future well may view 2006 as a
watershed year. After far too many years of inaction, the Security Council
finally began to address the threats that the nuclear weapon programs of [ran
and North Korea pose to the maintenance of international peace and
security.

Also, the Conference on Disarmament, which has spent most of the
past decade on fruitless procedural wrangling, has devoted itself this year to



serious substantive discussions -- not yet negotiations, but substantive,
nonetheless -- as it seeks to break free of the political linkages that, for
nearly ten years, have prevented the Conference from carrying out its
responsibilities as the principal multilateral negotiating forum for arms
control, non-proliferation, and disarmament agraements.

What conclusions can we draw from developments in Geneva this
year? First, that the CD does not need to establish subsidiary bodies in order
to examine in depth all issues of interest to its Member States. Second, that
only one item before the Conference currently is ripe for negotiation,
namely, a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty. Our Delegation recalls the words
of the Secretary-General when he addressed the CD on June 21:

Quote: It is long overdue for this negotiating body to abandon the
all-consuming linkages that have dominated your approach in recent
years, and get down to substantive work. I do not discount the difficulty
that you face in settling long-standing differences, especially over nuclear
disarmament and negative security assurances. Yet those difficulties pale
in significance, when measured against the immense challenges that the
global community faces in the broader sphere on non-proliferation,
disarmament and arms control. End quote.

The early negotiation by the CD of an FMCT is particularly
important, Madam Chair, because the world community today faces no
oreater security challenge than the threat posed by the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and thei: means of delivery. In the
hands of rogue states or terrorists, nuclear, biological, and chemical weapcns
could inflict massive harm on innocent civilians and on the entire
international community. To that end, the United States has taken the lead

in offering a treaty that should lead to negotiations.

The United States in recent years has collaborated with like-minded
governments on a series of innovative approaches to deal with
nonproliferation. We have drawn on existing institutions, such as: the
Security Council and its 1540 activities; exist ng groups of states, such as the
(-8 and the Global Partnership; and ad hoc coalitions, such as the
Proliferation Security Initiative. Letus review recent developments relating
to these activities.



(¥5)

Madam Chair, the reduction and prevertion of the worldwide
proliferation threat remain critically important. The United States is
committed to the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program and similar efforts,
and devotes significant resources to these programs, challenging other
nations to match our commitment to disarmaraent and nonproliferation.

The United States contributes over one billion dollars each year
toward threat reduction and nonproliferation programs. Today, some two
dozen donors, including the United States, have pledged over seventeen
billion dollars toward the Partnership’s twenty-billion-dollar target.

The United States also works closely with Russia to secure vulnerable
nuclear materials and eliminate excess weapon-grade materials. At the
Bratislava summit in 2005, President Bush and President Putin agreed to
accelerate those efforts and to complete security upgrades by the end of
2008.

Building on these nuclear security efforts, President Bush and
President Putin on July 15 launched the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear
Terrorism. Under this initiative, we seek to build an international coalition
of nations committed to cooperate to:

. Improve accounting, control, and physical protection of nuclear
material and radioactive substances;

. Detect and suppress illicit trafficking;

. Respond to, and mitigate the consequences of, acts of nuclear
terrorism,

. Ensure that states take all possible measures to deny safe haven to
terrorists seeking to acquire Or use nu -lear materials; and

. Strengthen our respective national legal frameworks to ensure the
effective prosecution of terrorists and of those who facilitate
terrorism.

1n addition to the nuclear threat, threats from biological and chemical
weapons also continue to be of concern. The Parties to the Biological
Weapons Convention have undertaken national efforts to establish and
enhance implementation measures, includirig penal legislation, pathogen
security, and disease surveillance in cases cf alleged use or unusual
outbreaks. Similarly, lessons learned from technical assistance visits in
capitals of Parties to the Chemical Weapons Convention Parties will be of






