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Mr President,

The CMC would like to begin by congratulating the eight states that have completed the destruction of their cluster munition stockpiles, some even before entry into force of the convention. In addition to the excellent news given by Austria yesterday, Belgium, Colombia, Moldova, Montenegro, Norway, Portugal, and Spain have all destroyed their stockpiles. The convention calls on states to destroy their stocks “as soon as possible,” and these states’ actions live up to the letter and the spirit of those words.  Moreover, Angola and Afghanistan have apparently destroyed all cluster munition stocks in recent years as part of wider weapons disposal efforts. We also congratulate states that have started destroying their stockpiles at this early stage including Bosnia-Herzegovina, Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom.  

We recognize that Canada and Switzerland have previously destroyed some stocks considered obsolete and are in the process of planning further destruction. Furthermore, several other states, including Chile, Croatia, Denmark, France, Hungary, and Slovenia, have begun to take steps to initiate their national destruction programs, including by developing inventories, budgets, and schedules.

As these countries have been doing, one of the CMC’s key messages on stockpile destruction is to start now! Again, the obligation is to complete destruction “as soon as possible,” not just before the eight-year deadline. If states start early with planning, setting aside a budget or otherwise mobilizing resources, and getting the destruction underway, no State Party should need to ask for an extension. Strong political will is the key to the timely destruction of stockpiles. All states with stockpiles should, at a minimum, within one year or less of entry into force have a plan in place for the destruction of stocks that includes a timeline and budget. Physical destruction should begin within two years or less. 

The Vientiane Action Plan has strong provisions for promoting early destruction. The action plan also emphasizes the need for transparency, including on challenges faced.  Indeed, the first step in implementing Article 3 will be to develop an understanding of the size of the problem. Globally, the Cluster Munition Monitor estimates that prior to the start of the Oslo Process, 86 countries stockpiled millions of cluster munitions containing more than one billion submunitions. Currently, 72 nations are thought to have cluster munition stockpiles. Of those states, 25 have signed and/or ratified the Convention on Cluster Munitions. 

We would like to suggest two other areas that are not in the action plan, but we feel deserve states’ attention. First, the CMC encourages states to insist on the removal or destruction of foreign stockpiles, as, for example, occurred in the UK. Second, we would like to emphasize the treaty’s obligation to destroy or “ensure the destruction” of cluster munitions. For the CMC, this means States Parties transferring cluster munitions for the purpose of destruction should monitor the process closely and report regularly and in detail on both the transfer and destruction processes. This can be done in cooperation with the recipient state, but the real responsibility lies with the stockpiling State Party, not the one carrying out the destruction.  
Mr. President, we would like to focus the remainder of this statement on some lessons that can be drawn from the experience of  the Norwegian People’s Aid in helping Moldova destroy its stockpiles. We think this case clearly shows that stockpile destruction can be done in all countries, no matter what their level of industrial development, in a relatively quick, simple, and affordable manner. In our view, during the Oslo Process an unduly pessimistic emphasis was placed on the complexity and cost of the destruction of cluster munition stockpiles, and the need for industrial solutions was exaggerated. 

Moldova had “inherited” from the Soviet Union a stockpile of cluster munitions, and it did not have the resources to destroy them on its own. But Moldova took complete ownership of its cluster munition problem – and its solution. It set itself the ambitious goal of completing destruction even before entry into force of the CCM, which it achieved. By starting early with the planning and implementation of its stockpile destruction, and being transparent about the size of the problems and its limited resources, Moldova’s was able to attract support from the government of Spain through the OSCE, as well as from the government of Norway. 

If all States Parties to the CCM are to be successful in destroying their stockpiles on time, then both industrial destruction facilities and small-scale self-help stockpile destruction projects, such as that implemented by and in Moldova, are needed. It is unrealistic to assume that all countries’ cluster munition stockpiles should be handled through established industrial destruction facilities. For some countries, the condition, type, quantity or location of their stockpile may mean that industrial destruction is beyond their reach. In addition to potential transportation challenges, industrial destruction facilities are unlikely to take on small or unstable stockpiles that would not be cost-effective. In these cases, stockpiling nations will have no choice but to destroy stockpiles locally. It must be emphasized that local destruction of cluster munition stockpiles may require seeking not only funding but also technical expertise from other States Parties, UN agencies, international organizations and NGOs. NPA, for example, has been developing simple solutions to complex challenges. 

It is our hope that the Moldova example first of all can give more lower-economy stockpiling nations confidence that their stockpile destruction aspirations are achievable, and secondly inspire more donor countries to fund such national projects, thereby accelerating destruction. In the context of the Mine Ban Treaty, only a small number of donors prioritised stockpile destruction assistance and had well developed programmes for providing such aid. Given the enormous amount of stockpiled cluster munitions and the preventative focus of the CCM, donor states should make assistance for stockpile destruction an integral part of their overall assistance under the CCM. 

I would now like to make a statement on the retention of cluster munitions.

During the negotiations of the Convention on Cluster Munitions, the CMC opposed the provision allowing for retention of cluster munitions and submunitions for training, development, and military counter-measures. This is because states did not demonstrate that any of the purposes for retaining cluster munitions and submunitions were essential enough to justify an exception to the prohibition on stockpiling. For example, to our knowledge, no clearance organization accredited to the UN is believed to use live submunitions for training. While the convention did ultimately permit retention, the CMC believes it should be the exception and not the rule.
It is not yet possible to characterize common state practice regarding the retention of cluster munitions as the convention has only recently entered into force and the first transparency reports by States Parties are not yet due. Nonetheless, our new report, Cluster Munition Monitor 2010, provides a preliminary assessment of the status of retained cluster munitions.  
At least a dozen States Parties and signatories that have or had stockpiles have indicated—either through statements or by destroying their entire stock—that they will not retain any cluster munitions or submunitions, including Afghanistan, Angola, Austria, Colombia, Honduras, Moldova, Montenegro, Norway, Portugal, and Slovenia. Japan has said it does not have a plan to retain any cluster munitions. Australia has said that it retains only representative samples of inert cluster munitions and submunitions. The CMC welcomes such practices and encourages all states to follow suit.
Several states have indicated that they will retain cluster munitions.  Spain intends to retain 836 cluster munitions (containing 28,615 submunitions) for training and countermeasures testing purposes. France’s national implementation law permits it to retain up to 500 cluster munitions, together with their submunitions, and an additional 400 submunitions acquired outside the container. Belgium has stated that it intends to retain 300 155mm artillery shells, each with 88 DPICM submunitions, or a total of 26,400 submunitions. In addition, Denmark, Germany, and the Netherlands have said they will retain some amount.

For those deciding to retain cluster munitions and submunitions, states should reach a common understanding on what they believe the appropriate range would be for “the minimum number absolutely necessary” for permitted purposes. The number retained should decrease every year as they are destroyed while carrying out training or development.  The convention requires detailed annual reporting on past and planned use of retained cluster munitions, which will help ensure they are being kept only for permitted purposes.  Cluster munitions not being consumed over time should be destroyed as excess to needs.

States Parties that intend to retain cluster munitions and submunitions should provide information on how they have used them in the past for training, testing and counter-measures so that their future requirement is clear.  

Thank you.

