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My delegation wishes to express our sincere appreciation for the leadership and hard work you and your fellow facilitators, as well the representatives of the Secretariat here today, are providing to the important cause of United Nations reform.
Collective Security Consensus
The Secretary-General has addressed a range of threats in his report and their interrelatedness. As President Bush stated in the National Security Strategy of 2002, “only nations that share a commitment to protecting basic human rights and guaranteeing political and economic freedom will be able to unleash the potential of their people and assure their future prosperity… We seek to create a balance of power that favors human freedom: conditions in which all nations and all societies can choose for themselves the rewards and challenges of political and economic liberty.  In a world that is safe, people will be able to make their own lives better.”
Threats are interrelated but we should take care to understand the relationship of these threats.  To quote again from the 2002 National Security Strategy, “poverty does not make poor people into terrorists and murderer.  Yet poverty weak institutions, and corruption can make weak states vulnerable to terrorist networks and drug cartels within their borders.”
The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and Compliance 
We welcome the Secretary-General’s acknowledgment that he proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is a real and growing threat.
We also welcome the Secretary-General's reiteration of the importance of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), and the specific reference to “the crisis of confidence and compliance” facing the Treaty. 
States failing to abide by their treaty obligations have created a serious challenge to international peace and security that must be addressed.
We are pleased that the Secretary-General recognizes the strides that the United States has made in nuclear arms reductions and that he makes specific reference in the report to the Moscow Treaty. These and other U.S. actions demonstrate the U.S. commitment to NPT Article VI goals.
We are pleased to see the support given to the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and to UN Security Council Resolution 1540 as useful new initiatives to combat the threat of WMD proliferation, including by non-State actors. PSI and UNSCR 1540 are Presidential initiatives and the USG places a premium on their successful implementation.
We also welcome the report's call for universal adoption of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Additional Protocol (AP). The U.S. believes that the AP should be the new standard for international safeguards, and we are encouraging all states to sign and implement an AP as soon as possible.
We welcome the report’s acknowledgment that there are proliferation dangers inherent in the development of uranium enrichment and plutonium reprocessing capabilities.
We support the report’s focus on national controls against WMD delivery systems, as the proliferation of missiles and related technologies to unstable countries is an area of great concern to the United States.
We believe strongly that all states have a responsibility to take actions to address proliferation and disarmament challenges. The proliferation challenges of the past few years did not emerge because the pace of nuclear disarmament is not proceeding as quickly as some countries wish. Rather, these challenges are the direct result of non-nuclear weapon states failing to comply with their Treaty obligations and developing nuclear programs under the guise of “good faith” adherence to the NPT.
Instead of focusing on actions that the nuclear weapon states should take, we should place greater emphasis on those actions that all states must take to ensure compliance and otherwise strengthen the global nonproliferation regime. This approach would best meet the report’s stated goal of making progress to meet current security challenges in the nonproliferation and disarmament arenas.
We do not support the report’s call for the entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty. The United States has signed the CTBT, but has no intention of ratifying it.  In addition, we note that other governments are also refraining from ratifying the CTBT.
The United States and other nuclear weapon states are abiding by voluntary moratoria on nuclear testing, which should be acknowledged.
Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC)
We think this same focus on the importance of full and effective national implementation and compliance, coupled with the continued push for universality, should be featured in the discussions on the Chemical Weapons Convention.
While the Secretary-General rightly places importance on the need for universality and timely destruction of chemical weapons, implementation in domestic law and compliance with all aspects of the Convention are important in reinforcing it as the disarmament and nonproliferation norm.
We are working round-the-clock to further U.S. Chemical Weapon destruction efforts.   We are also working to bring on board non-States Parties and to assist States Parties in meeting their obligations under Article VII (National Implementation of CWC Obligations) before the agreed deadline of November 2005. 
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC)
We share the Secretary-General’s focus on the need to combat biological terrorism. In that context, we agree on the importance of strengthening both national public health mechanisms and relevant international work, such as that being undertaken by the World Health Organization on Preparedness for Deliberate Epidemics, and the Global Outbreak Alert and Response Network.
We commend the report for its strong stand on treaty compliance and its balanced view regarding the ongoing work of Biological Weapons Convention States Parties. The Work Program meetings have been remarkably successful and gains in national efforts on BW-related penal legislation, pathogen security, disease surveillance and codes of conduct for scientists should be “consolidated” at the 2006 Review Conference.
The work of BWC States Parties on concrete steps that could be taken on a national basis to minimize the threat has been valuable, and we look forward to a thorough review of this work, and other proposals, at the Sixth BWC Review Conference in 2006.
We too see the value in increased transparency and openness and, in that context, believe it important to encourage all States to submit on an annual basis their BWC Confidence Building Measures Declaration. With a view to reinforcing the Secretary-General’s ability to investigate allegations of BW use, the U.S. soon will be providing updated lists of qualified experts and laboratories that the Secretary-General could turn to for assistance in any such investigation.
As a Depositary of the BWC (along with the UK and Russia), we agree on the importance of universality and are working hard on new accessions to the Convention.   We also support transparency in bio-defense programs, to the extent possible, without aiding those seeking to obtain information for nefarious reasons.
We agree fully that the draft WHO International Health Regulations be agreed to as soon as possible as we have been included in drafting the revised regulations from the out-set. Their release will allow other urgent follow-on educational activities to proceed. 
Small Arms and Light Weapons (SALW)
We welcome the Secretary-General’s call to strengthen controls on brokering activities and marking and tracing of small arms and light weapons.
We cannot subscribe to the Secretary-General’s calls that predetermine the nature of either one of the instruments to be negotiated – that should be determined during the course of negotiations by the consensus of all participating States.
Definition of Terrorism and Counter-Terrorism Strategy
We welcome the position that there is no justification for the targeting and killing of civilians. A definition of terrorism needs to exclude state military operations.
In principle, we support the recommendation for a broad counter-terrorism strategy. However, we also recognize that any definition or other language to be included in a comprehensive convention on terrorism will need to be worked out by states in the context of the negotiations of that convention. 
We appreciate the emphasis that the Secretary-General’s report places on dealing with the issue of terrorism, particularly including its call on all states that have not yet done so to accede to the twelve existing counter-terrorism conventions and protocols, and the completion, without delay, of an international convention for the suppression of acts of nuclear terrorism. We welcome the adoption of the nuclear terrorism convention by the UNGA on April 13 and encourage countries to work for implementation of the convention once it opens for signature in September.

Use of Force
We welcome the Secretary-General’s assertion that Article 51 of the UN Charter should not be changed.
The Secretary-General’s report makes the key point that a state need not wait until it is actually attacked in order to use force in self-defense, which is to say that there is a right of anticipatory self-defense in appropriate circumstances.
Anticipatory self-defense is encompassed within the “inherent right of self-defense” that predates and remains lawful under the UN Charter in appropriate cases. As we have indicated previously, this right of self-defense must today be understood and applied in the context of new threats posed by terrorism and weapons of mass destruction.
The United States has long considered that a state has a right to use force in self-defense in the event of an actual or imminent attack. We welcome that both the Secretary-General’s report and the High-Level Panel's report specifically endorsed this principle.
We think that the Secretary-General’s recommendation to put this issue into the Security Council is a good way to discuss this matter.
 Peacekeeping Strategic Reserves and Standby Capacities
Peacekeepers and peacekeeping duties are among the most important responsibilities taken by Member States. We appreciate the dedication of those involved in peacekeeping at all levels.
The U.S. supports the recommendation, which calls on Member States to improve the means to meet the tighter deadlines necessary for effective deployment. The pre-mandate commitment authority (PMCA) and strategic stockpiles have helped to expedite deployments and mission start-up.
We would encourage improving reliable stand-by arrangements with troop contributor countries where possible.
 Security Council Sanctions
We would stress the need for a detailed study of Security Council sanctions before any elements can be supported.
Sanctions committees should adopt administrative de-listing procedures that are directed through listing states, modeled on those of the 1267 Committee, while avoiding establishment of a quasi-judicial process.
There is merit in providing humanitarian exemptions when establishing the scope and reach of sanctions, but we urge caution in revising sanctions mechanisms lest the process becomes overly complicated and fraught with opportunities for corruption.
Peacebuilding Commission
The U.S. welcomes many of the core concepts elaborated by the Secretary-General in his Explanatory Note. We support creation of the Peacebuilding Commission, to improve coordination of UN system policies and country-specific operations from the start of peacekeeping operations through post-peacekeeping stabilization to reconstruction. The U.S. appreciates the many useful ideas found in the Secretary-General's Explanatory Note, including suggestions on the critical role of international financial institutions, in a manner respectful of their mandates, and mechanisms for ensuring smooth transition of the Commission’s reporting responsibilities within the UN system when post-conflict areas require less emphasis on security, and increased emphasis on reconstruction and development. The General Assembly is responsible for authorizing appropriation funds for the Peacebuilding Commission and any of its elements under the regular budget.
We concur with the Secretary-General’s recommendation that the new body should remain within the purview of the Security Council as long as the given country under consideration is on the Security Council's agenda. We concur with the Secretary-General’s recommendation that in its advisory role, the Commission should rely on the participation of a broad range of actors, including leading member state contributors of resources for peacekeeping and peacebuilding (including both peacekeeping troops and funding), international financial institutions and other UN funds and programs – such as UNDP – regional organizations, and participation by representatives of other UN specialized agencies.
In country specific situations, we agree with the Secretary-General’s concept that the Commission could consider inviting regional actors, troop contributors, key donors, regional organizations, regional development banks and others who are active in addressing a particular situation and not already members of the Commission as additional participants.
The Peacebuilding Commission would assist relevant elements of the UN system in planning for transition from conflict to post-conflict peacebuilding; coordinating UN and broader of international community efforts in post-conflict situations; identifying gaps and recommending possible additional efforts to address crisis situations.
 The Mandate of the Peacebuilding Commission
 We concur with many of the Secretary-General's core concepts for the Commission's mandate. The mandate should include:
· To provide recommendations on specific conflict situations, especially bridging between peacekeeping missions, reconstruction and stabilization efforts;
  

· To serve as a focal point for donor coordination and appeals for emergency resources and post-conflict assistance from the international community, and tracking delivery of resources pledged by donors to ensure predictable financing for early recovery activities;
  

· To periodically review progress toward medium-term recovery goals; 

        To advise relevant agencies within the UN system on planning to cover the full spectrum of post-conflict activities from peace operations through post-conflict assistance, insuring the international community’s political and financial commitment continue beyond the duration of a peacekeeping presence;

· To advise on coordination of established UN interagency mechanisms to manage UN assistance to particular countries/regions, and develop best practices;
  

· To encourage and coordinate UN system efforts to work with regional organizations to build their capacities for peace support activities. 

We recognize that the Peacebuilding Commission’s structure and organization must reach beyond the Security Council. We agree with the Secretary-General that once the UNSC determines a post-conflict situation no longer requires its oversight, other UN organs and agencies, which had participated in the Commission’s work from the beginning, could then continue to execute their organ or agency mandates as the UN system's role shifts from one of maintaining peace and security and advancing initial reconstruction and stabilization to providing oversight and assistance on a more standard development path. We fully concur with the Secretary-General that simultaneity of  reporting should be avoided because it would create duplication and confusion. Also we agree with the Secretary-General that the Commission should not alter the formal prerogatives of the principal organs of the United Nations.
The U.S. also supports the Secretary-General's proposals regarding creation in the Secretariat of a Peacebuilding Support Office to support the Peacebuilding Commission as well as to the other bodies and agencies which participate in the work of the Commission, even after the Commission has wound up its work on a given situation or country. The Peacebuilding Support Office would ensure that the Secretary-General is able to integrate system-wide peacebuilding policies and strategies, develop best practices, and provide cohesive support for field operations. Personnel resources would be shifted within the UN system to support the office. The Peacebuilding Support Office  would bring particular value to the system by:
· Integrating inputs from various departments and agencies to prepare strategy options for the Secretary-General and Peacebuilding Commission.
  

· Serving as the locus for coordination of UN expertise on civil administration and rule of law (not currently housed in any one agency or department), as highlighted in the Secretary-General’s Explanatory Note.
  

· Providing assistance and advice as requested by heads of peacekeeping operations, UN resident coordinators, or national governments (e.g. in developing strategies for transitional political arrangements or building new state institutions). 

Mr. Facilitator, I would conclude by noting a few areas for additional consideration.  In the Secretary-General's explanatory note – specifically in the discussion of membership – he suggests that UN participation in the Peacebuilding Commission be led at all times by a single Secretariat official “accompanied by other agency departmental or agency colleagues.”  We encourage greater coordination among UN entities, but since many member states, we seek clarification on how the Secretariat would coordinate with representatives of programs, funds, and specialized agencies.
Additionally, the Secretary-General outlines a Commission structure composed of a core membership supplemented by additional members for country-specific operations. We would appreciate additional clarification on the function of the core membership.  For example, would these members remain engaged throughout the process?  Who would determine supplemental members for country-specific situations?
Mr. Facilitator, we look forward to continued discussion of this and other proposals contained in the Secretary-General's report.  Thank you for your time. 

