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Mr/Madame Chairman,

Thank you for the opportunity to address this meeting today.

Vienna Convention

Many of you have pointed to the principles enshrined in the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations.  I would like to state, unequivocally, at the outset that at no time has the UK government made any threat against the Embassy of Ecuador.  

Respect for, and compliance with, international law is at the heart of the conduct of the foreign policy of the United Kingdom.  And I would like to set on the record today the absolute commitment of the United Kingdom to the principles of the Vienna Convention. The United Kingdom always acts in full compliance with the provisions of the Convention. 
We also note that the rights of diplomatic missions conferred by the Vienna Convention come with responsibilities.  
Article 41 of the Vienna Convention sets out the obligations of diplomatic missions to respect the laws and regulations of the receiving State. And these include the duty not to impede the due legal process of that State.  

UK legal proceedings

I draw attention to this, because at the heart of this matter is a domestic and international legal process.

Almost two years ago, the office of the Swedish Prosecutor-General issued a European Arrest Warrant for the arrest and extradition of Mr Julian Assange.  Mr Assange is alleged to have committed serious sexual offences against two women during a visit to Sweden.  In December 2010, UK police officers arrested Mr Assange, who was at that time living in the United Kingdom.  The arrest met the UK’s obligation under European law and was intended to facilitate the relevant legal processes in Sweden.

To ensure that there is no misunderstanding, the United Kingdom was required under the terms of its European Union obligations to take action on Sweden’s request.

In February 2011, a UK District Judge ruled that Mr Assange should be extradited to face proceedings in Sweden concerning allegations of sexual offences.  Mr Assange appealed the ruling, and in November 2011 two judges at the UK’s High Court upheld the decision to extradite Mr Assange to Sweden.  Mr Assange appealed again, but the UK’s Supreme Court ruled in May 2012 that Mr Assange should be extradited to Sweden.  

Over this 15-month period, Mr Assange exercised fully his legal right to challenge the extradition procedure, with the robust engagement of competent legal representation.  Mr Assange took his case through successive independent judicial hearings to the highest Court in the United Kingdom.  Having not achieved the outcome he was seeking, Mr Assange subsequently sought refuge in the Embassy of Ecuador in London.

The Supreme Court ruling of May this year means that the British government is under a binding legal obligation to extradite Mr Assange to Sweden.

Diplomatic asylum

The government of Ecuador decided in recent days to confer diplomatic asylum on Mr Assange.  

The United Kingdom recognises that Ecuador – alongside many of the countries represented here today – is party to the Caracas Convention on Diplomatic Asylum of 1954, and that that Convention provides the right, between its state parties, to grant diplomatic asylum in certain circumstances.  However, the United Kingdom is not party to that Convention and there is no legal basis for the United Kingdom to meet the request of the Government of Ecuador to grant safe passage for Mr Assange out of the United Kingdom. 

The Government of Ecuador has also sought guarantees regarding the possible onward extradition of Mr Assange to a third country, and has pointed to concerns about possible human rights implications if Mr Assange were to be extradited from the UK.  

In our discussions with Ecuador on this matter, we have been clear that the safeguards in place under the European Convention on Human Rights, international law, European Union law and United Kingdom law fully address the concerns raised by Mr Assange and by the Government of Ecuador.

The suggestion that there would be a risk of a breach of Mr. Assange’s human rights on extradition to Sweden is completely unfounded.  An argument to this effect was comprehensively rejected by the courts in the UK.  Both the UK and Sweden are signatories to the European Convention on Human Rights and the British government has complete confidence in the independence and fairness of the Swedish judicial system.  As we have discussed with the government of Ecuador, the UK and Sweden robustly implement and adhere to the highest standards of human rights protection.  

The suggestion that Mr Assange’s human rights would be put at risk by the possibility of onward extradition from Sweden to a third country is also without foundation.  Not only would Sweden – as a signatory to the European Convention on Human Rights – be required to refuse extradition to a third country in circumstances which would breach his human rights, but the authorities in Sweden would also be legally obliged to seek the UK’s consent before any extradition could proceed.  Consent may only be given in accordance with the international conventions by which that State is bound, which would include the European Convention on Human Rights, and also its domestic law.  In practice, what this means is that the UK could only consent to Mr Assange’s onward extradition from Sweden to a third country if satisfied that extradition would be compatible with his human rights, and that there was no prospect of a death sentence being imposed or carried out. 

Allegations against Mr Assange

Let us be clear.  This matter is exclusively about the serious allegations of sexual offences against Mr Assange, and his bid to avoid the relevant judicial processes.  Mr Assange argued in successive Court hearings in the UK at which he could voice his views about the validity of his extradition to Sweden.  At each stage, the UK Courts, which are independent of Government, upheld the UK’s requirement to extradite him.  Only once he had exhausted recourse to our legal system did he violate the conditions of his bail and proceed to the Embassy of Ecuador.  His actions in fleeing justice deny the women who have made serious allegations against him the right to have their own voices heard.  He has received due process under law.  He is a fugitive from justice.  

Next steps

Since Mr Assange arrived on the doorstep of the Embassy of Ecuador in London on 19 June, the British government has been discussing the matter closely with the Government of Ecuador.  This is an exclusively bilateral matter between the UK and Ecuador, based on the clear principles of international law, which I have summarised today.  

To reiterate: 

· At no time has the UK made any threat against the Embassy of Ecuador; and 

· We remain committed to honouring all relevant principles of international law, including adhering to the highest standards of human rights.  

We believe that our two countries should be able to find a diplomatic solution. We remain committed to the process of dialogue which we entered into in good faith some weeks ago.  We invite the Government of Ecuador to resume, as early as possible, the constructive discussions we have held on this matter to date. 

To that end the British government sent a Diplomatic Note to the Ecuador Embassy in London yesterday, which we have also circulated here to OAS members this morning.  

Thank you Mr/Madame Chairman. 
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