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of chemical weapons (CW) agents. Destructioriess than 10 percent of the total CTR funding obligated
of this stockpile would minimize the chancesfor nuclear and other projects.

that these weapons might be used in future conflicts, Further, the record of US-Russian interaction on

make the weapons inaccessible for use by terrorists, agﬂemical weapons has been disappointing. The original

remove a major threat to human health and environme Xpectation was that because CW assistance involved
tal safety. For these reasons, the United States beca

W apons that neither side produced any longer and both

by fqr_thg Iar_gest foreign d(_)nor to the Rus_smr_l Chem'C%ad designated for destruction as militarily irrelevant,
demilitarization (chemdemil) program, obligating (as of.

- the cooperation would proceed smoothly and become a
January 31, 1999) over $139.6 ”?'”'0” o the effort. CTR “success story.” This mutual interest led to several
However, the program is now behind schedule and h

lost t of its funding f c RUSS| %operative agreements, including the 1989 Wyoming
0st most ot 1S Tunding from LONGress. Russialy,qmqanqum of Understanding (MOU) and the 1990

chemdemil thu_s r_1eeds rest_ructurmg and mnovatlv_e "®Wilateral Destruction Agreement (BDA). Both the United
apprpaches if it is to regain momentum and fulfill ItSStates and Russia also signed and ratified the Chemical
mission. Weapons Convention (CWC), which entered into force
US assistance to Russian chemical demilitarization i April 1997 and requires complete destruction of
part of the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR; alsatockpiled chemical weapons by 2007. The bilateral
known as Nunn-Lugar) Program, which originated inagreements, however, were often characterized by mu-
late 1991 in the wake of the breakup of the Soviet Uniorntual suspicions and in some cases by the reluctance of
The original motivation for the program was a fear ofthe Soviet/Russian side to promote transparency and
Soviet “loose nukes,” with the result that chemical andeciprocity. Moreover, the BDA never came into force,
biological weapons issues were relegated to the baclespite intensive negotiations after its signing. It is also

Russia has a stockpile of some 40,000 metric tonground? In fact, the money so far allocated to CW is
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now clear that Russia will have great difficulty meeting
its CWC obligations.

This report will evaluate the progress made so far tg
wards destroying Russia’s CW stockpile, offering rec
ommendations for breaking through both technical an]
political roadblocks. We begin by describing scientific
cooperation on developing CW destruction technology
then describe the diplomatic and internal Russian polit
cal factors that have affected implementation of th
chemdemil program. We conclude that while cooperd
tion between the United States and Russia on CW disg
mament has been good at the scientific level, discord
the diplomatic, political, and administrative levels hag
sometimes impeded effective collaboration. Such prol
lems might be minimized by pooling donor resources t
provide Russia with complete, turnkey solutions to CW
destruction, rather than treating collaborative program
as a “jump start” to the underfunded and often abortiv
Russian efforts. In addition, it is essential to better in}
corporate local communities into the process, by inter
sifying efforts to ensure the long-term environmental
and health safety of destruction technologies and b
providing people living near proposed destruction site
with information about processes and safeguards. TH
time has also come to revisit the Russian Federal Pr|
gram of CW Destruction and identify new options tha
would be less costly and more feasible in Russia’s dif
economic environment. Successful elimination o
Russia’s CW stockpile will require flexibility and greater
awareness of the needs and limitations of all stakehol
ers in the process.

EVOLUTION OF THE RUSSIAN CW
DESTRUCTION TECHNOLOGY AND THE
ROLE OF CTR

Until about 1970, the United States, Russia, and oth
nations often disposed of unwanted stocks of chemic
agents by crude means such as open-pit burning, la
burial, and ocean dumping. The quantity of toxic agen]
dumped in the ocean after World War Il has been es
mated to be as much as 100,000 tonsore than all
such material known to be stored worldwide today. |
became clear that these methods carried unaccepta
risks to human health and environmental safety. Ope
pit burning of CW material and other toxic chemicalg
was replaced by controlled incineration. The US Army
intends to use incineration as the major destruction tec
nology at five of its nine CW storage sites. Public oppo

RUSSIA’'S CW STOCKPILES

Although generally known as “poison gases,”
most CW agents are actually liquids. For usg
in warfare, they would be dispersed as an aerg
sol mist by spraying or explosive detonation.
There are two major types of CW ageliss-

ter agents,such as mustard gas, andrve
agents,including sarin, soman, and VX. A
third class,choking gasesike chlorine and
phosgene, was used extensively from 1915
1918, but is not a major part of current CW
stockpiles. The blister agents, developed dur
ing World War | and produced in massive
quantities during World War Il, cause terrible,
slow-to-heal burns on contact with skin. Blis-
ter agents can be lethal if inhaled and are als
carcinogenic, often inducing skin cancer years
after exposure. Russian blister agents includ¢
mustard gas and lewisite, an arsenic-contain
ing chemical.

L4

Nerve agents cause rapid death through the dig
ruption of nerve-impulse transmission in the
central nervous system. Sarin, the “nerve gas
used in the Tokyo subway attack in 1995, is 4
volatile liquid whose vapor can be absorbed]
readily by the lungs. In contrast, VX has low
volatility and persists on surfaces for long pe-
riods. It is readily absorbed through the skin
and is highly toxic. As little as one drop may
be lethal to a normal-sized human.

Russia’s stockpile of blister and nerve agentg
is stored at seven major sites, six in westerr
Russia and one in the Kurgan region nea
Shchuchie, east of the Ural Mountain§he

Shchuchie site stores mainly nerve agents
contained in missile warheads and artillery pro-
jectiles. There are also smaller quantities off
the choking agent phosgene, but this part o
the stockpile is not included in the CTR-funded
activities. Phosgene is a standard industria
chemistry and could either be recovered fon
industrial use or destroyed by common indus-
trial procedures. Most CTR support for Rus-
sian chemical disarmament is directed towards
destruction of the nerve agent-filled weapons
stored at Shchuchie.
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sition to incineration, however, has led to consideration The second stage in the proceskiisminization or
of alternative destruction technologies for use at thenixing with asphalt, to complete the destruction of the
other four American sites. chemical agent and to sequester the neutralization resi-

The Russian Ministry of Defense (MOD) had origi-dues in an insoluble matrix suitable for disposal in a

nally planned to destroy chemical agents by neutralizé(yal?te _storafge faC|I_|tyr.] The dws_crc])l;)s_ residue frohml neu-
tion followed by incineration in large, regional facilities. tralization of R-VX is heated with bitumen (asphalt) to

One such facility was under construction at Chapayev

S(iystill out volatile materials such as isobutyl alcohol.
in Samara oblast, but it was never completed because%ﬁ?rhthﬁ mixture copolls, ltsets to a har%l bl_ack HEII'SS '(;]
public opposition to CW destruction in this area. Wide"! l(?l tl € ?]gent r_ZS| ue]:cs are presulma_ y |mfmo tized.
spread opposition to the original plan led to a rethinking'M"any: the residues from neutralization of sarin or
of the CW destruction strategy. The concept of trans2°an are heated V\_”th a mixture of calcium hydroxide
porting chemical weapons to regional destruction facilifSIaked_ lime) g_nd b|tu_men to recover MEA for reuse
ties was replaced by a decision to destroy the weapoﬁgd to immobilize toxic fluoride residues as insoluble
where they are storédAlong with the decision to de- calcium fluoride. As with the bituminized R-VX prod-

stroy CW at the storage sites, the choice of destructidfft the blaclk solid residue is to be deposited in a waste
technology was revised. storage vault.

In 1994, after study of many non-incineration tech- In July 1997, the CTR program took its first step

nologies, the MOD selected a two-stage technology gdoward implementing CW destruction with the signing

veloped by the Moscow-based State Scientific Resear(ﬁ“ an agreement “concgrning the s_afe, secure, a_nd eco-
Institute for Organic Chemistry and Technology ogically sound destruction of chemical weapoh3his

(GosNIIOKhT)? Russia’s insistence on its two-stageagreemem outlined plans for cooperative planning of

destruction process, though it had not been develop destruction and technical aspects of implementing

beyond the laboratory bench, was apparently motivate%l1e mutually agree_d_plans. Up to $25 million was allo-
by several factors. One was political, in that by MODcated for these activities. The next two years were spent

officials perceived transfer of a US-approved CW depleveloping a Comprehensive Implementation Plan, set-

struction technology as undesirable. Promotion of af{ng up mechanisms for (_:ollaboratlon, and selectl_ng
indigenously developed technology would create jobémerlcan contractors to implement the US commit-
and demonstrate Russia’s stature as an advanced ind{ENtS-
trial nation. Another argument was that Russia should In 1994, several significant steps occurred. Bechtel
not make its strategically important chemdemil progranNational was selected as the lead contractor in a consor-
dependent on the import of foreign technology—espetium charged with carrying out the initial phases of the
cially from the United States, a country with a long recorgblan. The potential funding was increased to $55 mil-
of imposing trade sanctions. Also, the Russian MOD walson, with most of the increment designated to create a
highly skeptical about its ability to operate and maintaircentral analytical laboratory in Moscow and for deliv-
high-tech incineration facilities, which would require ery of three mobile monitoring laboratories (to be pro-
much greater technological sophistication than the tworided by another contractor). Under the 1994 “Plan of
stage destruction process. Work,” Russian and American experts met several times.
a decisive meeting at Chapaevsk in November 1994,
they outlined steps leading to construction of a facility
at Shchuchie to demonstrate the demilitarization of Rus-

In the first stage of the Russian process, the nerve ag
is treated with a chemical reagent themitralizesor dra-
matically reduces its toxicity. For the volatile nerve®, o
agents sarin and soman, the reagent is monoethanolamifia" Weapons containing nerve agents.

(MEA), which breaks the phosphorus-fluorine chemi- This plan was much narrower and more focused than
cal bond associated with neurotoxicity. Analogouslythe original intentions. It did not deal with the CW stock-
treatment of the persistent Russian V-agent (R-VX) witlpiles at other sites, but spelled out a protocol for testing
a solution of potassium isobutoxide cleaves the phoshe Russian two-stage destruction technology for nerve
phorus-sulfur bond in the molecule to produce by-prodagents described above. The tests were to be done coop-
ucts of much lower toxicity. eratively under the Russian-American Joint Evaluation
Program. The 1995 Program Plamspelled out two
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phases in the laboratory-scale evaluation of the proceBammability. When the Americans tried to synthesize
developed by GosNIIOKhT. In the first phase, Ameri-the reformulated reagent (designated RD-4M) in their
can technicians guided by Russian scientists employemvn laboratories, they were unable to prepare samples
the Russian process to destroy 50-gram samples of puteat met Russian specifications for the material. Trans-
sarin, soman, and VX supplied by the United StatedAtlantic communications failed to resolve the problem,
This phase was carried out in mid-1995 in a US Armyand eight months elapsed before Russian scientists were
laboratory at Aberdeen Proving Ground in Marylandallowed to come to the United States to provide a “hands
The results of the tests were highly encouraging. Coomn” consultation. Even when they did arrive, communi-
eration between Russian and American personnel wastion problems persisted. It was only when US scien-
excellent, although there were disagreements about tlists visited the GosNIIOKhT laboratories and withessed
instrumentation used to monitor the laboratory atmothe Russian synthesis equipment and procedures that they
sphere. solved the problem. It appears that the Russian recipe

The second-phase tests took place in October-Ndor making the reagent was imprecise and needed to be

vember 1995 in Russia, at the Saratov Higher Militarjmdiﬁed to provide a reproducible synthesis. The prob_-
Engineering School of Chemical Defense. These e em has now F’ee” resolved and RD-4M meets Ameri-
periments successfully demonstrated that the Russi&f" flammability standards.

two-stage process could achieve a 99.99 percent de-The 10-month delay occasioned by the reagent for-
struction efficiency with Russian munitions-grademulation problem typifies the difficulties that have
agents, and that the destruction was irreversible, as rglowed progress in developing the two-stage destruc-
guired by the CWC. The final products were classifiedion process. Major technical development programs
Level IV (only “slightly dangerous”) in the Russian Statecommonly experience delays caused by honest differ-
Standardd$? A bilateral peer-review committee com- ences between scientists and engineers in collaborating
posed of experts not directly connected to the prograwrganizations. However, the CTR chemical weapons
reviewed the results of the first- and second-phase tegirogram has had many such problems and delays aris-
ing. These experts generally concurred with the reportédg from cultural and language differences. These prob-
findings and made several recommendations for futudems have been aggravated by the diffuse, bi-national
work. It was apparent to both the peer-review panel anthanagement structure of the program, which has made
the test participants that much additional developmerit difficult to resolve technical differences expeditiously.
work would be needed to make the two-stage process

suitable for scale-up to “bench-scale” tests and later tBurther Steps Needed to Demonstrate the Process

the pro.duct|on-scale demonstration facility at The initial laboratory-scale tests, though successful
Shchuchie. . : :
in demonstrating agent destruction, were only small

After the successful 1995 tests, 1996 was relativelgteps toward practical implementation of the Russian
unproductive in terms of technical progress. It was agre@dw destruction technology. Developing the process it-
that the next phase of testing would involvedpémi-  self may indeed be the simplest part of the overall pro-
zationof reaction conditions, such as temperature angram. Some key hurdles that lie ahead include:
reactant ratios. A Joint Project Plan (JPP) for the opti- « Completion of the optimization phase;
mization of the two-stage process was developed in « Demonstration of the neutralization process on a
March 1996 but bilateral approval was delayed until  small pilot scale;
December 1996. Also in late 1996, Parsons Delaware, a« Demonstration of the neutralization process at pro-
large engineering contractor, was selected to lead a con-duction scale:
sortium for scale-up testing and for design of the « Development and demonstration of equipment to
Shchuchie facility. Further delays in the optimization remove agent from munitions and to decontaminate
program occurred in 1998. American scientists involved the containers:
in the cooperative research found it difficult to repro- « Demonstration that the waste disposal plans are en-
duce the Russian synthesis of the reagent used tovironmentally sound;
detoxify the R-VX agent. After the 1995 tests, « Development and demonstration of monitoring ca-
GosNIIOKNhT had reformulated the reagent to reduce its pabilities for CW destruction operations;
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» Performance of risk assessments and safety evalsystems will resemble those planned for the full-scale
ations for the process and the Shchuchie facility; andlant.

» Consultation with the Russian citizens residing_ . . L .
nearby, whose lives will be affected by operation OPralnlng and decontamination of munitions

the destruction and disposal facilities. Destroying artillery projectiles like those stored at

The scale and cost of these activities will be mucf?hChUCh'? IS acomplex task. The Russian prOJectlles do
ot contain explosive charges as do American shells,

ut they are not susceptible to the “reverse assembly”
process employed in the CW disposal facilities in the
al]Jnited States. Instead, it is necessary to drill into the
| projectiles to create holes through which the toxic agent

need to be renovated and equipped for scale-up of t n be removed. The projectile is then tilted and drained.

process and for integrated demonstration of the mun{- er the CW agent has been removed, the interior of
tions-handling facilities. The administrative complex- he projectile is rinsed with a decontaminating reagent

ity of the program is increasing as more subcontracto%./‘Eﬁ fo:hsarln atnd s_orrt\ag, RDt'LlthSOHIU.“O; fl? ' dR\tDt? h
are employed for these tasks. The current status a ally, the contaminated metal shell 1S baked at hig

plans for the various components of the developmel%‘lamperature to remove reS|dual_chem|cals so that the
program are outlined belot. metal can be reclaimed by smelting.

greater than for the initial demonstration of the process.
The joint evaluation and joint optimization programs
have cost $19 millio®, but, as is common for major
industrial projects, larger-scale testing will cost sever
times that figure. Engineering laboratory facilities wil

Prototypes of the individual components of muni-
tions-handling machines were fabricated in Russia and
This phase of process development is almost comvere tested with dummy munitions at the GosNIIOKhT

plete. Using a highly instrumented one-liter glass readacility in Moscow in autumn 1998. Although the tests
tor, which has been set up at GosNIIOKhT, optimunwere encouraging, the machines have yet to be tested in
conditions will be defined for carrying out both the neu-the integrated fashion needed for production line opera-
tralization and bituminization of the Russian nervetions. A large work area has been cleared at the Moscow
agents. For each agent (sarin, soman, R-VX), 21 statifacility for such tests, but the conveyors and controls
tically designed experiments will be conducted to deneeded to link the machines must be acquired in order
fine the effect of reaction temperature, reagento demonstrate the subsystems of a Destruction Process
composition, and other process variables. The resultingne (DPL). Such testing, again with mock-up muni-
neutralization products will be bituminized and the retions, will provide the basis for design of the full-scale
sulting “bituminized salt masses” will be sent to theDPL at Shchuchie.
United States for toxicology and leaching studies, . .
Analyses of the neutralization products will be carrie(}N aste disposal-related testing
out using jointly validated analytical methods. Two major technical questions concerning the two-
stage process relate to the disposal of the bituminized
salt masses (BSMs), which constitute the major solid
Further process development will involve larger-scaleffluent from the process. One question concerns the
tests of the two-stage process at the CTR laboratory likelihood that the nerve agent decomposition products
Saratov using munitions-grade nerve agents. Thesell remain locked in the bitumen if this material comes
tests, for which facilities are currently being preparedinto contact with moisture. Preliminary leaching studies
will be carried out in “bench-scale” equipment one-hunhave been done, but more thorough studies are planned
dredth the size of that planned for the demonstration faising bituminized waste products generated by the most
cility in Shchuchie. This scale of operation will evaluateup-to-date process conditions. The current disposal plan
the feasibility of the process better than is possible irs that bituminized products will be placed in steel drums
laboratory glassware and will provide basic data for dethat will be stored in aboveground vaults. However, resi-
signing the Shchuchie facility. The experience gainedents of the Shchuchie area are concerned that the prod-
in operating the bench-scale facility will also be valu-ucts may be placed in landfills when and if the MOD
able, especially since the reactor's automated contralssumes responsibility for operating the plant.

Optimization of agent destruction

Process scale-up demonstration
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A second question concerns the potential toxicity ofo develop and supply analytical capability not just for
any materials that may leach out of the bitumen over ae Shchuchie development but for other Russian CW
extended period of time. This question is receiving muchtockpile sites.

attention. Independent preliminary studies done by A December 1996 Russian government resolution

(_BOSN”g)KhT' the. us Arg1_y_Center for Healthdprﬁmo'provided guidelines for accepting US assistance to build
tion and Preventive Medicine (CHPPM), and the Stthe CAL! Russia’s contribution was mostly in-kind,

Petersburg Institute of Hygiene, Occupational Patholéuch as office space and personnel. The CAL was es-

09y a_md Human Ecolog_y all |nd|catg a IO\.N level of acu'[‘%entially a turnkey project, with the United States pro-
toxicity of the_ BSM SOI'dS'. The toxicity is rated Level viding all the money for refurbishing the office space
IV (lowest toxicity) by Russian State Standards, the samg, 4 providing state-of-the-art equipment. Perhaps for
level as that of process reagents such as MEA. Studiﬂ;ﬁs reason, the project was implemented relatively
of subchronic and chronic toxicity are in progress at SEmootth and was not affected by the August 1998 eco-
_Pt_atersburg. These st_udies in_clude an assessment of tQ.ic crisis. An added advantage of the CAL project is
icity to the reproductive and immune systems. that it contributes significantly to transparency:
Monitoring capabilities GosNIIOKhT has gone from being off-limits to all but a

o . . few Russian specialists to become the home of many
Monitoring of all effluents from the Shchuchie facil- foreign contractors and experts.

ity is important to protect the health of plant workers,
local residents, and the environment as well as to meetRussian participants see this as one of the most suc-
Russia’s stringent air and water control regulations. Theessful aspects of scientific cooperation. Thus, Dr. Vic-
Russian standards for off-site air quality (Populated Aretor Petrunin, the director of GosNIIOKhT, is one of a
Maximum Allowable Concentrations) are more strin-very few Russian officials who are unequivocally posi-
gent than the US general population limits for exposurdive about the experience of bilateral cooperation. In
Indeed, the allowable concentrations are so low th&arly 1999, Petrunin predicted the completion of the con-
they cannot be measured with any existing monitors. THruction and installation stage of the Laboratory by the
MOD plans to meet this challenge by measuring emind of the year. He was concerned, however, that CTR
sions on-site and then using computational models d¢nding and the presence of the US personnel might be
atmospheric dispersion to evaluate concentrations at lghased out shortly thereafter, before the Laboratory has
cations off-site. It remains to be seen whether this ageen fully integrated with Russia’s CW destruction fa-

proach will prove satisfactory to local residents ancfilities and adequately tested in conjunction with full-
government regulators. scale chemdemil operations. Petrunin praised the spirit

of cooperation and trust as it evolved throughout the

Dlspos_al Of. _contgmlnated Wa.St.E.) water from_ thei‘mplementation of this project. He pointed out that co-
Shchuchie facility raises the possibility of contaminat-

ing the ground water in the area around the plant Nomqperation on the project was a two-way street, in that
9 9 plant. Russia shared with US experts valuable information on

nally, the two-stage process does not pr(_)duce aquUeoLS, incineration methods of CW destruction, develop-
wastes that would be discharged off-site. However

ment of which had been mandated by the US Conéftess.
agueous wastes from the process vent scrubbers, from _ _ _ '
decontaminating solutions, and from site run-off could Three US-provided mobile analytical laboratories,
be sources of water contamination. The facility is beingvhich can be moved from site to site to monitor chemi-

designed to allow containment, treatment, and monitoi€al agent emissions, complement the capabilities of the
ing of these effluents. CAL. The analytical laboratories will also provide

The CTR program has made a major commitment tﬁgglsplrﬁzgriﬂg g);ﬁ)/((e:rtlse to help Russia meet its obliga-

developing essential monitoring and analytical technol-
ogy by funding a Central Analytical Laboratory (CAL) Risk assessment
at GosNIIOKRT in Moscow. The CAL has up-to-date o0y cross Russia, a non-governmental environ-

instrumentation like that in the US Army Materiel mental organization, is sponsoring an independent

Command’s treaty laboratory at Aberdeen Proving, .y ation of risks involved in CW destruction opera-
Grounds in Maryland. The CAL will be a major resource
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tions at Shchuchie using the two-stage process. Profgsrogram had a binary component. Lack of mutual trust
sor V. M. Kolodkin of the Udmurt State University, who made the bilateral working environment much more dif-
previously analyzed the risks of agent storage dicult.

Shchuch|e and ot_her Russian stockpile $Pces,con- Nuclear cooperation under CTR produced some early
_ductmg the operational assessment. The risk assesSMENt cass stories. However, these resulted primarily from
IS a sta_ndard procedure in Ame_rlcan_c_hemdem_ll Plarscus on individual, often unrelated, components rather
ning. It is also a necessary step in gaining Russian feg 0 t.om a systemic approach. Since appropriate
eral and regional approval of the destruction plan and ﬁuclear procedures had long been in place in Russia and

an asset in terms of reassuring the local POpUIation_aboélﬁpervisory personnel operated under a clearly defined
the safety of the proposed CW destruction operations 4 of command, patching emerging gaps was easier

Public involvement to accomplish. The US-Russian commonality in nuclear

technologies and culture helped in some cases to over-
The CTR program has engaged the Green Cross q ome organizational and other obstacles that arose dur-

ganizations of Switzerland and Russia to handle vario ; .

aspects of public outreach for the Shchuchie facilit;i.ﬁg the pioneering effort.
These activities have included establishing public out- In contrast, cooperation on CW destruction was sup-
reach offices in Kurgan and holding public hearings irP0osed to proceed quite differently. It was conceived by
the area. The aim of the hearings is to inform the publithe US side as a systemic approach because the disorga-
about ongoing plans for the Shchuchie CW destructiofized Russian executive branch had yet to come up with
facility and to seek public input about issues related t& meaningful long-term national program. The United
its construction and operation. Green Cross has coitates was relatively well advanced in its national CW
ducted similar hearings at other CW storage sites. Funghemdemil program and was moving, though not with-
ing has been approved for creation at Shchuchie of @t serious domestic glitches, toward the implementa-
Citizens’ Advisory Commission like those at US chemi-tion stage. The July 1992 bilateral agreement included a
cal weapons stockpile sites, but the members of tHdS proposal to participate in developing an overall de-

commission have not yet been appointed. struction plan for Russia. But the Russian side angrily

Th ds for risk t and public invol rejected this proposal on the grounds that Russia’'s CW
€ needs forrisk assessment and public Invo vemeg mmunity could adequately do the job itgelf.

reflect the fact that progress on CW destruction depends
not only on technical advances but also on political ac- Russia was still struggling to grasp the scope of the
ceptance and support. We have found that cooperatig@yerall problem and its implications. The

between Russian and American parties has been gooddgcisionmaking process was characterized by inter-
the scientific level, but in the relevant political arenagigency wrangling and lack of leadership. The Presiden-

making progress has been more difficult. tial Committee for Convention-Related Problems of
Chemical and Biological Weapons was established in
POLITICAL AND DIPLOMATIC PITEALLS 1992 with a far-reaching mandate. It acted for some time

o ) as the lead agency for chemdemil within the Russian

The past record of US-Soviet interactions on cheMig,ernment, mostly because of the personal stature of
cal weapons had its ups and downs. American officialg, chairman, Gen. Anatoliy Kuntsevich (Ret.), who was
suspected that Russia was scheming to retain secret {pa); connected with the Office of the President and
ventories of chemical weapons or was clandestinely d‘R?IOD top brass. After Kuntsevich was fired in 1994, the
veloping novel chemical warfare agents. One of thg,5p jominated the scene and even backed off from

latest revelations came from Uzbekistan, where a CT@Ome previously agreed-upon arrangements in the CTR

project was launched in 1999 to dismantle a former SQgamework. For example, the second-phase tests of the
viet CW development and testing facility near the cityg ,sgian two-stage destruction technology for nerve

of Nukus. Preliminary reports indicated that Nukus wag,gents encountered difficulties when requests by the
the site where the Soviet military allegedly experimenteg o sjgential Committee for visas for US observers
with binary (Novichok) agents and perhaps producedq,seq to be honored. Eurther, the Presidential Commit-

them in limited quantities. Yet, Soviet and later Russiargee was caught unaware when the tests were scheduled
officials have vehemently denied that the Soviet CW
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at Saratov rather than at the GosNIIOKhT laboratoriewritten certification that: (1) Russia is making reason-
in Moscow. The choice of Saratov was justified on theble progress toward implementation of the BDA; (2)
grounds that munitions-grade samples of the Russiahe United States and Russia have made substantial
nerve agents were available there. Questions were alpoogress toward the resolution, to the satisfaction of the
raised about the safety of doing large-scale experimenitiited States, of outstanding compliance issues under
with these highly toxic materials in the Moscow laborathe Wyoming MOU and the BDA; and (3) Russia has
tories. Carrying out the experiments in Saratov, howfully and accurately declared all information regarding
ever, incurred much added expense for the CTR prograiits unitary and binary chemical weapons, chemical weap-
A suite of laboratories in the Saratov school of chemicadns facilities, and other CW-related facilitisThese
defense was completely renovated to bring workplaceonditions made it more complicated for the US gov-
conditions and instrumentation up to American stanernment to plan CTR chemdemil projects on a predict-
dards. In addition, a sanitarium was leased to providable long-term funding basis. Russian officials often
accommaodations for American and GosNIIOKhT per-complained that it was impossible for them to factor in
sonnel who were involved in the second-phase tests. US assistance because of the “politically motivated in-

These interagency bottlenecks and poorly coordinatdgPretation of Russia’s behavior in these areas.” More-

decisionmaking processes impeded the predictabilit Vver, In the view of th_e Ru53|ar_1 government, the two
and accountability of the chemdemil program. In Octo® ilateral agreements with the United States lost much of

ber 1997, the Duma’s Auditing Board completed an intheir relevance after Russia’s ratification of CWC and

vestigation of the chemdemil program, revealing gnemb_ership in the Organization for the Prohibition of
number of improprieties. For example, the MOD haoChemlcal Weaports.
spent more than $1 million out of the meager chemdemil As far as actual implementation, it took some time
budget on facilities and services not directly relevant téor the Pentagon and its contractors to adjust themselves
the program. About $100,000 had been wasted on da a new mode of relationship with their Russian coun-
R&D project that in no way contributed to the develop-erparts. Their original assumption that Russia’s organi-
ment of environmentally safe destruction technologieszational and technological approach to chemdemil
Foreign financial assistance was largely unaccountablshould eventually be a mirror image of the US experi-
as the Presidential Committee and the MOD providednce was not working. Gradually the US government
different estimates. Regarding the US-funded Centrakalized that it was dealing with a country in a painful
Analytical Laboratory project, the estimate by the Ecostate of transition and nation-building. Hence, to achieve
nomics Ministry of the money received and spent on that least some of its original objectives, US chemdemil
project was eight times lower than that of the MOD assistance had to be more flexible and show a spirit of
which is still the prime procurer under the Federal Procompromise.
gram?!

With the Russian military calling the shots, Russia>HIFTING TO A HIGHER GEAR
further delayed submissions of data required under the In March 1996, the Russian government finally ap-
Wyoming MOU and was not responsive to US efforts tqroved a program to destroy its CW stockpiles, thus pro-
accelerate the entry into force of the Bilateral Destrucviding a much-needed basis for outside chemdemil
tion Agreement. This continued reluctance to cooperatgssistanc&. Under this program, CW destruction was
fully on US terms complicated the ability of the USto take place near storage facilities, involving minimal
Department of Defense (DOD) to allocate funds fotransportation, and was to be completed by 2005. By
Russian chemdemil efforts. The US Congress linked009, all CW destruction and storage facilities would be
chemdemil assistance to Russia to, among other thinggecommissioned. Under the distribution of roles and
Moscow’s compliance with bilateral CW agreementsmissions, the Ministry of Defense was designated as the
and other arms control treaties. lead agency for developing and implementing the fed-

Under the provisions of CTR Program fundingeral program for phased destruction of the CW stock-

throughout this period, any release of chemdemil monefil€s: The MOD was also assigned responsibility for
was conditioned on several limitations. The US presis€lecting optimal CW destruction technologies, design-

dent was (and still is) required to submit to Congress 49 and building destruction facilities and providing so-
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cial and medical infrastructure in areas where the facilishare of outside assistance—nboth in cash and in kind—
ties were located, and operating the facilities. would range from 20 to 25 percent of the total cost of
eojestroying the CW stockpile. In absolute terms, foreign

struction focused on sites in Kambarka and Gomy-a33|stance would account for roughly $1 billion out of

where blister agents are stored in bulk. The remainin’ e original esti_m_ate of $f3'7 billion, t_h(?UQh t_his total
sites, containing weaponized agents, fell under the se /as later unofficially _rewseql t0_$8 billion. _Slnce the
ond stage. This approach made sense. The stockpileg?ﬁfel of the chemdemil fun_dmg n th_e_Russuem budget
Kambarka and Gormyi represent a greater environmef@S 1agged hopelessly behind the original schedule, the

tal and public hazard than do the others. At these site%oje(:ted share of international assistance has increased

blister agents are stored in large containers, which a amatically.

deteriorating and cannot be contained or managed asRussian representatives have repeatedly addressed
well as shells and projectiles. Successful CW destrucequests for assistance to the European Union (EU) and
tion at Kambarka and Gornyi—once achieved—wilINATO. In November 1997, during the monthly meeting
provide Russia with the proper stage from which to moven Brussels of the joint Russian-NATO Partnership
into the more complex technical challenges at the oth&ouncil of Ambassadors, Russian representatives spe-
five sites. cifically solicited financial assistance to build all seven

What was particularly important was that the Federat W destruction facilities in Russia spepified by the Fed-
Program formally defined Russia’s approach to and e)gral Program. In May 1998, and aganin June 1999, cur-
pectations of international assistance in this area. It ir{_ent_a_nd potentlall donors committed themselves to
volved, among other things, international financialprOY'dmg more assistance. Even under the best case sce-
support for CW destruction in Russia, use of other cour1ario, however, the total amount of Wh.at may eventu-
tries’ experience in the chemdemil area, and encourag_@l-Iy be dor_1ated W'” not make up for the increasing gaps
ment of a better international climate in the overall” domestic funding for the Federal Program.
implementation of the CWC. Specifically, the attached
list of joint arrangements covered: (1) internationaf® CHANGE IN STRATEGY
evaluation of foreign and national CW destruction tech- By the mid-1990s, US-sponsored assistance began to
nologies, including joint experiments and constructiondevelop a selective and focused approach. The Penta-
of pilot plants for improving relevant technologies andgon made a dramatic shift in emphasis away from the
demonstrating their safety to the public; (2) developComprehensive Implementation Plan, which addressed
ment, manufacturing, and supply of technological equipRussia’s entire CW demilitarization program, and
ment, instruments, and monitoring systems for such pilghifted toward certain key projects. In part, this was a
plants and CW destruction facilities, as well as supplyecognition that in the absence of a coherent Russian
of equipment for analytical laboratories; (3) develop-chemdemil program, available money should be appro-
ment of safety systems for CW storage and destructigsriated for individual components without waiting for
facilities; and (4) personnel training for CW destructionthe Russian side to get its act together.
facilities and supervising the destruction process.

Under the Federal Program, the first stage of CW d

On the other hand, the reorganization of CTR assis-
The legal basis of Russia’s chemdemil program wagince was an admission that the original expectation of
further expanded with the entry into force in May 1997being able to deal constructively with MOD on a wide
of the Law on CW Destruction. This federal law, whoseange of chemdemil issues was an illusion. Colonel Gen-
drafting and numerous revisions took more than threeral Stanislav Petrov, commander of the Radiological,
years to complete, was intended to provide legal guaGhemical, and Biological Protection Troops, was on
antees to the population affected, directly or indirectlyrecord criticizing the way the US chemdemil assistance
by CW destruction. Article 26, on international coop-was organized and structured. He contrasted the US sys-
eration, gave the provisions of international treaties sudem-wide approach with the more limited set of require-
as the CWC precedence over Russian federal laws. ments made by Germany, the second largest donor.

During the period immediately after approval of thePetrov definitely preferred the latter approach, which

Federal Program, Russian officials assumed that tfhabled the Russian side to avoid difficult questions and
high standards of accountability.
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An important manifestation of DOD’s new strategy Inthe framework of the Shchuchie project, the United
was its emphasis on a project whose sole objective w&ates was assigned the task of construction within the
to construct a pilot CW destruction facility in Russia,industrial zone and the supporting industrial infrastruc-
while basically ignoring the progress (or lack thereof}ure outside the zone, including the disposal site for bi-
of other components of the Federal Program. The cityuminized waste. Russia assumed responsibility for all
of Shchuchie was designated by MOD as the site wheespects of the social infrastructure, including the indus-
such a facility would be built. trial infrastructure supporting the general community
round the site. The cost estimate for the US share of

The acceptance of the Shchuchie site was an impo?—

tant compromise by DOD. The two selection criteria{[he project was put at about $750 million, including de-

originally developed by the United States were (1) maxi\_/elopment costs.

mum reduction of the military threat, and (2) minimum DOD conditioned its assistance for the pilot facility
expenditure of time and money. In practice, the Unitedonstruction on Russia’s completion of the social and
States sought the destruction of air-delivered munitionsdustrial infrastructure, including housing, gas and
carrying persistent nerve agents at a site requiring minwater lines, storm sewers, and a rail line from the stor-
mal investments in infrastructure. The Shchuchie sitegge site to the destruction facility. The Russian share of
which stored artillery rounds with mostly non-persis-project costs is estimated to total $240 million. In addi-
tent nerve agents, in no way met these criteria. Accordion, Russia would be responsible for expanding the pi-
ing to Harold Smith, assistant to the secretary of defendet facility (which will have a capacity of 500 metric
for nuclear, chemical, and biological defense programmns a year) into a full-scale facility capable of destroy-
and the US official in charge of the CTR-CW programing 1,200 metric tons annually. The project has fallen
until January 1998, Russia’s selection of Shchuchie dshind schedule by about 14 months, largely because of
the site for CTR funding was “a deep frustration to USRussia’s delays in completing the facility’s conceptual
officials.” Nevertheless, Smith supported US acceptanadesigh and because of constraints on US funding.

of Shehuchie because “the principal US objective was Despite delays and difficulties of mutual adjustment,

hot to _teII Russia what technc_)logy to use or where % addition to those of a more substantive nature, the
apply1 it the goal was to begin _the destruction of th%hchuchie project has moved haltingly forward. By the
world’s largest ars_enal Of chemical weapons, and thal o 1998, a location had been chosen and commemo-
had been accomplished. rated with a 10-foot monument. Both the MOD and the
Again in hindsight, it appears that the working envi-US contractor, Parsons Delaware, Inc., have been coop-
ronment for any other CW storage site would probablgrating with Green Cross Russia, an NGO heavily in-
have been even worse, impeding any conceivabhkolved in the chemdemil efforts. CTR money has
progress. For example, the Pochep community ipartially funded the establishment of Green Cross infor-
Bryansk oblast is still largely opposed to a CW destrucmation centers in Shchuchie and in Kurgan, the capital
tion facility. That is hardly surprising because the entiref Kurgan oblast.
area was heavily affected by the Chernobyl nuclear di-

saster in neighboring Ukraine. Similarly, at another pol'mportant players, reflecting the shift of power away

tential CW dgstructlon site at _Leonldovka N Penzg ., the Russian federal government to the regional
ObIaSF' revelathns about the envwonmentally unsgf_e d%]ite. Regional leaders now play a key role in political

struct!o_n there mz ?:019503 ?f Ieaklng (I:W' rT]un't'rclmﬁ'novements and associations that are likely to dominate
contalnmg O\P/]er ’ tohnsdo mustard, lewisite, phosyq forthcoming parliamentary elections. The implica-

gene, and other agents ha fahnegatlve |:jnpact on puh [6n for the chemdemil assistance is two-fold. Regions
op|n|_c:jn. lI(Durlng SUrveys o the area a Jacentdtoé ﬁway wish in the long run to bypass the earlier estab-
L?O”' ovka storage site, gqvernment exp_erts an _N q‘éhed channels of communication and develop a direct
discovered unacceptably high concentrations of dIOXInE:iialogue with foreign donors and their representatives,

and other contaminantS.The resulting tense emotional despite objections by the federal authorities. Secondly,

S|tua(t]||_on and purg)llcaldem:énd_s for (;nvm_)rllmenta?e regions may be tempted to use their newly acquired
reme |a_1t|on were hardly conducive to the quick start of,, ¢ 1 revise or adjust earlier chemdemil-related pro-
any major CTR project.

Kurgan oblast authorities have become increasingly
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cedures and regulations that, in their judgment, adn hazardous production activity. The Russian govern-
versely affect their interests. ment opposes the Chuvash approach on the grounds that

All six regions where CW stockpiles are stored havd would set a precedent that could enab!g _former em-
formed a group (chaired by Oleg Bogomolov, the goVployees of other (np_n-CW) defense fac_llltles, where
ernor of Kurgan oblast) whose primary function is tOsafef[y was also sacrlf!ced for the sake of increased pro-
coordinate their bargaining positions vis-a-vis the fedgluctlon quotes, to claim compensation as Well.
eral government. Although the US contractor and DOD Another draft law rejected by the Federation Council
maintain regular contacts with the oblast authorities, thisould regulate compensatory payments for emergen-
channel must be further institutionalized to reflect thecies that occur during the storage, transport, and destruc-
growing political influence of Russia’s regions. Gover-tion of chemical weapons. Among other legal acts yet to
nor Bogomolov was among those who in 1997 pressurdak initiated or finalized are the introduction of a licens-
the State Duma to ratify the CWC. In his letter to théng system for CW destruction and amendments to the
chairman of the Duma Committee for Foreign Affairs,administrative and tax codes. Until the draft laws have
he stressed, among other things, that “further interndseen developed to the satisfaction of the affected re-
tional assistance to Russia’s chemdemil program deions, cooperation with local communities will remain
pends on its joining the Conventiofi.” shaky.

Though affiliated with the Russian communist party, The August 1998 economic crisis in Russia and the
Bogomolov is generally positive about US chemdemiknsuing devaluation of the ruble delivered a devastating
assistance and has urged the Russian government to lmew to the Federal Program, which had been conceived
vest its scarce resources in the projects underwritten land finalized only two years before. Russia’s total fed-
the CTR program rather than dispersing the money oeral budget in 1999 shrank to $20 billion, with a defense
other components of the Federal Program. He suggestsmponent of less than $4 billion. Despite continuous
that the responsibility for building the social infrastruc-financial hardships in the past, the major players in the
ture must be transferred from MOD to the regions, whiclshemdemil efforts were not prepared for this shock and
are better positioned to know their needs and how tentertained the illusion that the economic problems were
deal with them. Bogomolov’s endorsement of themostly temporary. They expected that immediately af-
Shchuchie project is conditioned on progress in deveter Russia ratified the CWC, the industrialized countries
oping social infrastructure projects for the city beforewould live up to their “moral obligation” to provide
work begins on the industrial zone. His other demandRussia with full-scope assistance for the chemdemil
include monitoring of the CW destruction process byprogram.

international organizations and experts, and getting the Against the backdrop of continued political instabil-

neighboring Chelyabinsk oblast (which has been SE?’Ey, government reshuffling, and uncertain prospects for

verely affected by nuclear accidents) involved in Chemt'he parliamentary and presidential elections, it is evi-

demil decisionmaking’ dent that previous assumptions about the relationship
Another major hurdle to implementation of Russia’sbetween Western donors and Russia require drastic re-
chemdemil program in all regions is the fact that its lethinking. At the very least, a notion of a cooperative
gal basis has serious gaps. For several years, the Duayproach to reducing threats that implies equal partner-
and the government have been locked in debate ovehip and joint responsibility no longer captures the
two competing approaches to the draft law, “On Sociaémerging reality. Moreover, the concept that served as
Protection of Persons Involved in Work with Chemicalthe original basis for the CTR assistance program—that
Weapons,” which is a key to gaining consent from thef providing a one-time “jump-start” for Russia’s
regions. One approach was proposed by the Chuvashemdemil program, after which Moscow would take
Republic, where chemical weapons were produced iaver the entire effort—has been overtaken by events.
the past; the other approach was developed by the Rus-
sian government. The Chuvash draft would providéeMPACT OF THE AUGUST 1998 CRISIS
compensation not only for those whose health is dam-
aged by ongoing or future CW-related operations, but
also to those who were harmed by being directly involveg

The Russian Federal CW Destruction Program is now
t least four years behind its original schedule. A major
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reason continues to be budgetary underfunding, as alihes, water filtration, and sewage, which are still lack-
mitted by Colonel General Stanislav Petrov, commandéng in areas where the destruction facilities are planned.
of the Radiation, Chemical, and Biological ProtectionTraditionally, the location of CW storage sites was a
Troops. In 1996, only 1.3 percent of the amount requestedtiate secret, and the military discouraged any economic
for chemdemil in the Russian federal budget was actwr other improvement projects that might jeopardize se-
ally appropriated; in 1997, this share rose only to 2.2recy and increase the local population. Now that the
percent; and in 1998 it increased to 3.9 per¥ednder regional authorities and local communities have become
the Federal Program, the years 1998 and 1999 were supyportant players, however, they demand socioeco-
posed to be the peak period for investment in the comomic improvements as a quid pro quo for accepting
struction of the CW destruction facilities. The Gornyithe risks and burdens of CW destruction.

facility was scheduled to begin operation in 1999, yet it Approval of government resolution No. 402 of April

was not ulntil March that the prolject.lgeceive(: a;]n ebTViN' 1998, which authorizes the start of social infrastruc-
ro_nm((jantal assessment approv_?, st _p_art 0 tle du%re projects before the feasibility studies for CW de-
print development stage. Even if Gornyi is completed tQu, tion facilities have been completed (e.g., by relying

be_com_e the first CW de_strucUo_n facility in RU$S'?" t1Son working blueprints and estimates), has given the MOD
primarily a demonstration facility and will eliminate

) some legal room for maneuv@Without adequate fund-

only 2.9 percent of the stockpile. ing, however, the MOD’s accomplishments to date have

A week after the Federal CW Destruction Progranbeen limited. In Gornyi, the MOD has completed an 18-
was adopted, it was given the status of a presidentiapartment residential building and a five-mile long high-
program, which at that time meant a higher priority involtage transmission line (half of the total requirement),
terms of national interest and funding. As of 1998, therbut the sewage lines, water supply, and other related fa-
were a total of 27 presidential programs whose actuallities are still under constructiofi. Comparable
funding averaged 35 to 45 percent of the minimal reprogress has been made in Kambarka, but in Shchuchie
guired level. (These projects include housing construdhere are no signs of a breakthrough apart from prelimi-
tion for the Russian military, benefits for those who movenary work on housing for construction workers.

out of extr]?me NCJIrthern arias on (?olrlnple_zftlog of_thelr Frequent restructuring of the Russian federal govern-
contracts, financial support for specially gifted Univer o,y hag made the management of the chemdemil pro-

sity students, and so forth.) To fund all existing pres'iyram even less effective. Several legal documents define

_dentlal programs Wof“d_ require abou_t $1.8 b'”'on’,Wh'C he distribution of departmental roles and interagency
is completely unrealistic given the size of Russia’s tot

ecisionmaking, but these laws have often been ignored

budget:® Even so, the fact that the Federal Program fofn the quest for influence and money, or have been made

CW destruction_has _been funded at a much '9W€r "alfelevant by the reshuffling of departments and agen-
than other presidential programs should provide foo i

tor though s lead i ital es. In late May 1999, the Presidential Committee was
or thought. F_o_r RUSS"’?IS eaaers, providing vital Sery,qjished and its staff was integrated into a new federal
vices to the military during the resumption of hostilities

in the C d ori h bul lecti government agency for munitions, which was also des-
In the Caucasus and prior to the turbulent elections I?(:'Jnated as the National Authority under the CWC.
the year 2000, in particular, may takdopity over

destroying the CW stockpile. The demige of the Preside_ntial Committee was mostly
_ the result of its tug-of-war with the MOD over the con-
_ According to General Petrov, the shorta_lge of MON€¥ ol of Russia’s chemdemil efforts. MOD leaders had
mCt)he’ federal budlget has alr(:]ady (t)aken Its toIII on th‘ﬁublicly recommended abolishing the Presidential Com-
_M D’s contractual syste_rr_l. The M_ D cur_renty_owe_smittee, which had hoped to be designated the Russian
its contractors over $5 million, and its continued inabil-y; o4l Authority; the MOD wanted to assign these
!ty_ _to pay its debts has s_enously undermlned Its C_re(l}\IIJnctions instead to its Nuclear Risk Reduction Center.
ibility and_stature. A_ major bottleneck_ln_the Russ'aq\levertheless, some observers are critical of the way
che_mdemll program is that by law, social infrastructurg§,~n nas handled its tasks as the main procurer and
prqects_ _must be well_under way before a CW destru%perator for the chemdemil program. They predict that
tion facility can be built. Social infrastructure for local ¢ e program moves ahead, the MOD will lack the
communities implies basic services such as gas plp?équired expertise and skills to manage such a sensitive
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high-tech program. Indeed, some signs suggest that thethe program continues to lack internal funding and
MOD leadership is looking into the option of sharing effective management, foreign donors will be reluc-
responsibility for chemdemil activities with industry or tant to provide anything but symbolic assistance, and
even phasing out its involvement completely (except for Russia’s expectation of raising money from interna-

retaining control over CW storage faciliti€s). tional financial institutions is unlikely to materialize.
The entire program would slow down and a number

LOSS OF SUPPORT IN THE US CONGRESS of projects that have begun would remain uncom-

AND ITS IMPLICATIONS pleted. Chronic lack of funds may result in attempts

, : . .- to cut corners, in particular, to employ cheaper but
Against this bleak background, it is hardly surprising not necessarily safer CW destruction technologies.

that the perception of chemdemil assistance to Russia as . .
an expendable program has resurfaced in the US Con-i(tzs) ig'}gﬂgﬁigﬁ?ﬂ%ﬁ&ﬁ%g aihrgog?;?gu& r?]r;
gress. This perception is based on the premise that P o T

Russia’'s CW stockpiles pose no real threat to US na- adopte_d a resolutu_)n On the Un_satlsfactory Imple-
tional security, and that instead of keeping the Russian \r?eir:;s;'?n_r?é T#rzsslfl;f ttr:]iz %Z%E'gg;ﬁe; pggts uCog-
chemdemil effort afloat, it is preferable to upgrade the ' b

. s : commission that would look into Russia’s record of
security of the CW storage facilities as a precautionary : o L .
. : : complying with its CWC obligations and destroying
measure against possible terrorist attacks.

its chemical stockpiles in an environmentally sound
Contributing to this emerging view was an April 1999 way. The underlying assumption is that Russia was
report by the US General Accounting Office (the inves- and is unprepared financially and technologically to
tigative agency of Congress) titléefforts to Reduce  assume these obligations. The resolution implies that
Russian Arsenals May Cost More, Achieve Less Than the two-stage method should be reevaluated and thor-
Planned According to this report, the United States lacks oughly tested before being approved for industrial-
assurance that the Shchuchie project will achieve its scale use. Most supporters of this resolution would

broader national security objectives of accelerating the prefer a moratorium on Russian CWC implementa-
destruction of CW at other depots and helping Russia tion or even withdrawal from the Convention.

comply with its CWC obligation$. On_August 6, 1999’. . Neither of these scenarios would meet US or interna-
a House-Senate conference committee voted to e“m'i_onal security interests. Further delays in Russia's CW
nate all $125 million slated for the Shchuchie projec% y ' y

and to reallocate $20 million to enhance security at Rusd_estruction will inevitably challenge the letter and the
y irit of the CWC, while Russian withdrawal from the

sian CW storage sites. The decision was based Iargei{/) . S : .

. : onvention would undermine its universality and dam-
on the premise that chemical weapons pose more of ane the CW nonoroliferation regime
environmental threat to Russia than a security threat os b gime.

the United States.
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The notion that Russia’s CW stockpile poses no threat ia's chemdemil based h
to US security is fallacious. Russian chemical munitions Russia’s chemdemil program based on the two-stage

are in good condition, have tremendous agent dispers%?snucnon process is faced with economic and political

ability, and are as capable now as when they were pr{)a_\ther_ than t_echnical prob_lerr_\g. Technological develop-
duced. According to CTR Director Thomas Kuenning,ment is making slow but significant progress toward the

Russian chemical munitions are man-carryable angoal of an operational destruction facility at Shchuchie,

could be easily stolen by terrorists, who would then hanUt madequgte Russian fundm_g and manage_ment prob-
ms seem likely to cause major and unpredictable de-

access to pounds or more of deadly agents. Moreovig,
some CW warheads can readily be placed on SCU ays.

type missiles, which are owned by many counffies. Laboratory-scale studies have successfully demon-
I_strated that the Russian two-stage chemical agent de-
struction process can effectively destroy the major nerve
pgents in the Russian arsenal. Preparation for larger-
ﬁcale testing is proceeding well. Although the results to

At this juncture, Russia’s chemdemil efforts may fo
low one of two dangerous paths:

(1) Status quo.In this scenario, the Russian Federa

Program would not undergo any drastic changes.
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date are encouraging, concerns still exist, particularlgentative and authoritative mix of Russian counterparts
with respect to the efficacy of bituminization and theto negotiate with, and urging maximum transparency
safe disposal of the solid waste that results from the prand responsiveness will be vital prerequisites of future
cess. success in eliminating this toxic legacy of the Cold War.

A critical issue is public acceptance that the two-stagghe optimal approach would be to concentrate on one

technology is safe and will not harm public health and" two destruction facilities and to complete their infra-

the environment. Community understanding and acce%—trUCture on a turnkey basis. As the first priority, the

tance of the environmental aspects of the two-stage pr est doptlor;] Wgﬁ'?} beh_to stqrt with a(ljl dgfforts concen-
cess will be essential for its successful impIementatioHate on the Shchuchie project. In addition to commit-

at the Shchuchie facility. While positive steps have beefnd itself to building the pilot plant, the United States

taken to inform the local residents about the CTR planér,‘ay consider the _o_ptlon of_extendlng "_[S comm|trr_1ent to
e scaled-up facility. Rapid success in completing the

itis not clear that acceptance is assured. Some local reg?

dents seem satisfied with the safety of the first stag%hchucme facility and putting it intq operation WOUld_
(detoxification of nerve agents), but their confidence ir%rlowde "; much-geeded_ p,roof of alc_:hlevem_err:t_and avis-
the environmental safety of the second stage (bitumin|- € pus toward Russia’s compliance W't_ Its CWC
zation) is lower. The major concern is that the agerﬁbl'gat'ons' A smoothly and safely operating facility

neutralization products will not be effectively IockedWOUId send an encouraging S|gnal_t_o other stockp_lle
into the bitumen or that the bituminized products willS'tes and perhaps accelergte the activity th_ere. Iffc_)relgn
be disposed of in a way that permits toxic materials tgon_ors (othgr than the Unlte(_j States) contl_nue to invest
leach out into the groundwater. The CTR managemem d|ffere_nt sites, as MO.D ewder_wtly would like them to
needs to recognize and address this perceived hazard,dgs the dispersal of assistance (in the absence of match-

well as other concerns that may be present in the cori!d contributions from Russia) could have a series of
munity negative consequences. Long delays in the original con-

_ o ) _ struction schedules would discredit the idea of assis-
One problem in gaining public acceptance is that thesnce, reduce support for the program by the local

people living near the proposed destruction site have @nstituencies in donor countries, and doom the unfin-
low degree of confidence in the MOD and other federakned facilities to obsolete technologies.

institutions. The US government should work with other

Western donors and NGOs to facilitate citizen input on In the meat:ltlrge, th? Rlési'an gov;rnrnent muit con-
CW disposal decisions at all Russian stockpile site§entrate on the Gornyi and Kambarka sites, as they are

Establishment of Russian citizen advisory boards anal(she most hazardous, but least technologically challeng-

gous to the US Citizens Advisory Commissions couldn9: of the seven storage facilities. At the other four sites,

help in this regard, but the concept needs to be adaptgﬂernational assistance would focus for the time being
to the Russian context on enhancing the security and safety of CW storage. In-

N _ creased Western assistance at Shchuchie would not be
In addition, the US and Russian governments shoulgnconditional. In return, the West could demand that

establish an international panel of respected scientifighe entire Russian federal plan for chemical demilitari-
and public figures to evaluate contentious aspects of thgtion be dramatically revised.

CW destruction program and make recommendations _

for resolution of these problems. The US National Acad- The next phase (_;OUId be based on reV|3|t|ng_ the con-
emy of Sciences and the Russian Academy of SciencgEPt Of transporting chemlcal weapons el_ther to
should co-sponsor the panel. The US National Resear chuchie or to a revived destruction facility at

Council could supply experienced staff to help organizg apaye_vsk or to some other reglor_1al destru_ctlon facil-
the panel and facilitate its work. ity. Russia should face the hard reality of continued lack

of money for full-scale destruction at all CW storage
Donor countries must meet the overall challenge ofjtes. Foreign assistance would be concentrated, jointly
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