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the protection of nuclear warheads are core tasks

for the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) pro-

gram. Itis in these areas that the CTR program has scoredd@r” (after sponsoring Senators Sam Nunn [D-GA]
its greatest successes, including the removal of nucledfd Richard Lugar [R-IN]), was established by the So-
weapons from Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine. Whilgiet Nucle_ar Thr_eat_Reductlon Act of 1991. It set forth
now taken for granted, the successful denuclearizatidh® following objectives: ,

of these countries required skillful diplomacy and ap- A t0 facilitate on a priority basis the trans-
propriate inducements for these countries to join the ~Portation, storage, safeguarding, and destruc-
nuclear nonproliferation regime. The CTR program pro-  ti0n of nuclear and other weapons in the Soviet

vided the infrastructure and support that made these Union, its republics, and any successor states;
breakthroughs possible. and B) to assist in the prevention of weapons

proliferation.

This report looks at the status of current programs fof e first allocation, for fiscal year (FY) 1992, comprised
strategic offensive arms elimination and nuclear weaps400 million?

ons protection, control, and accounting. It examines

whether these programs address current threats andon October 11, 1993, the Soviet Nuclear Threat Re-
issues,both in nonproliferation and arms control duction Act evolved into the Cooperative Threat Reduc-

whether they are progressing satisfactorily, and wha{Pn Act of 1993 as part of the FY94 National Defense
might be done to make the programs more effective. Authorization Act, meaning the Department of Defense

he destruction of strategic nuclear weapons angTrR PROGRAM ORIGIN AND PURPOSE
The CTR program, otherwise known as “Nunn-
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(DOD) would have primary responsibility for the pro- arrangements were put in effect and when implementa-
gram. The CTR program’s main objectives were extion of the program has been the smoothest.
panded so that they now included the following areas:

(1) warhead removal from the Soviet successor states FROGRAMS, PROGRESS, AND PROBLEMS

Russia; {2) destru_ctlon and d|sman_tlem§nt of Weapons 1 strategic offensive arms elimination (SOAE) and
systems; (3) chain of custody projects; (4) chemical

. : ! ...~ ‘nuclear weapons protection, control, and accounting
weapons destruction assistance; and (5) dem|I|tar|zat|o((}vPC &A) projects concentrate on two closely related
support

problems: destroying launchers and ensuring the safe
The program had a slow start. The US initiative intransport and storage of nuclear warheads. The SOAE

1991 took the Soviets by surprise. Subsequent US-Sproject assists in elimination of launchers and delivery

viet consultations demonstrated that, to begin with, theehicles in accordance with START I, while the WPC&A

Soviet and after them the NIS militaries had only a genproject provides for the safe and secure transport and

eral idea about what they actually needed. For examplstorage of the nuclear warheads removed from the de-

transportation of nuclear weapons required containerfiyery vehicles. Taken together these two projects ac-

railcars, armored blankets, and some other items. Bgbunt for aimost three-quarters of all CTR funding, and

there were no specific figures for how many of thes¢orm the core of the CTR prograin.

items were actually needed. Second, NIS defense offi-

cials had lingering concerns about granting access to topauncher Elimination (SOAE) Project Progress

secret facilities and information to Americans. The

breakup of the Soviet Union soon after the money was

appropriated, and the associated problems of control ovard. . o L :
nuclear weapons, slowed down the implementation Oz?nd is assisting Russia in meeting its START | dismantle-

the program even further. For all these reasons, tHrgent obligations. Adter a brief summary OT the progress
framework agreement between the United States arjg? date ona country-by-count_ry basis, this section wil
Russia was not signed until June 17, 1992 (it was e letail the problems that remain to be addressed.
tended on June 15, 1999, for a period of seven years).Kazakhstan: The SOAE project has been most suc-
Similar agreements were signed with Belarus on Octasessful in Kazakhstan, where the Soviet nuclear weap-
ber 22, 1992, Ukraine on October 25, 1993, an@ns infrastructure has been completely eliminated (see
Kazakhstan on December 12, 1993. Some assistanéagure 1). As a result, Kazakhstan is in compliance with
however, was sent even before formal agreements weite START |, Lisbon Protocol, and nuclear Non-Prolif-
signed® eration Treaty (NPT) obligations. With all silos elimi-
nated and all tunnels sealed there is no further SOAE
tivity in Kazakhstan.

The SOAE program has assisted Belarus, Kazakhstan,
pd Ukraine in eliminating their Soviet nuclear legacy,

Thus, the period of 1992 to 1993 was primarily
devoted to establishing the outlines of the program anrdf
its legal foundations, both through intergovernmental Belarus: The situation in Belarus is quite different
agreements and relevant domestic legislation. The yedirom that in Kazakhstan. A CTR umbrella agreement
of 1994 to 1995 were primarily devoted to putting inwas signed with Belarus in October 1992, and programs
place a management structure and developing acquisiegan to be implemented in several afebl®wever,
tions strategies. Assistance was given throughout botfter the election of President Aleksandr Lukashenka in
these stages, but it was primarily concentrated on trummer 1994, relations between Belarus and the United
original goals of the program, i.e., safe transportation dbtates deteriorated, especially when Belarusian officials
nuclear weapons. During the period of 1992 to 1996)egan to hint that Belarus might retain some ICBMs on
nuclear warheads were transported to Russia from othis territory. After several delays, and due to pressure
NIS states and efforts to concentrate the warheads ifrom the United States and Russia, the remaining SS-25
side Russia itself were initiated. ICBMs were transferred from Belarus to Russia in No-

The CTR program reached the stage of maturity OnIvember 1996. However, the worsening climate in US-
}éelarusian relations and increased human rights

in 1996. Most of the achievements of the program be-"~ " . . .
long to the period between 1996 and the present; thisYémat'onS in Belarus resulted in the suspension of CTR

also the time when the organizational and contractuglss'Stance to Belarus in March 1997. Equipment pro-
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vided by the United States for the destruction of SS-2Bbeen destroyed by January 2000, leaving 21 to be de-
launch positions was withdrawn, and dismantlemenstroyed before the end of the project in early 2001.
work stopped. Belarus also had over 1,000 metric tons Russia: The size of the Russian nuclear weapons in-

(MT) of liquid rocket_fu_el, and 9.’000 MT of o_X|d|zer, frastructure dwarfs that of the other former Soviet re-
which were to be e;hmmate_d W'th CTR funding. Thepublics and poses a correspondingly greater challenge.
current status of this material is uncertaihe 1992 ¢ gTART | s ratified, Russia must eliminate approxi-
CTR umbrella agreement expired in 1397, and any Mhately 200 silos, 1,400 missiles, and 50 bombers by
sumption of CTR funding_would reql_Jire not only a NeW70071° The SOAE project’s progress in Russia has been
agreement but also a major change in US-Belarusian "Shbstantial, with over 40 heavy bombers destroyed and

Iatior_13. Such a change SEEMS highly unlikely as long #indreds of silos and missiles dismantled (see Figure
President Lukashenka remains in power and controver%

over human rights in Belarus continues.
. . _ Work in Progress and Remaining ProblemsWhile
Ukraine: The SOAE project played an important role he SOAE projects are making good progress in meet-

In convincing Ukraine to return its nuclear missiles an ng their goals, there are some areas where the projects

Warheiadsdtc_) Russia. It:_)limination Ofd13r? SS-19 3”0_5 V‘_’f\ﬁ both Russia and Ukraine are meeting delays and dif-
completed in December 1998, and the SS-19 missi 8Rulties. In the case of Russia, in particular, these de-

\r/]vere gismantled bi; fFebe;’:“Y 1_9|99‘” S§2”4 I_?BMSh ays raise some doubts as to the effectiveness of parts of
ave been removed from their silos, with all silos scheq e TR program.

uled for destruction by the end of 2001. After lengthy
negotiations, Ukraine and Russia reached an agreementl e basic agreement for SOAE projects in Russia was
in summer 1999 on the transfer to Russia of 11 out ¢figned in 1992, with a further agreement broadening and
the 44 heavy bombers left in Ukraine, as well as aghcreasing US support (especially for fuel elimination
proximately cruise missilésTen bombers were to have Programs) following in 1995. A new umbrella agree-

Figure 1: CTR Strategic Offensive Arms Elimination Project Accomplishments and Issues

Belarus:
« All ICBMs and warheads removed by November 1996
» CTR assistance suspended in March 1997, equipment removed
1,000 MT of liquid rocket fuel, and 9,000 MT of oxidizer remain
« Destruction of garages (launch positions) for SS-25s apparently ceased

Kazakhstan:
» 104 ICBMs, 40 bombers, estimated 1,400 warheads returned to Russia
» 148 ICBM launchers eliminated
» 178 nuclear test tunnels sealed

Ukraine:
» 130 SS-19 silos destroyed by December 1998, all SS-19s dismantled by February|1999
* All 46 SS-24s off alert, several removed from silos
« 10 heavy bombers to be eliminated by early 2000, 11 to be transferred to Russia
* Silo dismantlement and bomber elimination to be completed in 2001
* Liquid- and solid-fuel elimination facilities to be built

Russia:
» 200 silos, 1,400 missiles, and 50 bombers to be eliminated by 2007, if START Il ratified
» Approximately 120 silos destroyed, 247 ICBMs eliminated, 42 bombers destroyed
* 916 solid-fuel motors to eliminate, 153,000 tons of liquid rocket fuel to eliminate
 Oxidizer conversion plants now in operation
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ment, extending the CTR program for another seveat 30,000 MT of heptyl and 123,000 MT of oxidiZer.
years, was signed in June 199%.o0r FY 2000 over $182 Originally, heptyl was to be converted at three facili-
million is budgeted for SOAE projects in Russia, com{ies: Sergiyev Posad, Krasnoyarsk, and Nizhnaya Salda.
pared to $35 million for Ukrain®. Opposition to the construction of the facility in Sergiyev

One reason that SOAE projects have run relativelf/)osad led to the decision to build two conversion plants
smoothly in Ukraine and Kazakhstan is that these stat&s Kraslr;oyar_slf, resulting in a delay of at least several
are no longer nuclear powers, and do not have to guag%onths. Oxidizer is to be converted to other nitrate-

operational secrets. In Russia, the higher level of secre sed compounds for civilian use, with one of the plants

has complicated several SOAE projects. Thus, whill be_sited at Sergiyev Pc_)s%ﬁdThe dg-fueled missiles
ICBM silo elimination in Ukraine and Kazakhstan was&'€ dismantled at Surovatikha and Pibanshur; apparently

conducted by US contractors working with local per_the Ministry of Defense is selling the resulting metal

sonnel and companies, in Russia a different approachqgmponemS to ralse funds.Over 247 liquid-fuel
required. Instead of contracting for the destruction o{‘CBMS had been eliminated by December 1998.

silos, in Russia the United States provides equipment to Some reports suggest that the liquid-fuel storage prob-
be used by Russian personnel to destroy silos. Itis thedem has reached critical levels, with storage facilities
fore difficult to provide an accurate count of the numbefor propellant almost literally overflowing. As long ago
of Russian silos destroyed with CTR-provided equipas February 1997, one of the Russian generals respon-
ment, but it appears that some 120 silos in Russia hagéle for liquid-fuel disposition warned that storage ca-
been dismantled with US alti.The destruction of Rus- pacity “is totally inadequate and there aren’t enough rail
sian heavy bombers is an easier task. The proceduretémk cars for transportatiod®”While the US delivery
technologically simpler, does not involve secrets, andf railcars may have alleviated the transport problem,
has been proceeding at a rapid pace with 42 bombegstting the conversion plants operational should be a high
destroyed by late 1999. priority. At least one report, however, suggests that the

Even more challenging than destroying silos is th@lant components were delivered to Krasnoyarsk and

creation of a nuclear weapons elimination infrastructuréf[oc’d in containers for over six months while the Rus-

for Russia that will ensure the environmentally safe deSi2" side insisted that it could not fund the electrical in-

struction of missiles and their fuel. While the Sovietfrastructure improvements needed to power them. The

Union created a massive infrastructure to create nuclegln'ted States reportedly funded the infrastructure de-

weapons, little thought was given to the future problenx(elopment and the facilities were reported to be opera-

of destroying obsolete or unnecessary systems. As a lléqnal as of late 1999.

sult, the CTR program is assisting Russia and Ukraine Similar problems have delayed the construction of
to create facilities for the destruction of liquid-fuel anda plant to eliminate at least 916 motors from solid-
solid-fuel missiles. These projects go beyond the nafuel ICBMs and SLBMg? The contract to build the
row requirements of launcher elimination called for un-elimination facility was awarded to Lockheed-Mar-
der START, but are consistent with the original intentin in mid-1997, and Perm was chosen as the site due
of the CTR program. However, they are proving diffi-to the existence of a similar Soviet-era facifityThe

cult and controversial. new facility was to dispose of the solid-fuel motors

Liquid-fuel disposition is complicated by the highly PY Purning them”‘” a g'?sed dChamber' with ha“ ex-
toxic nature of the fuel and the corresponding need fJ?aUSt gasserzlgl co ecte_ Iln order to O‘I)r?]tegtbt N env:l
specialized handlingnd processing facilities. Most ronment.W |e_two MISS e_test stan S had been use
Russian liquid-fuel missiles, both ICBMs and sea-du_”n_g the Soviet period without any filtering of the
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), use highly toxicmISSIle exhaust, the proposal to conduct large-scale

heptyl (UDMH) as the fuel, and a nitrogen-based OXi_missile dismantling produced strong opposition from

dizer, both of which can be converted to civilian-usethe Iocal_ populace and governmén facility with
chemicalsi® According to Russian estimates, some? ¢apability to collect exhaust gasses was undergo-

100,000 MT of liquid fuel were in storage in 1997, Within_g tests in the early 1990s, but never reach.ed indus-
an estimated 20,000 MT to be removed from missiIeE”"_’II scale due to lack of funding. There is So_”_‘e
by 2005'" The CTR program estimates the total amounf'\Vlclence that the local government used opposition
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to the facility to enhance its own popularity, ratherunsound and potentially unsafe. While the technology
than trying to “sell” the project to the populatiéh. has been chosen, a contract has not yet been signed. Also,
8onstruction of the facility has not begun, although it is

propose building the facility in Votkinsk, the same Ci,[yexpected to be located at the Pavlograd Chemical_PIant
where solid-fuel ICBMs are produced. In Votkinsk, lo. Where the SS-24s were assembled. Some local residents,

cal opposition again arose, culminating in a local refer?S well as thﬁ head of thedreg|onal ECOIO%'C&I Safetyf
endum in which 94.6 percent voted against constructiogePartment, have expressed concern over the storage o
of the facility?® While the referendum was not binding, a large number of solid-rocket motors near a populated

construction was delayed throughout 1999. After th@'ea, but opposition does not appear to be widesptead.

election of a new municipal government, and a concerted Liquid fuel is to be converted at the Pavlograd Chemi-
effort to “sell” the project, opposition appears to be waneal Plant. All of the SS-19s have been defueled and dis-
ing and construction may begin in spring 2600. mantled, and the fuel (heptyl) and oxidizer are in storage.
%gs in Russia, scrap metal from the destroyed missiles is

struction, and a corresponding delay in the solid-mot eing sold by the Ministry of Defense to recoup destruc-

elimination process. Furthermore, compared to Perntnion costs and provide funding for conversion and hous-
) ) 4 . _

the site in Votkinsk is unprepared and the facility will'N9 Erogr?ms% Hovyever:, ZS of n;)'d 1993’ atechnc()jlo_gy

have to be built from scratch, resulting in higher costgor_ epty processing ha not )een chosen, an It re-

and longer construction time. There are also some gro\malns uncertain when construction on a facility will be-

ing concerns that the facility in Votkinsk, once built,g'n'

may not be sufficient to handle all the motors. General The fact that Ukraine and Russia must eliminate some
Lieutenant (retired) Vasiliy Lata, former first deputy of the same missiles leads to a serious duplication of
chief of the Strategic Rocket Forces (SRF) Main Staffeffort. Both countries are planning to build solid-fuel
has argued that two elimination facilities are requireelimination facilities, as well as liquid-fuel conversion
for START Il implementation, and that the Perm facil-plants. Given that building a solid-fuel motor elimina-
ity should also be buift tion facility costs approximately $50 million, while the

As a result of these problems with liquid- and soIid-Ru$Sian mobile oxidizer F’TF’CGSS‘_”Q sys_tems (MOPs)
fuel disposition, the creation of the “elimination infra- project will cost over $8 million, this duplication must

structure” has been delayed by at least two years. In spng questioned.
of this delay, destruction of silos and elimination of lig- At first glance, given the smaller volume of solid-
uid-fuel missiles continues. However, the risk of an acrocket missile elimination to be carried out in Ukraine,
cident may be increasing over time, as more liquid fudt might be preferable to consolidate all solid-fuel elimi-
stays in storage and as solid-fuel rocket motors deterioation in Russia. While there may be a political reason
rate. Delays may also drive up costs, as repeated studfes duplicating facilities in both countries, there does
have to be made, plans adjusted, and projects re-engiet appear to be a clear technical justification for doing
neered. so. It is striking, but perhaps not surprising, that the
Similar problems with solid- and liquid-fuel disposi- WO countries have chosen completely different elimi-
tion are being encountered in Ukraine, albeit on a small&2tion techniques for the same motors. We recommend
scale. Ukraine must dispose of liquid fuel from 111 ssthat the CTR program commission a detailed technical
19 ICBMs and solid rocket motors from 54 SS-24"€View in order to ascertain whether one technology is
ICBMs# For solid fuel, Ukraine, in contrast to Russia, SUP€rior, and whether both liquid- and solid-fuel dispo-
has chosen a “wash-out” technology in which the soligition facilities could be consolidatédThe savings from

rocket propellant is washed out of the rocket casing witﬁ”Ch a consolidation could then be directed to other parts

high-pressure water, resulting in a slurry that can be pr(?—f the CTR program.

cessed for use in civilian explosives. This technology, There are some additional questions that arise con-
developed by Thiokol, has strong high-level support ircerning the dismantlement of missiles in both Russia
Ukraine, because it provides a civilian product and beand Ukraine. In one well-documented case, gyroscopes
cause motor burn-out is considered environmentalljrom SS-N-18 SLBMs were discovered in Iraq, having

This opposition forced the Russian government t

The result has been at least a two-year delay in c
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been shipped there after being removed from dismantlezsident. The CTR program'’s provision of supercontainers,
missiles® While these SLBMs probably were not dis- kevlar blankets, and special railcars played an impor-
mantled with CTR assistance, the possibility of leakag&ant role in assuring all parties of the safe transfer of
of sensitive components deserves serious attention duarheads from the former Soviet republics to storage
to the advantage it would give a proliferant state were gites in Russi& The initial deliveries for this project

to obtain guidance system components. are now complett. Of the equipment, 100 railcars were

For missiles being dismantled in CTR-funded faci”_produced in Russia with the United States providing

ties in Russia and Ukraine some monitoring procedure@oney and some rr:jatengl_s tcr)] bu”d_ th;g; the res(; ?jf tlhe
are in place, and in Russia, special procedures provic?@uépment was pLO ucedint 1€ Umtg _ tatﬁs an ?'V'
for the destruction of at least some sensitive componen%e to Russia. The program is continuing, however: on
in the presence of US representatiVels. Ukraine, how- November _1,. 1999_, the Department of Defense and the
ever, missile guidance components have reportedly begﬁef_ense Mlnlgt_ry 5'9”80! a new memorandum on $41.7
warehoused, pending a decision on their final disposm'”_'on of additional _as&stance for the purchase of se-
tion.** We recommend that the CTR program considefunty _sysj[ems for ra|lcar§.Apparen_tIy, the new assis-
a plan to purchase these components at a fair price, alqce is aimed at replacement of railcars that are wearing
subsequently destroy them. out.

Overall, the launcher elimination projects appear to While the transfer of warheads went smoothly, there

have been relatively successful. The goal of the projeci’:‘éaS mcre;asmg concern mI the m|d619903 thatdthe r?owet
is clear, and at least the initial steps have been relative stem of security was no longer adequate under the new

straightforward. As the process of destruction become ndltlons_ In Russia. I_3e_cause of th_e strict secrecy im-
more complicated, however, political and environmenP0sed on issues pertaining to Russian nuclear weapons

tal concerns must be taken into account earlier in th%torage;], 'r IS d|ffr|]cult FO as?f(_as_s the l%\ll_el gf threat posed.
projects in order to avoid extensive delays. Neverthe ess, there is sufficient pu ic ata to suggest
that Russian nuclear weapons protection, control, and

WPC&A Project Progress accounting needs to be reinforced to face a variety of
challenges.

The breakup of the Soviet Union, and the subsequent :
. T o . The threat to Russian nuclear weapons may come from
political and economic instability in Russia brought to,.

; . “insiders” such as poorly paid and demoralized officers
the forefront the issue of nuclear weapons protection, . . X o
) i isolated garrisons, “outsider” threats by armed terror-
control, and accounting.

ist groups, or a mix of the two. The worst case, the suc-
The problem that first received attention was transcessful theft and transport outside of Russia of a nuclear
portation of nuclear weapons. As the Soviet Union wagieapon appears very improbable, but there are other
breaking apart and ethnic and political conflicts multi-scenarios, such as an attack on the weapons themselves,
plied, the Soviet military embarked on consolidation ofthat are more credible. There have been numerous inci-
nuclear weapons. In the fall of 1991, after unilateral pardents of Russian servicemen in the conventional forces
allel statements by George Bush and Mikhalil GorbaCheﬂttacking their comrades, leading to hostage-takings,
thousands of tactical nuclear weapons had to be shippgHootings, and related violence. Given military-wide mo-

to central storage facilities and/or elimination facilities.rale problems, similar incidents at nuclear bases or fa-

Beginning in 1992, nuclear weapons had to be withdrawgilities could occur.

from Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine to Russia. This N . -
' ' p . » The 12" Main Directorate of the Russian Ministry of

created an unprecedented volume of “nuclear traffic

with which the Soviet, and then Russian, military had é)efense is responsible for the maintenance, transport,

hard time copina. especially given the sharol increasesc'ffety’ and support of nuclear warheads. Until mid-1998,
ping, €Sp Y9 e sharply storage responsibilities at operational bases were borne
danger of accidents and risk of hijacking attempts b%

various political and paramilitary groups y the 6" Main Directorate of the service operating the

base’* Open-source estimates suggest that there may
Consequently, it was appropriate that the initial empe 65 to 75 nuclear weapons storage sites in Russia op-

phasis was on protection of warheads during transit, agated by the ¥2Main Directorate® After the absorp-

well as support for emergency services in case of an agon of the & Main Directorates from each of tkervices,
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the number of personnel in the"ain Directorate rose concernver secrecy, progress has not been rapid, and
to 30,000, of which 45 percent are officérs. many difficulties remain.

The incorporation of service-level facilities may have The first step in providing physical protection up-
resulted both in improved standards at the sites and igrades was the delivery of “quick fix” packages of fenc-
creased problems for the'L®lain Directorate. Only a ing and related physical protection equipment for 50
few months after the ¥2Main Directorate took over Russian nuclear weapons storage sites. These packages
responsibility for the nuclear testing site at Novayaconsist of Russian products, paid for by the CTR pro-
Zemlya Island, an incident took place in which a groumgram, with the Russian company Tenzor as the lead con-
of five servicemen of Dagestani nationality took overractor. By the end of 1997, 50 kilometers (km) of fences
50 hostages. While this incident ended without any serand equipment had been delivered, and an additional 100
ous injuries, and no nuclear weapons were located at then of fencing were supplied in 1998.

faC|fI|ty_,I_|t_ focuseo:c the ;?Mathlrectc_)rate S attﬁ_nt;]on The second step in enhancing weapons protection was
on facilities transferred from the services, at Which pelg,e ¢reation of the Security Assessment and Training

sonnel screening may have been lax. In October 1ggéﬂenter (SATC) in Sergiyev Posad, which was commis-

in response to this and other incidents at nuclear site§ o4 in November 1999 This facility features a full-

the Ministry of Defense issued a new directive that t'ghtécale external testbed for joint US-Russian testing and

ened the selection of troops for the"Main Director evaluation of physical protection systems, as well as a

ate. Wh_ile details_are not available, this measure appeq,%ck_up of the interior of a weapons storage bunker.
to provide f_or stricter background checks and requIr®$he site will be used to evaluate equipment and require-
that conscripts have clean recofds. ments for the next stage in WPC&A assistance, which

There are alstroader trends in the Russian mili- is to extend upgrades to 123 sites in Russia. Training of
tary that cause concern. Russian media reported r&2" Main Directorate troops on the new systems will
cently that drug-related crimes in the SRF increasedlso be carried out at Sergiyev Posad. As of late 1999,
2.4 times from 1995 to 1998.Similarly, there are the facility was still undergoing final testifg.

repor:ts of lorgani_zid-r?rifme ]Eings o;;lgratifng In the 5 assistance for Russian personnel reliability pro-
Ngcrlto ergrtz ?gt;/v\i/\r“e;[ frt)r‘ri trsegctg\r/irg;tig?sr(;%c;r'grams is' also being consolidated at the SA‘_I‘C. Poly-
ph P I . ¢ ) y he hi 'hgraphs (lie detectors), drug and alcohol test kits, and an
There are even allegations of corruption at the hig %nalysis and testing laboratory were delivered in 1997-
_ _ o 8 as part of this prografh.According to one report,

bricks to build dachas) and the"LRlain Director- some five percent of those taking the test have failed

50 113 H H ” g R ;
ate. These may be cases .Of routine corruption™in, g peen reassigned from nuclear weapons protection
which otherwise honest officers and servicemen r'&0ork 56

sort to “moonlighting” and black-marketeering in _ . . .
order to make ends meet. Yet, the trends indicate that The United States is also providing a computerized
this criminality may be increasing in intent and seri-System for warhead accounting, which will include com-

ousness, and affects even the units responsible f#ters and network servers for tracking warheads in tran-
the safety of nuclear weapofis. sit and storage. The system will replace a more

, ._traditional, outdated accounting system that is based on
These prqblems unde_)rllne the urgency of ensuring “paper trail.” A prototype system was delivered in Oc-
robust physical protection and the highest levels of,o'1 996, with an additional 50 computers shipped in

personnel reliability at Russian nuclear weapons Siteﬁ/lay 1998, and the system is expected to be operational
The initial stages of the WPC&A program, in which; early 20077

supercontainers, railcars, and other equipment were _ _
delivered, paved the way for its extension into more These projects cover the most urgent problems in the
sensitive areas, such as the upgrading of nuclear weaffPC&A area; however, judging their effectiveness is
were signed that extended the initial CTR program iflestroyed silos or chopped-up bombers, but such crite-
this area, and since then $133.2 million has been ap2 aré not applicable in this case. While increased secu-
propriated for this projec® However, given Russian ity can be measured using assessment programs, the
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guestion of “how much is enough” depends on subjedJnited States, but might not be sufficient to fully re-
tive risk assessments. The appropriate question, then sislve the differences. By its very nature, this problem
whether potential WPC&A vulnerabilities are being as-may require management rather than a solution; com-
sessed in an effective and timely manner. promises will have to be made on both sides. The issues

Using these criteria, several concerns emerge. Firéi’]c access and transparency will have to be resolved, how-

the deterioration of nuclear weapons storage conditiorfs’®" 'T an expansion of physical protection assistance
presumably started when the defense budget plunggt’j additional sites is to take place.

after the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Problems have Third, Russian secrecy may keep the United States
therefore been accumulating for several years, and méiym determining whether assistance is going to the most
take even longer to fix. To a large extent the delay imigh-priority cases. While 50 quick-fix sets have been
providing assistance was due to Russian reticence to relivered, this falls far short of the best open-source es-
guest assistance in this sensitive area. Now that upgradesate of 80 storage sites, and even further short of the
to physical protection are starting, however, they willl23 sites to be upgraded under the next phase of the
have to proceed rapidly in order to compensate for thgrogram. This suggests that the quick-fix upgrades are
weaknesses developed over the years. While “quick fixrimarily oriented towards the storage facilities of the
packages may patch some security problems, a mot@" Main Directorate, and that the additional sites are
thorough upgrading of facilities is an urgent task. former service-level facilities that were under the 6
ain Directorate$® However, it is the latter set of sites

The second, and more serious, cause for concern | s s . )
at may be in most dire need of upgrading, particularly

the WPC&A area is the problem of secrecy, which ha _ _ _
greatly complicated transparency and accounting me _oseRstormtg an estlr?atl';]eotl ;16000 ta}tcncal nuclear We%p' q
sures. CTR projects are held to strict accounting staf'S- REPOMLS suggest that these Sites are overcrowde
dards that inevitably collide with Russia’s strict secrecflnd poorly protect_e‘i’i. Since t_act_lcal nu_clea_r weapons
standards. Russia has a legitimate interest in maintaifl*®Y have less rella_ble permissive action links (PALSs)
ing secrecy concerning nuclear storage sites, particulaj[y fret\_’eth unautholnzedgjlsel, th?_'r deploymentfat these
given possible terrorist threats. However, this intere otentially more vulnerable locallons IS cause for con-
may conflict with programs intended to minimize suchcem: Indeed, both |r_1terr_1al and external thre_ats may be
threats. greatest at smaller sites in more remote locations, where
reaction forces may be smaller, living conditions worse,
While there have been reciprocal visits by high-rankzhecks on internal threats fewer, and central oversight
ing officers to Russian and US nuclear weapons storaggeaker. Whether these sites have been included in the
sites, such visits are rare. A single visit is far from adgyick-fix physical protection upgrades and whether a
equate to determine either the overall level of protectiofyyjck fix” would even be sufient to resolve their

at Russian sites, or to determine if equipment is beingroblems remain important, but apparently unanswered,
properly use@ Transparency measures such as providyyestions.

ing pictures and videos of installations have been pro-

posed, but the US side contends that these materials doOne sc_)lut|on |s_to makg u_pgra(_jlng smaller nuclear
not conclusively prove that the work has been done Slorage sites the highest priority. Without adequate trans-
the specified site parency, however, any program to prioritize implemen-

tation by site entails some agreement on priorities,

One option is to designate a “trusted agent,” a persqfformation on how many sites fall under different pri-
who has clearance for access to a particular site and &4lities, and some kind of assurance that this process is
joys the trust of the US side. For example, the CTR praseing implemented at the sites specified. Given the ur-
gram is now paying for the railroad shipment of warheadgency of the situation, however, agreement upon the
to dismantlement facilities. Since the shipment and rOUprioritization may have to be sufficient, with require-

ing of warheads are closely held secrets, direct accessients for proof of installation at specific facilities re-
transportation logs is not allowed, and a “trusted agen{;xed.

is used to verify that claimed shipments are being car- h f th . directly add h
ried out® These measures may go some way towards Fourth, none of these projects directly address the

providing the level of accountability required by theimpoverished living conditions that could lead to per-
sonnel reliability problems and internal threats. Russian
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requests for assistance for both"Main Directorate breaches of procedures and secufitps far as we
and SRF personnel have been frequent, citing figuresan determine, no such inspections are conducted by
such as 2,000 ¥2Main Directorate and 11,000 SRF of- the Russian military®

fic_ers_ withouf[ homes. Nev_ertheless, while houses were Given the importance of nuclear weapons protection
built in Ukraine, and assistance to convert a factory t
housing was provided to Russia, the US Congress h
expressly forbidden any further defense-conversion-r
lated activitie$® While the CTR program may not pay
for living condition improvements directly, it may al-

ft should receive the highest priority within the CTR
?ogram. But because of the secrecy surrounding this
“omponent of the program, it is difficult to determine
whether expanded funding is necessary. If agreement
, - _ on access and transparency is reached, however, pro-
rea_dy be_ doing so indirectly. US fun_dlng for WP(?&Agrams to deliver additional physical protection upgrades
projects is reportedly dou_ble the"Iain Directorate S could be accelerated, while additional testing kits and
annual budget; suggesting thgt some qf the Ru_SS|ar’H vices for personnel reliability programs could be pro-
budget funds freed k_)y us asss'_tance might be direct red and distributed to units. These steps, taken together
towards better housing and on-time salary payments. it longer-term initiatives to improve internal account-
Fifth, there is some question whether even the highability through inspections, and increased Russian fund-
est echelons within the Russian military have a cleang for WPC&A, could help solve the current problems
understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of thaiithin several years.
WPC&A program. The Soviet military was not known
for encouraging candor or whistle-blowing on the parCRITIQUES OF THE CTR PROGRAM

of its officers, and there is good reason to believe .
. N . Past assessments of Nunn-Lugar assistance, and the
that suppression of bad news and “cooking” of per:

. . : . ..~ CTR program in particular, have identified a number of
formance ratings continues in the Russian military

o g . problem areas on the US side including:
Yet, there is virtually no civilian oversight, or even ) C
o . . . . * slow pace of implementation;
objective military oversight, that might counter mis- lack of flexibility in accounting and contracting pro
information. While select members of the Russian . y
. S . _cedures;
Duma visited a nuclear weapons site in 1999, there is . )
. . « high level of bureaucracy;
no level of oversight comparable to that exercised by . ——
o . .7 e use of US contractors instead of local firms;
the US Senate. This is, of course, a matter of civil-

o i . « lack of information on current funding; and
military relations and falls beyond the purview of the “ . g
* too much “nuclear tourisn?
CTR program.

In the past few years, many of these issues have been

roaches to testing weanons security that ao bevond tﬁéleast partially resolved. Our assessment has found that:
b 9 b y 9 Y * the pace of implementation has improved, although

SATC. Several observers, including the commander of some problems remain-
the US Strategic Forces, General Habiger, have noted Problems 1 S .
that Russian nuclear weapons access procedures angoome flexibility in accounting and contracting pro-
. . ; . cedures exists;

regulations are very tight, and in some cases are stricter the US CTR bureaucracy is reasonablv well oraa-
than US regulations. Yet, strict procedures are only ef- nized: Y y g
fective if they are followed. To determine whether pro- | ’I d fi . inalv bei
cedures are followed, a special inspection group of  local contractors and firms are increasingly being
“trusted invaders” should be formed. This inspection u
group, preferably outside the direct command chain of
the 12" Main Directorate, would be tasked with the “le- “nuclear tourism” seems to have declined. at least
gal infiltration” of nuclear weapons sites. A small unit . '

. in the DOD CTR program.
of extremely trustworthy and knowledgeable inspectors _ _ _
from outside a site could determine whether procedures One of the primary changes in the CTR program since
are being followed by “gaming” the system and attempt1995 is the transfer of funding and responsibility for
ing to acquire unauthorized access. Such inspections digsile material control (MPC&A), the International Sci-
performed in the US and can result in reports of seriognce and Technology Center (ISTC), and other non-mili-

Yet the CTR program could fund innovative ap-

« lack of information, and fluctuating funding remain
a problem; and
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tary aspects of Nunn-Lugar assistance from DOD to other Privately, US agencies and contractors express a
US government agencies. This has allowed a tighter falesire to streamline the bureaucracy on the Russian
cus on core responsibilities for the CTR progfam. side and enhance contacts with those responsible for

At the same time, some variants of past problems rér_nplementann. Interviews Russian personnel also

main, and some new issues have arisen that require Cloggpﬁon_strated a strong desire on the part of the 'T“p'e'
attention. mentation groups, such as RASA, for more direct

contacts with their American counterpai#lthough

the US government correctly avoids interference in
Russian internal administrative affairs, it seems that
The current administrative and bureaucratic arrangehere is a consensus on both sides with respect to the

ments on the US side appear adequate, although it togkcisionmaking system on the Russian side. These
several years to find the right distribution of responsiissues need to be discussed.

bilities among various agencies. Similarly, in Ukraine a

relatively effective administrative system was set Up t¢jnancing and Contracting Issues
handle CTR project®. On the Russian side, however, o .
effective administration is greatly complicated by the One of the strongest criticisms leveled against the

ongoing reform of the government, whereby some agergTR program in its early years was that most of the

cies are eliminated, others are created, and re:sponsibﬂ‘i‘-one_y was F"i‘”g §pent in the Un_lted States, ra'_[her
ties are constantly redistributed. than in Russid* While for some projects (e.g. provi-

sion of kevlar blankets), purchase of US goods was
Atthe inception of the CTR program, primary responyppropriate because of their superior quality or avail-
sibility for the SOAE project was given to the State Comgpjijity, this was not always the case. Over time, how-
mittee for Defense Industries (established 1992), whicByer, the amount of work carried out in Russia (and
became the Ministry of Defense Industry in 1996. Theyther countries receiving CTR funding) has increased.
latter was disbanded in March 1997, with responsibilitmccording to Russian and Ukrainian unofficial esti-
for the SOAE project transferred to the Ministry of themgates, the mix between locally produced and imported
Economy. At the same time, implementation of th%quipment is now about optim& The only remain-
project was transferred to the Russian Space Agengyg problem is that no indigenous companies are cho-
(RSA, now renamed Russian Aviation and Spac@en as general contractors. Russian representatives
Agency, RASA). The result is a more complicatedcited as a positive fact that all bids include the use of

implementation system with responsibility divided ryssjan technologies and Russian producers for some
between two government departments, neither odquipment®

which has arms elimination as its primary responsi- . . .
bility. While experienced personnel, especially in Another positive development in contracting pro-

RASA, have remained in charge of much of the Workcedures is the effort by the United States to identify
’ - IJ_Qussian or other indigenous contractors who can bid

on projects on a firm fixed-price basis. A firm fixed-
price contract for CTR work in country (in this case
A side effect of the existing administrative arrangetqr 3 US contractor) was first used for silo destruc-
ments in Moscow is the stronger influence of interestign in Kazakhstan, where the project was completed
groups upon CTR-related decisionmaking. Thus, thgeyveral months earlier than scheduled. The same op-
Moscow Institute of Thermal Technology, which istjon was subsequently chosen for elimination of sub-
responsible for solid-rocket design and production aharines in Russi&. This method saves about 40 to
Votkinsk, reportedly lobbied hard for the transfer ofgg percent of the contract total by eliminating the
the solid-rocket elimination facility to Votkinsk. gyerhead of the general contractor, leaving more
This problem is appreciated by Russian experts Whgyoney for the actual work. An unexpected benefit
work on CTR-related issues, and there are proposajge|ded from the contract with Russian shipyards for
to create a single agency with authority over armgypmarine elimination was that the shipyards made a
control implementation and CTR projeétsTurf wars  fast transition to Western-style accounting practices
have so far prevented any improvement in this aregng greatly reduced their overhead costs. In this way,

Organizational and Bureaucratic Issues

ganization’®
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internationally accepted market practices are penetratthe Russian state, however, is in dire need of revenues,
ing the Russian defense industry at an unprecedentaghich means that attempts to extract taxes are likely to
pace’® continue.

_ _ Recently, the privileges granted to CTR personnel

Taxation and Immunity Issues emerged as a problem during negotiations on the ex-

One issue that has not yet been satisfactorily resolvégnsion of the 1992 umbrella agreement in Russia.
is taxation of CTR assistance. The heart of the tax proccording to that agreement, personnel involved in
lem is the desire by the relevant Russian authoritie§; TR activities enjoy only the same privileges as tech-
whose main responsibility is finding sources of revenue)ical and administrative personnel under the Vienna
to tax CTR-related assistance. While CTR assistance w&®nvention, but the United States asked that these be
supposed to be exempt from Russian taxes, the legal sexpanded to the scope of privileges accorded to dip-
tus of this agreement was uncertain, and bureaucratfiematic personnel, including full immunity from pros-
implementation of its provisions was complex and conecution. The Russian side refused to grant such
tentious, resulting in a number of “gray are&sAl-  extensive privileges, and the Protocol signed on June
though direct US assistance as a rule was not subjecttb and 16, 1999, essentially confirmed the 1992 agree-
taxes, subcontractors (i.e., US and foreign companieg)ent on the issue of privileges. This did not close the
often were taxed, especially since many forms of corissue, however, and privileges remain on the negoti-
tracts could be construed as services rather than partiéiting table. The Russian side continues to insist that
pation in an assistance program. Taxes levied odnly employees of the US government should be ac-
subcontractors automatically increased the cost of cogorded diplomatic immunity, while employees of pri-
tracts and required additional spending. Similar probvate contractors will not have such far-reaching
lems existed in Ukraine and Kazakhstan, but werégmmunity.
resolved (except for some recent attempts by local au-\yile taxation and immunity issues have never pre-
thor_ltles in Ukraine to tax CTR moneﬁ?)A b|||_to for-  vented a CTR project from going forward, they nev-
malize the tax-exempt status of foreign assistance Wastheless remain nettlesome issues that drain time and
submitted, apparently with government backing, to thenergy from the implementation of the program and
R_ussmn Ieglslatu_re in 1997. The process of passing t%dermine some of the trust that has developed on
bill proved lengthier than expected, however, and Presjo iy sides. If the Russian government produces clear
dent Yeltsin did not sign the bill until May 1999. and efficient implementation procedures for the new

The recently adopted law “On Grants (Assistance) ttaw on assistance, then the problem of taxation may
the Russian Federation” provides for considerable taftnally be resolved. If, as now appears to be the case,
exemptiong? One provision of the new law that deserveghese procedures are cumbersome and bureaucratic,
special mention is a retroactive amnesty on all taxeghen the result will be wasted time and further project
exempt under the new law, that have not been paid (tigielays.
law does not provide for reimbursement of taxes that
had been paid). From the US point of view, howeverEznvironmental Concerns and
considerable shortcomings continue to exist. SpecifiRegional Governments

cally, salaries paid by subcontractors are taxable (as per-, relatively new bureaucratic and administrative

sonal income), and the employer is still require_d to paﬁroblem for the CTR program is the increasing role
payr_oII tgxes (such as payments to the pensmn_fun f local authorities. Their main interests seem to be
medical insurance, etc.). Supcontractors are requwe(_j Fé’vying local taxes on CTR-related activities and try-
an thde valule added_tax, Wh'cg canfafter:W?rdshbe re'lnihg to obtain other profits. For example, in Votkinsk

urse .t;mp e(;nen'iatlor(; procedures ;rt € a\:jv "’_‘Vﬁaﬁﬂe city administration requested retroactive compen-
no_t yet een develope orkput Into effect, and MIGNt r&s5ion’ for lost revenues from agricultural use of the
QUIrE EXCESSIVE paperwork. site designated for the solid-rocket elimination facil-

The tax issue is likely to remain contentious, althouglity, including for the period before the facility was
Russian officials with responsibility for the CTR pro- even planned, even though the land had not been used
gram recognize that assistance should not be f&xedfor agricultural purposes.
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The power of environmental groups, whether work- Even with constant funding, plans must be made for
ing with or against regional governments, also deservesuring that the dismantlement infrastructure is sus-
notice. Given the complex technologies and the highlyainable over the long term. The Russians cannot replace
toxic nature of some of the materials involved in thesome critical elements of equipment—e.g., converters
elimination process, the environmental concerns of Iofor liquid propellant, as well as probably converter fa-
cal residents must be taken seriously and addresseddifities in their entirety—at least not yet. Some items
as open and direct a manner as possible. For those fae under warranty for up to seven years, but once their
cilities that are already planned or under constructiorwarranty is over, Russia will have to eliminate these fa-
the CTR office must work closely with the Russian gov<ilities, develop its own technologies replicating or fit-
ernment, local governments, contractors, and Russidimg the American ones, or buy necessary replacements.
non-governmental organizations in order to facilitate alConsequently, after a period of three to seven years, the
open and informed dialogue on environmental issuesvhole infrastructure the United States is now creating
Relying upon local governments to “sell” projects maymight become unusable, a liability rather than a boon.
not work, particularly since some politicians may playThis problem is partially alleviated by the fact that the
upon popular apprehensions so they can make additionahited States is transferring not only equipment, but also
demands for funding and compensation. relevant technology; hopefully, with time Russia will
ave enough resources to utilize it to build its own re-

Therefore, we recommend that the CTR program st _ X
lacement equipment, but how soon this can happen re-

up its efforts to explain projects directly to local resi-""<"
dents and governments, rather than relying upon coRrains unclear.

tractors and their representatives. The CTR program Overall, however, the CTR program is clearly vul-
should consider creating a small office to develop mataierable to possible fluctuations in levels of funding that
rials for dissemination in Russia and Ukraine that exeould be caused by unrelated political developments.

plain the technical approaches and safety considerations

of specific projects. Furthermore, CTR managers an@reeping Missions and Slippery Slopes

their contractors should be encouraged to engage in ac- - .
L . . . : .~ The original expectations for the CTR program—pro-
tivities aimed at explaining their projects to local resi-

. o . vision of money and equipment facilitate weapons
dents, even before possible opposition arises. o . . ,
elimination—turned into a considerably more massive

endeavorcreating the infrastructure for elimination,
disposal, and safe storage and transportation of nuclear
The future of the CTR program depends on domesveapons, materials, and delivery vehicles. To a signifi-
tic and international politics, including, but not lim- cant extent, the United States is now creating what the
ited to whether the United States continues to provid8oviet Union failed to build. In so doing, the CTR mis-
funding. The fact that the program is in the nationasion has expanded from assisting the elimination of
interest of all countries involved does not mean thatveapons as required by START to the disposal of weap-
the program is immune to other concerns. This hagns and materials. This “mission creep” has taken place
been particularly true for US-Russian relations. primarily in such environmentally sensitive areas as

The CTR program is now at an advanced stage ir{a_llmlnatlon of submarines, disposal of reactor cores, dis-

volving expensive, multi-year programs that cannopPosal of liquid fuel, elimination of solid-fuel motors, and
be easily terminated. For example, facilities for soligStorage of fissile materials. This expansion was perhaps

fuel rocket motor elimination require at least three tdnewtable because one cannot e_hm_mate, for example,
four years of sustained commitment; the recentl LBMS a_nd leave the problem _othwd p_ropellan_t aside.
completed liquid-propellant conversion facilities will ussia did not have away to dispose of it and_thls_would
need warranty servicing for years to come. Unlik ave prevented, or at least delayed, elimination of

equipment deliveries, these and similar projects deS-LBMs in the first place.

mand continued funding; Russia will not be able to While most CTR projects are now established, and

support them if funding is suddenly reduced or terfurther mission expansion (with the possible exception

minated. of nuclear submarine [SSN] dismantlement) is unlikely,
there is another form of expansion taking place. The ini-

Funding and Sustainability
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tial CTR focus was on providing equipment and facili-tion in the 1990s one thing is clear: if the Russian
ties for elimination and disposal; now CTR funds aramilitary and government face the choice between spend-
increasingly being used to provide what might be termeithg money for modernization, or spending on elimina-
“support services.” In some cases a pattern appears etion, the latter task is likely to be relegated to second
dent: a facility is built, but then cannot be put into op-place. It is highly unlikely that weapons elimination ac-
eration because of infrastructure shortcomings, divities, and WPC&A will receive more than leftovers
transportation costs, or support costs, and the CTR prérom other programs. In terms of domestic politics, a
gram is then expected to pay these additional costs sWitch from modernization to elimination cannot be
operation. Faced with the choice between an idle facil'sold” to the public or political elite because national
ity leading to a failed project, or some relatively smallsecurity is traditionally the central concern and respon-
additional expenditures, the CTR program has tended &ibility of any government. In Russia, nuclear weapons
agree to these requests. This “slippery slope” has resultate the centerpiece of security guarantees. The combi-
in CTR funding most of the operating costs of the SS-18ation of CTR-funded weapons elimination and Russian-
defueling at Surovatikha and for the transportation ofunded strategic modernization is part of the deal that
nuclear warheads to dismantlement facilities, as well amakes implementation of START | possible, and ratifi-
to discussions about covering transportation costs faration of START Il conceivable. Without CTR funding
guick-fix and other physical protection upgraéfeshese this package deal would collapse, and the future of arms
costs may be justified, and perhaps inevitable, but thegontrol would be even more uncertain than it is today.

point to the leverage that Russia has gained over SOME€|yjeed. the need for sustained CTR funding over the

projects. next seven years depends primarily on whether START
Furthermore, the CTR program is becoming the fundH enters into force. While the newly elected State Duma
ing source of first resort, rather than last resort, for manmay be more favorably disposed towards the treaty, it
of these support activities. Our interviews reveal thamay still be ratified with conditions (including US Sen-
whenever a problem emerges, Russian officials tend tte action on Theater Missile Defense [TMD] demarca-
look to the United States first without even considerindion agreements) that could significantly delay, or even
whether it can be resolved by Russia itself. A similaprevent, its entry into force. Should the treaty not be
problem exists in Ukraine, in particular with conversionratified some drawdown in Russian nuclear forces due
of enterprises. However, since there are fewer enterprisas age and obsolescence seems inevitable, albeit at a
related to the strategic weapons infrastructure in Ukraingower rate. The elimination infrastructure, and contin-
and since elimination of weapons is “final,” this prob-ued CTR funding, would still be necessary, but the vol-
lem is less serious. ume of work would be significantly reduc&dOn
0the other hand, Russia is arguing for even deeper reduc-
éi&ms under START IIl, so the volume of work could
[%:(rease if an agreement is reached. Planning needs to
g

To the extent that this trend towards increased fun
ing reflects the shared interests of Russia and the Unit

States, some further expansion to include operating cosd _ _ : , :
e into account this uncertainty, which probably will

may be justified. Indeed, to avoid surprises, such cost ) . :
may need to be included in project cost estimates. Ho\i}ot be fully resolved until after the elections cycle in

ever, if the CTR program appears to be funding oper oth countries is over.

tional tasks and projects, and thereby freeing funds for a The other political issues that could affect the CTR
Russian military buildup, the program could becomerogram are the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty
politically untenable. This points to one of the strongesaind tactical nuclear weapons. A US move to with-
critiques of the program: that it allows Russia to maindraw from the treaty could lead to a Russian decision
tain and even modernize its strategic forces by freeinp maintain and enhance its MIRVed missitese-

up funding. sulting in a new round of arms racing and confronta-
tion. The CTR program would seem to be politically
Fungible Funds and Strategic Modernization untenable in both countries in this circumstance. Simi-

Does the CTR program provide funding that freesl,arly’ a Russian decision to revise some of its current

Russia to allocate funds for strategic forces moderniz;?—OI'CleS’ for example to restore forward deployment

tion? Based on trends in Russian strategic modernizglc tactical nuclear weapons, could lead to the United
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States questioning the value of the CTR program and maintenance, operation, and infrastructure costs) and
the WPCG&A project in particular. either explicitly include these in the projected budget
or make it clear that the United States will not pay for
these costs.
« The US and Russian governments must raise the
priority given to resolving ongoing taxation problems,
especially implementation regulations. These prob-
lems threaten to undermine a wide range of US assis-
tance programs in Russia. Taxation issues should be
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION resolved to allow m.in_imurr_l interference with the pro-
gram and low administrative overhead.

The SOAE and WPC&A projects have been relatively « The Russian government should be encouraged to
successful and we see no need for a shift in objective or re-examine the organizational structure created for
any substantial change in their operation. Our recom- CTR implementation with a view to streamlining it
mendations are tailored towards increasing efficiency and uniting planning and implementation functions.
rather than reorienting the program. « Since Belarus is no longer participating in the CTR

The Strategic Offensive Arms Elimination projecthas Program, but retains liquid fuel on its territory, the
been very successful in Kazakhstan, and largely successUnited States should encourage Russia to convert this
ful in Ukraine, but is encountering some delays in Rus- fuel to other products after Russian fuel is converted.

sia. We therefore recommend the following: The weapons protection, control, and accounting
« Since several projects are delayed by local angroject faces some of the greatest challenges of the en-
environmental opposition, the CTR program shouldire CTR program. While it is impossible to indepen-
work closely with the local population and local dently assess the level of physical protection at Russian
and regional governments in order to address comuclear weapon storage sites, all indications are that fur-
cerns about facilities and operations. In cases whekfger upgrades, and repairs, are urgently needed. Given
environmental objections remain strong, the CTRongoing difficulties with access and transparency, US
program should consider, jointly with the Russianfunding to repair aging storage bunkers may not be fea-
government, forming an external review commit-sible. At the very least, however, the questions of whether
tee to independently assess environmental risks.such repairs are necessary, how much they might cost,
* Given the significant technological uncertaintiesand how they would be verified, should be addressed.
and the potential for an expensive duplication of efGjven the importance of protecting Russian nuclear
fort, an expert evaluation of solid-fuel dispositionweapons, we recommend that this project be given the
options should be commissioned. This evaluatiomighest priority within the CTR program. As specific
should determine whether the technologies availablgriorities, we recommend:
are safe and efficient, and whether this task could be « The United States and Russia should rapidly agree
consolidated at fewer sites in Russia and Ukraine.  on the provision of WPC&A upgrades to the 123
* There appears to be a proliferation risk from the nuclear weapon storage sites selected by the Russian
sale of potentially useful “scrap” from dismantled government. Priority should be given to former ser-
missiles. Sensitive components removed from mis- vice-level sites, and sites near operational bases.
siles should be strictly accounted for and either « Transparency measures should be adequate to en-
destroyed in a verifiable manner or purchased by sure that priority sites are getting the WPC&A up-
the United States for later destruction. grades in a timely fashion and that they are being
» The use of fixed-price contracts should be extended installed. The use of “trusted agents” may have to be
wherever possible, with more extensive use of Rus- expanded to allow sufficient monitoring.
sian general contractors and subcontractors. * The Security Assessment and Training Center should
« Given the tendency for additional, unplanned costs be put into full operation as soon as possible, with a

to emerge, US planners should take into account pos-review of its effectiveness to be conducted after its
sible “external” costs at the beginning of a project (e.g. first year.

If such breaches of the current arms control regime
do not take place, the future of the CTR program looks
bright. Even during the tensions over Kosovo in spring
1999 the CTR program continued without serious diffi-
culties—testimony to the importance, and apolitical ap-
proach, of the program.
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» Given the risks associated with the insider threatVA: MIT Press, 1997), pp. 41-60.

2 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994, H.R. 2401, Title
both the SATC and the overall program should emf(ll, “Cooperative Threat Reduction with States of Former Soviet Union,”

phasize assistance to the Personnel Reliability Pr@ection 1203.

gram. The 12 Main Directorate should be encouraged3 Dmitri Litoykin‘, ‘fSotrudnichestvo 12 glavnogo upraleniya ministerstva
oborony RF i ministerstva oborony SShA po programme sovmestnogo

to develop additional proposals for Strengthening it%mensheniya ugrozy” (Cooperation Between the Main Department of

Personnel Reliability Program with US assistance. the RF Ministry of Defense and the US Department of Defense under the
« The Russian Ministry of Defense should be ermour(_:ooperatlve Threat Reduct_|on Program), in lvan SafranqhulE@namma _

T . sovmestnogo umensheniya ugrozy; otsenka effectivnosti i perspektivy
aged to develop a program of realistic inspections angvitiya PIR Center Nauchnyye Zapiski (Research Notes) No. 13, 2000.
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this effort on the part of Western states. While both th rpub”shed paper, Kiev, October 1999.

United Kingdom and France have provided some limg See “Ukraine: Nuclear Weapons: Bomber Decommissioning/Transfer De-
: : : ;velopments,” in the NIS Nuclear Profiles Database, <http://cns.miis.edu/
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Over the next two to three years, the focus of the pr(j?Be Alexander Pikayev, “The CTR Program and Russia: Is a New Start Pos-
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mestic Politics and the Nunn-Lugar Program,” in John M. Shields and wilthat this will increase to 120,000 MT by 2000. A contemporaneous source

liam C. Potter, eds.Dismantling the Cold War: US and NIS Perspectives 91VesS the 1_20,000 MT_f|gure, although it is unclear whether it refers to cur-
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is to be converted to nitric acid by 2004. The nitric acid may, in turn, bé! For a Russian perspective on the success of these early projects see Evgenii
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1999artsQ3.html>. with Russian officials, October 1999. The United Kingdom delivered 150
21 One report indicates that scrap metal from the missiles is used by officec®ntainers for the same purposes. “Russia: Foreign Assistance: Other Inter-
at the facility to fabricate everything from garages to flower pots. One misnational Assistance Programs,” NIS Nuclear Profiles Database, <http://
sile can yield “several kilograms of gold and platinum,” however, which iscns.miis.edu/db/nisprofs/russia/forasst/intnatl/intnatl. htm#UK>.
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