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ABSTRACT

Congress established the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program (CTR) in
1991 so that the United States could assist the former Soviet republics with the safe and
securetransportation, storage, and elimination of nuclear weapons. The CTR program seeks
to reduce the threat these weapons pose to the United States and to reduce the proliferation
risks from nuclear weapons and materials in the former Soviet Union. Congress has
authorized and appropriated around $300-$400 million each year for CTR. Most in
Congress support the core objectives of the CTR program, but some have questioned
whether all of the proposed and ongoing projectscontributeto U.S. national security. Some
have also questioned Russia's commitment, both political and financial to the some of the
projects. Thisreport reviewsmany of the concernsthat have beenraised in Congressduring
debates over CTR. It also provides a summary of the funding for different CTR projects.
It will be updated at least once each year.



Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Programs:
Issues for Congress

Summary

Congress established the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR)
programin 1991, authorizing the use of Defense Department fundsto assist with the
safe and secure transportation, storage, and dismantlement of nuclear, chemical and
other weaponsin theformer Soviet Union. Initialy, many supported U.S. assistance
asan emergency responseto fearsabout aloss of control over nuclear weaponsinthe
disintegrating Soviet Union. Now, many see the CTR program as a part of amore
comprehensive threat reduction and nonproliferation effort.

Congresshasdemonstrated continuing support for the CTR programs, providing
between $300 million and $400 million in Defense Department funds each year
between FY 1992 and FY1998; and between $403 and $475 million each year
between FY 1999 and FY 2004. Congresshasalso increased itsoversight effortsand
added numerous reporting requirements. Many of these changes reflected
congressional concern with the slow pace of implementation during the first few
years and with the U.S. ability to account for its expenditures and progresson CTR
projects. The Clinton Administration resolved most of the issues raised during the
first few yearsof program, but the congressional debate over funding in recent years
has revealed new concerns about the focus of some projectsin the CTR program.

The Clinton Administration credited the CTR program with significant
achievementsin reducing threats from the former Soviet Union. Some Members of
Congressdisagree and believethat the CTR programs have diminished U.S. national
security by subsidizing the Russian defense establishment. Others have argued that
Clinton Administration claimsof successare exaggerated and that the programshave
produced more limited results. On the other hand, some Members of Congress
believe that the program could do much more to protect the United States from
proliferation and terrorist threats. Congress added funds to the FY 1997 budget to
expand efforts to enhance the security of nuclear and other weapons materialsin the
former Soviet Union. But, in FY 2000 and FY 2001, it refused to authorize the use
of CTR funds for the construction of a chemical weapons dismantlement facility.

Members of Congress have also questioned the Administration’s spending
priorities for CTR programs. Most support efforts to dismantle nuclear weapons.
However, Congress has prohibited the use of CTR funds for defense conversion
projects, environmental restoration projects, and housing for retired officers, and,
beginning in FY 2000, in prohibited their use for the elimination of conventional
weapons. SomeMembersof Congresshavea so arguedthat U.S. assistanceto Russia
should belinked to anumber of areas of Russian military and foreign policy. Others,
however, have argued that effortsto link CTR assistance to awider range of Russian
activities would backfire, with Russia forgoing the assistance and retaining its
nuclear weapons while continuing the policies that brought U.S. objections. These
issueswerediscussed at |ength during the House debate on FY 1997 funding, but they
were not included in the final legidlation. In recent years, Congress has approved
amost al of the Administration's request for CTR funding, but it continues to
express concerns about the focus of some CTR projects.



Contents

INtrOdUCTION . . .o 1

Overview of the CTRProgram . .......... e 2

EvolvingRationale. . ... ... .. 2

Emergency Responseto Potential Chaos . . ...................... 2

Threat Reduction, Nonproliferation, and Cooperation ............. 3

Nonproliferation and Anti-terrorism ................. ... 3

Program Implementation . ............. .. 5

TheU.S. Interagency Process . ..., 5

International Negotiations . ..............cciiiiiiiannnnn. 7

Project Implementation .............. .. . .. i 7

Focusof the CTRProjects . . ... e 7

CTRProgramsin CoNgreSS . ..ottt et et e e e 8

FUNING ... 9

LegidativeMandate . . .. ... 12

Oversight and Reporting Requirements . . . ..................... 14

ISSUES FOr CONGIESS . . ottt e e e e e 14

Program Implementation . ............. .. 14

Pace of Implementation . ........... .. ... . i 14

Accountability ......... ... .. 16

Vaueof U.S. AssistanceUnder CTR ......... ..., 17

Relationship to U.S. National Security ........................ 17

Relationship to Key Program Objectives . .. .................... 19

Scopeof the CTRPrograms ...........coviiiiiii e 21

Dismantlement and Destruction Activities ..................... 22

Chainof Custody Activities . . ... 23

Demilitarization Programs . . ... ...t 24

Russias Financial Commitment to CTR Projects .................... 25

Linkage Between U.S. Assistance and Russian Policies ............... 26

Requirementsin Current Legislation .. ........................ 26
Proposals for Changes in the Linkage between

U.S. Assistanceand Russian Policies . .................... 28

CONCIUSION . .. 30

Appendix: Funding Statusof CTRPrograms ....................coo.... 31



Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction
Programs: Issues for Congress

Introduction

Congress established the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR)
Program in November 1991. A failed coup in Moscow in August 1991 and the
subsequent disintegration of the Soviet Union had raised concerns about the safety
and security of Soviet nuclear weapons. Congress responded by authorizing the use
of $400 million in FY 1992 Department of Defense funds to assist with the safe and
secure transportation, storage, and dismantlement of nuclear, chemical, and other
weapons.* Congress appropriated an additional $300 to $400 million per year for the
CTR programs between FY 1993 and FY1998. It added $440.4 million in DOD
funds for FY1999, $475.5 million in FY 2000, $443.4 million in FY 2001, $403
millionin FY 2002, $416.7 millionin FY 2003 and $450.8 millionin FY 2004.2 Most
of these funds support projectsin Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan — the
four nationsthat had Soviet nuclear weapons on their territories— but Congress has
also authorized their use for projectsin other former Soviet republics.

The CTR program seeks to reduce the threat to the United States from nuclear
and other weapons in the former Soviet Union. Towards this end, the program has
focused on four key objectives:

e Destroy nuclear, chemical, and other weapons of mass destruction;

e Transport, store, disable, and saf eguard these weaponsin connection
with their destruction;

e Establish verifiable safeguards against the proliferation of these
weapons, their components, and weapons-usable materials; and

! The amendment to the implementing legislation for the Conventional Armed Forces In
Europe (CFE) Treaty (P.L. 102-228) was sponsored by Senators Nunn and Lugar. It
established the Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act of 1991. For moreinformation onthis
legidation, see CRS Report 94-985, The Nunn-Lugar Program for Soviet Weapons
Dismantlement: Background and Implementation, by Theodor Galdi. p. 1-4.

2 Congress also appropriated funds for several nonproliferation programs managed by the
Department of Energy. These include the Materials Protection Control and Accounting
programand thelnitiativesfor Proliferation Prevention. Althoughtheseeffortsbegan under
the auspices of DOD’s CTR program and seek similar objectives, they have been
administered by the Department of Energy since 1996. Thisreport doesnot providedetailed
information about these programs. For details see CRS Report RL31957, Nonproliferation
and Threat Reduction Assistance: U.S. Programsin the Former Soviet Union, by (name
redacted).
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e Prevent thediversion of scientific expertise that could contribute to
weapons programs in other nations.?

While most Members of Congress support the central objectives of the Nunn-
Lugar effort, some Members have questioned whether CTR programstruly enhance
U.S. security. Some have objected to specific projects while others have generally
challenged the notion that the programsreduce the threat to the United States. Many
who hold this view believe that U.S. defense dollars could be better spent on U.S.
defense programs. Others, however, believethat CTR programs can do moreto stem
proliferation and enhance U.S. security. Those who hold this view have supported
adding funds to the budget requests for CTR.

These concerns are discussed in detail in the second half of this report. The
report first offers an overview of the evolving rationale for the CTR programs and
abrief description of processes used to implement the programs, the types of projects
supported by CTR funds, and congressional action on these programsin past years.

Overview of the CTR Program

Evolving Rationale

Emergency Response to Potential Chaos. Initialy, many in Congress
saw U.S. assistance under the Nunn-Lugar amendment as an emergency response to
risksthat could arise when the Soviet Union dissolved into its constituent republics.
Some feared that the command and control structure for Soviet nuclear weapons
would collapse, allowingleadersinthevariousrepublics, or even rogue commanders
inthe field, to take control of these weapons. Many were also concerned about the
possibilities that, in an environment of political and economic chaos, nuclear
weapons or materials might be lost, stolen, or sold on the black market and that
nuclear scientistsand technicians might betempted to sell their knowledgeto nations
seeking to develop these weapons. Senator Nunn noted that “...the former Soviet
Union, still a nuclear superpower, is coming apart at the seams. The danger of
proliferation of existing weapons, weapons materials, and weapons know-how is
growing as both the Soviet economy and traditional Soviet control mechanismslose
effectiveness.”* Most acknowledged that the United States would not be able to
ensure complete control of all nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and
materials in the former Soviet Union, but many hoped that U.S. interest and

3 U.S. Department of Defense. Cooperative Threat Reduction. April 1995. Washington,
D.C. p. 4

* Senator Lugar added “there is a danger of seizure, theft, sale, or use of nuclear weapons
or components during the period of transition, particularly if awidespread disintegration of
the custodial system should occur.” Congressional Record, v. 142, November 25, 1991. p.
18004-18005.
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assistance might “ provide focus and priority to the destruction of alarge part of these
weapons.”®

Threat Reduction, Nonproliferation, and Cooperation. Even after the
sense of impending chaosin theformer Soviet Union passedin 1992 and 1993, many
U.S. analysts and Members of Congress remained concerned about the potential for
diversion or aloss of control of nuclear and other weapons. Many began to view
CTR programsas part of along-term threat reduction and nonproliferation effort. In
thisvein, former Secretary of Defense William Perry frequently referred to CTR as
“ defenseby other means.”® Heand other Clinton Administration official sargued that
CTR programs have reduced the threat to the United States — by assisting with
deactivation of thousands of nuclear weapons in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan — for far less money than the United States has spent to maintain and
operate nuclear forces to deter that threat.” And, by helping safeguard nuclear
warheads, materials and components, the programs have reduced the risk that these
materialswould “leak out” of former Soviet republics. Inaddition, because projects
funded by the CTR program require extensive cooperation and because they touch
on closely held secrets of the Cold War era— nuclear weaponsinformation — many
CTR supporters believe these efforts can aso foster cooperation and build
understanding between the United States and the recipient nations.

Nonproliferation and Anti-terrorism. By the latter half of the 1990s,
Members of Congress and analysts outside government began to show increasing
concerns about proliferation risks posed by nuclear materials in the former Soviet
Union.® Experts noted that the Soviet Union never ingtituted a comprehensive
control and accounting system for these materials, relying instead on physical
security and isolated facilities to protect against attacks from the outside and the
control of the Communist regime to protect against subversion or theft from the
inside. But they argued that these controls may no longer be sufficient to protect
against theft or diversion.® Experts point to the frequent reports of smugglers

® Congressional Record, v. 142, November 25, 1991. p. 18004.

¢ See, for example, U.S. Department of Defense. Cooperative Threat Reduction. April 1995.
Washington, D.C., p. 1.

" Accordingto DOD, the United States spends approximately $8 billion per year to maintain
and operateits strategic offensiveforces. See U.S. Department of Defense. Annual Report
to the President And Congress. William J. Perry, Secretary of Defense, March 1996.
Washington, D.C. p. 216.

8 After a November 1998 visit to Russia to view projects funded by the CTR program,
Senator Levin stated that "we will take back what we've learned ... to Congressin order to
make sure that the anti-proliferation, anti-terrorist programs which we have put in place
continue..." See Senators urge U.S. Cash for Russian Disarmament,” Reuters, November
19, 1998.

® These problems are described in detail in Allison, Graham T., Owen R. Cote, Jr., Richard
A. Fakenrath, and Steven E. Miller. Avoiding Nuclear Anarchy: Containing the Threat of
L oose Russian Nuclear Weapons and Materials. Cambridge, MA, MIT Press, 1996. p. 20-
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carrying nuclear materials (although most have not been weapons-grade materials)
into Europefor possible sale. Thesereports have not identified specific nationswho
were seeking thematerials, but expertsfear they could end up in placessuch asLibya
or Iran, or that they could be sold to representatives from terrorist organizations.
Although these groups may lack the know-how to manufacture nuclear explosive
devices, some have postulated that they could combine radioactive materials with
conventional explosives in a “radiological” weapon that would spread poisonous
radiation over awide area.

After experts testified that Russian nuclear and chemical facilities, with their
crumbling security and lack of accounting procedures, could provide a source for
terrorists seeking nuclear or chemical materials, Congress, in the FY 1997 Defense
Authorization Act, expanded the CTR programsthat focuson thisthreat.’® Congress
not only added fundsfor security at facilitieswith nuclear materials, it also indicated
that more attention should be paid to security at facilities with materials that could
be used in chemical or biological weapons.

Concerns about proliferation from Soviet nuclear, biological, and chemical
weapons facilitiesintensified in the wake of the financial crisisthat beganin Russia
in August1998. Congress addressed some these concerns in the FY 1999 Defense
Authorization Act, when it mandated that the Secretary of Defense provide Congress
with areport on the number of individualsin the former Soviet Union with expertise
inweapons of massdestruction and therisksthat might exist if theseindividualssold
their knowledge to other nations. The Clinton Administration also responded in its
FY 2000 and FY 2001 budgets, by requesting fundsto expand several DOE and State
Department programsthat sought to assist Russiain safeguarding weapons materials
and finding alternative employment for weapons scientists.™* Some in Congress,
however, questioned whether these programs would be effective in stemming
proliferation, and it reduced funding for many of them.*

% (...continued)
48.

19The March 1995 nerve agent attack in the Tokyo subway system by the Aum Shinryo cult
raised the profile of this type of threat.

1 See U.S. Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service. The Expanded Threat
Reduction Initiative for the Former Soviet Union: Administration Proposals for FY 2000.
CRS Report RS20203, by (name redactedand (name redacted).. May 20, 1999.

2 In February 1999, the General Accounting Office issued a report that reviewed and
criticized DOE's Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention (IPP) program, which sought to
provide alternative employment for Russian nuclear scientists. The report noted that
Russian institutes had received only around one-third of the funds allocated to IPP projects
and that taxes, fees, and other charges had further reduced the amount of money available
to Russian scientists. The report also questioned DOE'’ s oversight of the programs, noting
that program officials do not always know how many scientists are receiving fundsthrough
thelPPprogram. SeeU.S. General Accounting Office. Nuclear Nonproliferation: Concerns
with DOE's Efforts to Reduce the Risks Posed by Russia's Unemployed Weapons
Scientists. GAO/RCED-99-54, February 1999. Washington, D.C.
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In January 2001, a DOE task force called for increased funding for programs
that sought to stem proliferation from Russia’s nuclear facilities. This task force
stated that “the most urgent unmet national security threat to the United Statestoday
isthedanger that weapons of massdestruction or weapons-usable materialsin Russia
could be stolen and sold to terrorists or hostile nation states and used against
American troops abroad or citizens at home.”** Although it focused only on those
programs funded through the Department of Energy, and not those funded by DOD
through the CTR program, the task force concluded that the United States should
expand its nonproliferation effortsin this area with a comprehensive strategic plan
and $30 billion in funding over the next 10 years.

The Bush Administration has aso linked U.S. threat reduction and
nonproliferation assistance to the former Soviet States to U.S. efforts to keep
weapons of massdestruction away fromterrorists. Specificaly, it has® expanded the
strategic focus of the CTR program” to support the war on terrorism.* Inits budget
for FY 2004, it increased funding for several export and border control programs, for
programsdesigned to stem theleakage of knowledge out of theformer Soviet Union,
and for an effort to find and recover “radiological sources” — a type of military
devicethat could provideterroristswith nuclear materialsfor useina“dirty bomb.” *°
All of these initiatives focus more on stemming proliferation than on eliminating
nuclear weapons in the former Soviet states.

Program Implementation

When Congress passed the Nunn-Lugar amendment in 1991, many Members
and expertsoutside government expected arelatively smple program. They seemed
to envision an effort where, using funds from the DOD budget, officials from the
United States would travel to Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan to quickly
safeguard and help dismantle nuclear, chemical, and other weapons | eft vulnerable
by the demise of the Soviet Union. But the process of program implementation, both
within the U.S. government and between the United States and the newly
independent states of the former Soviet Union, was far slower and more complex
than many expected.

The U.S. Interagency Process. Within the U.S. government, the CTR
program isan interagency effort. Initially, most of the fundsfor CTR projects came

13 Baker, Howard and Lloyd Cutler, Co-Chairs, Russia Task Force. A Report Card on the
Department of Energy’ s Nonproliferation Programs with Russia. The Secretary of Energy
Advisory Board, United States Department of Energy. January 10, 2001. P. 1.

14U.S. Department of Defense. Fiscal Y ear 2004/2005 Biennial Budget Estimates. Former
Soviet Union Threat Reduction Appropriation. February 2003. p. 1.

> Many analysts believe that this type of weapon, which could disperse radioactive
materials across a wide area, might be particularly attractive to terrorists. For details see
U.S. Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service. Terrorist “Dirty Bombs.” A
Brief Primer CRS Report RS21528. By Jonathan Medalia. May 23, 2003.



CRS-6

from the DOD budget,*® but experts with the knowledge and skills needed to
implement these projects resided in several different agencies. For example, the
Department of Defense has provided most of the general policy direction, which
essentially determined the types of projects funded by the CTR program, and much
of the expertise needed to implement programs focused on weapons security and
dismantlement. The State Department took the lead in negotiating the broad
agreements needed before recipient nations could recelve U.S. assistance under the
CTR programs and in providing for broad policy coordination among the U.S.
agencies and between the United States and recipient nations. It also managesfunds
for the International Science and Technology Centers in Moscow and Kiev. The
Department of Energy plays a major role with its Materials Protection, Control and
Accounting program which seeks to improve security and controls at facilities with
nuclear materials, its Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention Program (IPP), which
seeks to fund commercial employment opportunities for weapons scientists, and its
Nuclear Cities Initiative, which is designed to assist Russia with the downsizing of
its nuclear weapons complex and to promote alternative, commercial enterprisesin
Russia s nuclear cities. The Department of Commerce has also participated in
projects that focus on establishing effective export controlsin the recipient nations.

Withinthe Department of Defense, several organi zationshaveresponsibility for
different aspects of the CTR program. For example, the Cooperative Threat
Reduction Office, under the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, takesthelead in
developing broad U.S. policy objectives for the CTR program and for identifying
specific projectsthat will help achieve these objectives; this office also participates
innegotiationswith recipient nations. The Joint Chiefsof Staff and Military Services
also offer advice on the goals and direction of the CTR program. Until the end of
September 1998, the CTR Program Office under the Undersecretary of Defense for
Acquisition and Technol ogy had al so hel ped plan future CTR programs, and, through
the Defense Special Weapons Agency (formerly the Defense Nuclear Agency), took
thelead in contracting with U.S. firmsthat would provide technology and assistance
to theformer Soviet republics. Thisoffice also managed day-to-day interaction with
representatives in recipient nations to make sure that U.S. assistance met their
specific needs.'’

In November 1997, Secretary of Defense Cohen announced that the CTR
Program office, the Defense Special Weapons Agency, and a small program
management staff from the Office of the Special Coordinator for Cooperative Threat
Reduction would join with the On-Site Inspection Agency in anew Defense Threat
Reduction Agency. Thisnew entity, which began operations on October 1, 1998, is
now responsible for managing the CTR program and implementing CTR projects.’®

16 Beginning in FY 1996, funding for some projects that began under CTR auspices moved
to the State Department and the Department of Energy.

' U.S. Department of Defense. Annual Report to the President And Congress. William J.
Perry, Secretary of Defense, March 1996. Washington, D.C., 1996. p. 64.

8 U.S. Department of Defense. Defense Reform Initiative Report. William Cohen,
Secretary of Defense, November 1997. Washington, D.C. 1997. p. 19-20.
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International Negotiations. The United States has negotiated “umbrella
agreements’ with each recipient nation that set out the privileges and immunities of
U.S. personnel who work on CTR projects and establish the legal and customs
framework for the provision of aid. The United States and recipient nations then
negotiate agreementsthat i dentify specific projects, outlinetheamount of money that
the United States would commit to the particular project and identify each party’s
rights and responsibilities when implementing the projects.

Project Implementation. Accordingtothelegislation establishingthe CTR
programs, Administration officials must notify Congress at least 15 daysin advance
of itsintent to obligate funds for a specific project; this generally occurs before the
United States and recipient nation have completed an agreement outlining the
specific details of aproject. After completing the agreement, the United States can
begin obligating funds for that project and expending those funds. It sets aside the
amount of money that will be needed to pay contractor fees, equipment costs, and
other U.S. agencies (such as DOE) during the implementation of the agreed project.
DOD then contractswith the U.S. firmswho will provide the assistance. It can take
several years for the expenditures on a project to equal the amount of money
obligated for that project because funds are dispersed as work progresses and it can
take several years for contractors to complete their work. This complex
implementation process has contributed to some of the delaysin the CTR programs,
but U.S. officialshaverecognized the problemsand improved implementation efforts
in recent years.

Focus of the CTR Projects

The Department of Defense dividesthe CTR programinto threedistinct project
areas.”® These include destruction and dismantlement, chain of custody, and
demilitarization. Table 1, below, displaysthe amount of money allocated to projects
in each of these three areas as of early January 2002.

Table 1. Allocation of Funds Among CTR Program Areas
(in millions of dollars)

Notified Obligated Expended
Destruction and 1,946 1,582 1,273
Dismantlement
Chain of Custody 1,080 861.5 $649.4
Demilitarization 389.5 360 345
Other 133 1235 1134

Source: CTR Program Office, Department of Defense

¥ Thisdivision, and the description in the next few paragraphs come from U.S. Department
of Defense. Cooperative Threat Reduction. April 1995. Washington, D.C. p. 5-6. The
fourth category, "Other," includes administrative expenses and a special project on Arctic
nuclear waste.
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This table divides funding into the three categories mentioned above — the
amount notified to Congress, theamount obligated in each area, and the expenditures
that have occurred to date. The Appendix at the end of thisreport providesadetailed
list of the amount of money notified, obligated, and expended on specific projectsin
each of these categories.

Destruction and dismantlement projects are designed to help with the
elimination of nuclear, chemical, and other weapons and their delivery vehicles. To
date, many of the projects in this area have helped Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan removewarheads, deactivate missiles, and eliminatelaunchfacilitiesfor
the nuclear weapons covered by the START | treaty. The United States is also
helping Russia design a destruction facility for its chemical weapons stockpile. As
Table | indicates, more than half of the CTR funds currently obligated and notified
to Congress support projects in this category.

Chain of custody activities include projects designed to enhance the safety,
security, and control over nuclear weapons and fissile materials. Some of the first
CTR projects provided Russia with bullet-proof Kevlar blankets, secure canisters,
and improved rail carsto enhance the safety and security of warheads as they were
transported from Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan to storage and dismantlement
facilitiesin Russia. The United States has also helped Russia construct a storage
facility that will house plutonium removed from nuclear warheads when they are
dismantled. The CTR program is also funding several projects that are attempting
to improve the security and accounting systems at storage facilities for nuclear
weapons and materials to reduce the possibility of theft or losses at those facilities.

Demilitarization effortsinclude projectsthat are encouraging Russia, Ukraine,
Belarus, and Kazakhstan to convert military efforts to peaceful purposes. These
include the International Science and Technology Centers, which provide grants to
scientists and engineers who had produced nuclear or other weapons of mass
destruction so that they can pursue projects with peaceful objectives.
Demilitarization fundsal so support proj ectsthat seek to convert defensefacilitiesand
factoriesintheformer Soviet Unionto peaceful purposes. Andthey support military-
to-military contacts between officers in the United States and those in the former
Soviet republics. According to the Department of Defense, these contacts allow the
United Statesto help train military officialsin the other nations so that they can better
protect weapons, technology, and weapons expertise.

CTR Programs in Congress

This section will briefly describe trends that have characterized the funding
history and legidlative oversight of the CTR programs. A more detailed description
of the program’s legidative history from 1991 through 1995 can be found in CRS
Report 94-985, The Nunn-Lugar Program for Soviet Weapons Dismantlement:
Background and | mplementation.

2 U.S. Department of Defense. Cooperative Threat Reduction. April 1995. Washington,
D.C. p.6.
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Congress has demonstrated continuing support for the CTR programs.
Although some Members have sought to reduce or delay funding in response to
concerns about specific programs, Congress has approved most of the fundsthat the
Executive Branch requested for these efforts. The Senate has generally supported
higher funding levels and a broader mandate than has the House, in part because the
House has historically been |ess supportive of foreign assistance programs, but also
because the program’s original sponsors, Senators Nunn and Lugar, and, more
recently, Senator Domenici, remained active in their support.

Funding. When Congress first passed the Nunn-Lugar Amendment, it
authorized the transfer of $400 million in FY 1992 funds from other DOD accounts
for threat reduction activitiesin the former Soviet Union. Few of these funds were
spent in FY 1992, so Congress extended the transfer authority for FY 1992 funds and
authorized the transfer of an additional $400 million from other DOD accounts in
FY1993. In FY1994 and FY1995, the Clinton Administration requested and
Congress approved new appropriations of $400 million annualy for CTR
programs.? In FY 1996, Congress approved $300 million of the $371 million in
Defense Department funds requested by the Clinton Administration. Congress also
included $33 million in the State Department budget and $70 million in the
Department of Energy budget to continue projects that had begun in the CTR
program.

The Clinton Administration requested $327.9 million in DOD funds for the
CTR programinFY 1997. The House approved only $302.9 millioninitsversion of
the FY 1997 Defense Authorization Bill (H.R. 3230), but the Senate added $37
million, for atotal of $364.9 million initsversion of the bill (S. 1745). The Senate
also added $57 million to the Department of Energy request of $95 million for
materials control and accounting programs at facilitiesin the former Soviet Union.
The House accepted the Senate provisions and these additions were included in the
final version of the FY 1997 Defense Authorization Act.

The Clinton Administration requested $382.2 million in DOD funds and $167
million in Department of Energy funds for FY 1998. The House approved $284.7
million in DOD funds; it rejected funding that the Administration had requested for
chemical weaponsdestruction, nuclear reactor core conversion, and nuclear weapons
storage security. The House also rejected some funding for DOE programs. The
Senate, in contrast, approved the full request of $382.2 million for DOD and $167
millionfor DOE. TheHouse accepted the Senate provisionsand Congress approved
the full request in the FY 1998 Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 105-85).

The Clinton Administration requested $442.4 million in DOD funds and $167
million in DOE funds for FY 1999. The Senate approved $440.4 million in DOD
fundsfor CTR programs, but the House approved only $414.4 million. Among other
changes, the House reduced the amount requested for chemical weapons destruction
activities by $53.4 million and added $31.4 million for strategic arms elimination

21 Spending authority for $329 million in unobligated funds had lapsed by the end of
FY 1994 and $20 million wasrescinded from FY 1995 funds. After thefirst four years, only
$1.236 hillion of the $1.6 billion authorized by Congress remained available for use.
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activities in Russia and Ukraine. In its report on the Bill (H.Rept. 105-532), the
House National Security Committee noted that strategic offensivearmsposeadirect
threat to U.S. security, while Russias chemical weapons pose more of an
environmental problem than athreat to U.S. security.” The Conference Committee
adopted the Senate's position, however, approving $440.4 million without
reallocating funds from chemical weapons destruction to strategic offensive arms
destruction. Congress also approved atotal of $172 million in DOE funds, adding
$5 million to the $20 million request for the Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention
Program.

The Clinton Administration requested $475.5 million in DOD funds for CTR
programsin FY 2000. The Senate approved the full request but the House approved
only $444.1 million and eliminated al funding for the construction of a chemical
weaponsdestructionfacility. TheHouse Armed ServicesCommitteeagain expressed
itsconcernswith U.S. funding for Russia’ s chemical weapons destruction program,
and cited a recent GAO study to question the nonproliferation benefits of such a
facility. It mandated, instead, that U.S. assi stance seek to improve security at existing
chemical weapons storage facilities. The Conference Committee on the FY 2000
Defense Authorization Bill approved the Administration’ srequest for $475.5million
for CTR programs, but it also approved House position precluding funding for the
construction of a chemical weapons destruction facility.

The Clinton Administration al so requested $205 million for the Department of
Energy’s programs in FY 2000; Congress approved the full $145 million for DOE’s
MCP&A program. But it reduced the requests for $30 million for the Initiatives for
Proliferation Prevention (IPP) program and an additional $30 millionfor the Nuclear
Cities Initiative (NCI) to $25 million for IPP and only $7.5 million for NCI. These
reductions reflected the concerns raised in the February 1999 GAO report that
questioned DOE’ s oversight and the effectiveness of the programs.?

The Clinton Administration requested $458.4 million for CTR in its FY 2001
budget. The Senate Armed Services Committee approved the full amount in its
version of the FY 2001 Defense Authorization Bill. 1t did, however, limit the use of
funds for the construction of the chemical weapons destruction facility until the
Secretary of Defense could certify that Russiawas committed to providing at |east
$25 million per year to help construct and operate the facility; that Russia was
committed to destroying al its remaining nerve agent; that other nations were
committed to providing funding for the social infrastructure around thisfacility; and
that Russiawas committed to destroying its chemical weapons production facilities.
The House, in contrast, again eliminated all funding for the chemical weapons
destruction facility and provided only $433.4 millionfor CTR. TheHouse prevailed
and the Conference Report authorizes the appropriation of only $433.4 million for

#1.S. Congress, House, Committee on National Security. National Defense Authorization
Act For Fiscal Year 1999. Report 105-532, Washington, D.C. May 12, 1998. p. 352.

% U.S. Genera Accounting Office. Nuclear Nonproliferation: Concerns with DOE’s
Efforts to Reduce the Risks Posed by Russias Unemployed Weapons Scientists.
GAO/RCED-99-54, February 1999. Washington, D.C.
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CTR and precludes any expenditures on the construction of a chemical weapons
destruction facility in Russia. Instead, it expresses the sense of Congress that the
international community should do more to help Russia eliminate its chemical
weaponsin accordancewithitsobligationsunder the Chemical Weaponsconvention.

The Clinton Administration also requested $174 million for the Department of
energy’ sSMPC&A program, $22.5 million for the IPP program, and 17.5 million for
the NCI program in FY2001. Congress approved the requested funding, and even
added severa million dollars to the IPP and NCI programs.

The Bush Administration requested $403 million for CTR funding FY 2002.
Although this represented a reduction of $40 million from FY 2001, the funding
request did not necessarily represent a decline in support for the CTR program.
Several projects, such asthe construction of the plutonium storagefacility at Mayak,
had received the full amount of funding needed in previous years. Therefore, the
Administration did not request additional fundsin FY2002. The House and Senate
both approved the Administration’ srequest, including the request for $50 million for
the chemical weapons destruction in Russia. The House did, however, continue to
express concerns about this project (these are discussed below.)

The Bush Administration’s budget request for FY 2002 sharply reduced the
planned funding for the Department of Energy’s MPC&A program. DOE had
planned to request more than $200 million at the end of the Clinton Administration,
but the Bush Administration reduced the program to 138.8 million. However, after
the September 11 attacks renewed concerns about the possible |eakage of nuclear
materialsfrom Russiato terrorist organizations, Congressrestored the funding to the
FY 2001 level of around $179 million and added an additional $120 million in the
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Bill. The Administration, in its budget,
also reduced funding for the NCI program to only $6.6 million, and sought to
eliminate the program by consolidating it with the IPP program. Congress did
combine the two programsinto anew Russian Transition Initiative, but it increased
funding from the President’ srequest for atotal of around $30 million to $42 million,
and added $15 million more in the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Bill.

The Bush Administration also conducted a comprehensive review of U.S.
nonproliferation programs with Russiaduring 2001.%* Many analysts and observers
feared that this review would produce sharp reductionsin U.S. assistance to Russia.
The President had pledged his support for the programs during the campaign, but
somein his Administration had questioned whether they werean efficient useof U.S.
defense dollars and an effective way to reduce the threat to the United States.
However, after completing the review, the Administration announced that it would
increase funding and expand some of the programs in FY2003.* Most of the

2 Pincus, Walter. U.S.isReviewing Aid for Russia’ sNuclear Programs. Washington Post.
March 30, 2001. p. 5.

% Allen, Mike. Bush Pledges More Aid For Russian Arms Cuts. Washington Post.
December 28, 2001. p. 1.
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increase, however, would affect the DOE programs. The request for the CTR
Program is likely to increase by only around 10%.

The Bush Administration requested $416.7 million for CTR for FY2003.
Within this budget, the Administration increased funding for the Shchuch’'ye
chemical weapons destruction facility to $133.6 million. The FY 2003 budget also
increased funding for biol ogical weaponsnonproliferation programs. The House and
Senate both approved the full amount for the Administration’ s request, although the
House reduced funding for the chemical weapons destruction facility to $50 million.
The House Armed Services Committee argued that this program could not absorb
such alarge increase in one year and, because Russiadid not yet appear committed
to the elimination of its chemica weapons, the United States should not accelerate
itsefforts. Thefinal languageintheFY 2003 Defense Authorization Bill (H.R. 4546)
retained the reduction in funding for Shchuch’'ye. However, it stated that the
Administration can use the $83.6 million removed from this project for anumber of
other projectsrelated to the storage and elimination of nuclear weapons. It could also
use the funds for chemical weapons destruction if Russia provides a “full and
accurate” disclosure of its chemical weapons stockpile.

The Bush Administration requested $450.8 millionfor DOD’sCTR programin
FY2004. Much of the increase over the FY2003 total of $416.7 represents an
increase in funding for Shchuch’ye because the Administration would like to
accelerate construction of thisfacility. The Administration also reduced funding for
strategic offensivearmsreduction, in part because much of thework iscomplete, but
also because it has unexpended FY 2003 funds, which were held up until Congress
provided the President with theauthority to waivethecertification requirements. The
House and Senate Armed Services Committeesboth approved the President’ srequest
for $450.8 million, athough the House reduced the funding for Shchuch’ye from
$200.3 million to $171.5 million. The House aso linked U.S. funding for
Shchuch’ye to funding commitments from Russia and from other nations. The
Conference  Committee adopted the Senate's position, approving the
Administration’ srequest for $200.3 million for Shchuch’ye without any restrictions
on the U.S. contribution.

Legislative Mandate. Between 1992 and 1995, Congress expanded the
mandate of CTR programs beyond the initial efforts to aid in the safe and secure
transportation, storage, and elimination of nuclear, chemical, and other weapons. For
example, in the Defense Authorization Act for FY 1993 (P.L. 102-484, Sec. 1412),
Congress indicated that threat reduction programs should also seek to prevent
diversion of scientific expertise from the former Soviet Union; facilitate
demilitarization of defense industries; establish science and technology centers in
Russiaand Ukraine; and expand military-to-military contacts between officersinthe
United States and the former Soviet republics. The mandate expanded further in
FY 1994 when Congressindicated, in P.L. 103-160, that threat reduction funds could
also beusedtoassistinenvironmental restoration at former military sitesand provide
housing for former military officers who had been demobilized as a result of the
dismantling of strategic offensive weapons. The Clinton Administration had stated
that these types of programs were needed to help convince officials in Ukraine,
Kazakhstan, and Belarus to eliminate the nuclear weapons on their territories. In
FY 1994, Congressal so established the Defense Enterprise Fund to facilitate defense
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conversion efforts by providing grants for joint ventures between U.S. industry and
industrial concernsin the former Soviet Union.

The 104th Congressreversed previoustrendsand reduced themandatefor CTR
programs. IntheFY 1996 Defense Authorization Act, P.L. 104-106, Congress stated
that CTR funds could not be used for peacekeeping exercises or to provide housing
for military officers. It also denied additional funding for the Defense Enterprise
Fund. Theserestrictionsexpandedin FY 1997 (and remained in FY 1998) with added
prohibitionsontheuseof CTR fundsfor environmental restoration at former military
sites, job retraining, and defense conversion. Inthe FY 2000 Defense Authorization
Bill, Congress made these prohibitions permanent.

Congress did, however, expand the mandate for threat reduction programsin
other areas in the FY 1997 Defense Authorization Act. During debate over that
legiglation, the Senate passed anew amendment sponsored by Senators Nunn, Lugar
and Domenici that added $94 million to DOD and DOE budgets to expand U.S.
effortsto containand control nuclear, chemical and biol ogical weaponsin theformer
Soviet Union. Most of these funds have been alocated to DOE programs that are
designed to enhance the safety and security of nuclear materialsintheformer Soviet
Union, and therefore, are not technically apart of the CTR program. Nevertheless,
this amendment demonstrated that Congress remained willing to extend U.S.
assistance to former Soviet republics when it believed that the effort would ease
proliferation risks and enhance U.S. security. This pattern continued in the Defense
Authorization Act for FY 1999, when Congress allocated $2 million for biological
weapons proliferation prevention activitiesin Russiaand authorized the use of CTR
fundsfor emergency assistance to remove weapons of mass destruction or materials
and equipment related to these weapons from any of the former Soviet republics.®

Inthe FY 2000 Defense Authorization Act, Congressagain limited the mandate
for the CTR program. For example, the conference committee adopted the House
languagethat eliminated funding for the construction of afacility that would be used
to destroy chemical weapons. The House had questioned funding for thisfacility for
several years; in FY 2000, its position was bol stered by a GA O report that questioned
the cost of this facility and its contribution to U.S. nonproliferation objectives.?’
Congress further limited the mandate for CTR in the FY 2000 legislation when it
prohibited the use of CTR funds for the elimination of conventional weapons or
delivery vehiclesintended for conventional weapons. The conferees noted that they

% DOD has used CTR funds for this purpose in several instances, without specific
congressional authorization. For example, in November 1997, the United States purchased
21 nuclear-capable M1G-29 aircraft from the Republic of Moldova. The United States
feared that Moldova might sell these aircraft to a nation seeking nuclear delivery
capabilities. In April 1998, using CTR funds, the United States and Great Britain worked
with the Georgian government to move 8.8 pounds of highly enriched uranium and 17.6
pounds of highly radioactive spent fuel from a nuclear reactor outside Thilisi, Georgiato
Dounreay, Scotland.

2 U.S. General Accounting Office. Weapons of Mass Destruction: Effort to Reduce
Russian Arsenal May Cost More and Achieve Less than Planned. GAO/NSIAD-99-76.
Washington, D.C. April 1999.
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believed the CTR program should remain focused on the eliminating the theat from
weapons of mass destruction.

Oversight and Reporting Requirements. Congress has expanded its
oversight of expenditureson CTR projectsover theyears. InFY 1992, Congressdid
not specify how the Bush Administration should spend any of the $400 million that
it had provided under the Nunn-Lugar Amendment. By FY 1995, Congress had
begun to approve or regject funding requests in each of the program areas identified
in the Administration’s budget. Congress has also added many reporting
requirements to the legislation over the years. For example, in FY 1992, Congress
indicated that the Administration should provide at least 15 days notice prior to
obligation of fundsto specific projects. By FY 1995, Congress had mandated that the
Administration provide, among other things, audit and accounting reports for U.S.
assistance in the recipient nations, reports on compliance with arms control
agreements, and areport on the multiyear plansfor the CTR program. Furthermore,
during debate over the FY 2000 Defense Authorization Bill, the Senate expressed
concernsabout Russia sfinancial commitment to the CTR programsand about other
areas of Russia's nuclear weapons programs. As a result, it requested that the
Administration inform Congress whenever Russia asks the United States to absorb
a greater portion of the costs for specific projects. It also required the
Administration re-submit certifications on arms control compliance and weapons
modernization that had been required by earlier versions of the legislation.

Issues For Congress

Program Implementation

Pace of Implementation. Theslow pace of implementation provedto bethe
key concern for Congress during the first few years of CTR efforts. The Bush
Administration spent less than $30 million during the program's first year. After
three years, the Bush and Clinton Administrations had obligated $434 million but
spent only around ten percent of the $1.2 billion that Congress had appropriated for
CTRefforts.® Authority to spend $329 million of theoriginal $1.2 billion had lapsed
by the end of 1994.

Analysts have highlighted several factorsthat slowed the process of obligating
fundsfor CTR projectsduring the program’ searly years. First, some have noted that
the Bush Administration did not support the program, believing it was premature and
that U.S. defense funds would be better spent on U.S. defense programs. Although
the Bush Administration sent negotiating teams to Moscow for protracted

% Most of these obligations and expenditures occurred during 1994. See Lockwood,
Dunbar. Getting Down to Business. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, v. 51,
January/February 1995. P. 12. Seealso, Fact Sheet: Preventing Nuclear Smuggling. U.S.
Congress, Arms Control and Foreign Policy Caucus. October 21, 1994. p. 2.
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discussions, it did littleto identify specific projectsuntil Congressgrew restlesswith
the inaction.®

Another source of delay was the negotiation of umbrella agreements with the
recipient nations, aprocessthat took several yearsto complete. Congressauthorized
U.S. assistance in late 1991; the agreement with Russia was signed in June 1992,
with Belarus in October 1992, with Ukraine in October 1993, and with Kazakhstan
in December 1993.%° Negotiationson agreementsfor specific CTR projectshavealso
proven to be time consuming. The United States has had to identify responsible
officiasin newly independent stateswherelines of authority and responsibility have
not always been clear. In addition, the United States has had to overcome the
suspicions of many of these officials to convince them that they should accept U.S.
assistance.®! In some cases, these officials were unwilling to allow U.S. access to
sensitive nuclear facilities in Russia unless the U.S. allowed Russian officials
reciprocal access at U.S. facilities.

Even after the United States compl eted agreements with the recipient nations,
it was unable to accelerate the obligation and expenditure of CTR funds because
most of the fundswereto be used to pay U.S. contractors who would then undertake
the projectsin the recipient nations. For severa years, the Department of Defense
used its standard contracting procedures to seek proposals and award contracts for
theseprojects. Inearly 1994, the Department of Defense established aseparate CTR
program office to expedite the contracting process.

Table 2. Allocation of CTR Funds by Recipient Nation

(in millions)
Notified Obligated Expended
Russia 2,779 2,298 1,745
Ukraine 701.9 634.9 584.7
Belarus 68.8 68.5 68.4
Kazakhstan 177 159.1 153.7
Other 350.4 183.3 156.5

Source: CTR Program Office, Department of Defense

# Wilson, Heather. Missed Opportunities: Washington Politics and Nuclear Proliferation.
The National Interest, v. 34, Winter 1993/1994. p. 29.

% For a detailed description of the process leading up to the signing of the umbrella
agreements, see CRS Report 94-985, The Nunn-Lugar Program for Soviet Weapons
Dismantlement: Background and Implementation, by Theodor Galdi. p. 8-11.

3 Stern, JessicaE. U.S. Assistance Programs For Improving MPC& A in the Former Soviet
Union. The Nonproliferation Review, Winter 1996. p. 18.
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This change, along with the political commitment expressed by the Clinton
Administration and the completion of negotiations with the recipient nations, have
accelerated the CTR program. Obligationshaveincreased from around $100 million
in early 1994 to over $3.5 billion in May 2003. The rate of expenditures has also
accelerated, with nearly $2.9 billion expended through the middle of the year 2003.
Table 2 summarizes the amount of money allocated to projects in each of the
recipient nations as of May 2003.

Accountability. Congress has also expressed concerns about the U.S. ability
to account for funds spent on CTR projects. Because Congresssaw few resultsinthe
early years, someworried that CTR fundswere being squandered on airplanetickets
and hotel roomsfor U.S. delegationsto Moscow.* In addition, in 1994, the General
Accounting Office reported that the United States had yet to conduct any audits or
examinations to confirm that CTR funds were being used in the intended manner.®
Asaresult, in the FY 1995 Defense Authorization Act, Congress mandated that the
Secretary of Defense submit a report on U.S. efforts to ensure that assistance
provided under CTR programs “is fully accounted for and that such assistance is
being used for its intended purposes.”*

In a study published in 1995, the General Accounting Office reported that the
United States had begun to conduct audits and examinations of CTR projects in
Russiaand Ukraine.*® But this same study raised new questionsabout theuseof U.S.
assistance when it reported that some scientists who received grants from the
International Science and Technology Centers (ISTC) “may also continue to be
employed by ingtitutes engaged in weapons work.”* GAO interpreted this finding
to mean that the centers had not succeeded in redirecting weapons scientists to
peaceful endeavors. Other criticsof the CTR program claimed that GAO’ sfindings
indicated that, by supporting Russian weaponsscientists, U.S. fundswere supporting
Russian weapons programs.

2 In response to these concerns, Senator Hank Brown requested a review by the General
Accounting Office. See U.S. General Accounting Office. Soviet Nuclear Weapons:
Prioritiesand Costs A ssociated with U.S. Dismantlement Assistance. GAO/NSIAD-93-154,
March 1993. Washington, D.C. p. 4-8.

% U.S. General Accounting Office. Weapons of Mass Destruction: Reducing the Threat
from the Former Soviet Union. GAO/NSIAD-95-7, October 1994. Washington, D.C. p.
7.

% U.S. Congress. House. National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995.
Conference Report, 103-701, 103d Congress, 2d Session. Washington, G.P.O., August 12,
1994. p. 226.

% U.S. Genera Accounting Office. Weapons of Mass Destruction, Reducing the Threat
Fromthe Former Soviet Union: AnUpdate. GAO/NSIAD-95-165, June 1995. Washington,
D.C.

% U.S. Genera Accounting Office. Weapons of Mass Destruction, Reducing the Threat
Fromthe Former Soviet Union: AnUpdate. GAO/NSIAD-95-165, June 1995. Washington,
D.C.p. 27.
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The State Department disputed both of these conclusions, noting that the grants
from the ISTC were intended to supplement, not replace the scientistsincome from
work in other institutes. This was a not a defense conversion project, but a
nonproliferation program that sought to provide weapons scientists with added
income from work on peaceful projects so that they would not sell their knowledge
and skills to nations outside the former Soviet Union. And the State Department
claimed that the United States could be sure that the scientists were not using ISTC
grants to support their work at defense-related institutes.

Thisissue reappeared in 2003. During the 1990s, the United States had spent
nearly $100 million to build afacility to eliminate liquid rocket propellant in Russia.
During the construction period, Russia used the propellant in its space-launch
program. Thisleft the facility idle. Representative Duncan Hunter argued that the
United States had wasted its money and that it should have known the facility would
not beused. Inresponse, heincluded languagein the FY 2004 Defense A uthorization
Bill mandating that the United States place managers on-site at CTR projects to
ensure that the projects meet their stated objectives.

Value of U.S. Assistance Under CTR

Relationship to U.S. National Security. The Clinton Administration
stated that the CTR program helped the United States achieve “some tremendous
gains... toward ensuring our security by helping to eliminate weaponsthat could be
aimed at us and by helping to prevent weapons proliferation to hostile countries.”*’
To support this conclusion, the Administration cited numerous developments,
including the complete withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan; the accel erated reductions of strategic offensive weaponsin Russia, the
enhancement of safety, security, and control of fissile material and weapons in
Russia; thetransfer of 600 kilograms of enriched uranium from insecurefacilitiesin
Kazakhstan to secure facilities in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; and the increases in
transparency and understanding afforded by the cooperation among military officials
from all the participating nations.*®

Some supporters of the CTR have argued that the projects have not done as
much as they could to advance U.S. national security interests because they focused
more on security and control over nuclear weapons than on the security and control
of materials that can be used to make nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons.
They notethat, inrelative terms, these materialsarein afar more precarious position
than nuclear weapons and that proliferation resulting from the leakage of materials
out of the Soviet Union is a far more likely threat to the United States than
proliferation fromtheillegal saleor transfer of warheads. They believethat terrorist
groups or nations such as Libya and Iran might use these materials to develop their

37 U.S. Department of Defense. Cooperative Threat Reduction. April 1995. Washington,
D.C,p. L

% U.S. Department of Defense. Annual Report to the President and Congress. William
Perry, Secretary of Defense, March 1996. Washington, D.C., 1996. p. 67-68.



CRS-18

own weapons of mass destruction.® In response to these concerns, Senators Nunn,
Lugar, and Domenici sponsored an amendment tothe FY 1997 Defense A uthorization
Bill that would expand funding, through both the CTR programs and Department of
Energy programs, for efforts to secure and control fissile and other materials that
pose aproliferation risk.” And, as was noted above, arecent report by a DOE Task
Force called for a further expansion of these efforts to address “the greatest unmet
national security threat”to the United States.

On the other side of the debate, some observers, both in Congress and outside
government, have argued that the CTR programs could diminish U.S. national
security by subsidizing the Russian defense establishment. During the debate over
CTRfundingfor FY 1997, Representative Solomon stated that “ if wearegiving them
thismoney, it isfreeing up other money” and he added that “we are subsidizing the
Russian Government to dismantle old nuclear missiles while they are still in the
process of modernizing and building up other nuclear missiles.” Representative
Hunter summarized this point of view when he asked, “ does it make sense for usto
subsidize the Soviet Union to the tune of some $300 million?’* Secretary of
Defense Rumsfeld appeared to share these concerns during his confirmation process
in January 2001 when he said that Russia should not request additional funding for
weapons dismantlement while it continued to build new weapons.

Although the debate over thisissue has calmed in recent years, some Members
of Congress remain concerned. For example, in its report on the FY 1999 Defense
Authorization Act, the House National Security Committee noted that it remained
concerned about Russias willingness to eliminate weapons systems without U.S.
assistance, in spite of its START | Treaty obligations and in light of the fact that it
continued to spend its own resources on strategic offensive arms modernization
programs.** In addition, Congress prohibited funding for a chemical weapons
destruction facility in the FY 2000 Defense Authorization Act, in large part because
a GAO study had raised questions whether that this facility would further U.S.
nonproliferation objectives, and, therefore, enhanceU.S. national security. The GAO
study also rai sed questions about the plutonium storage facility at Mayak, and noted
that the United States*lacked clear assurances’ from Russiathat thisfacility would
housenuclear materia sremoved from weaponsthat had threatened the United States.
Asaresult, Congress conditioned U.S. funding for a second wing at thisfacility on

3 Mann, Paul. Post-Cold War Nightmare. Aviation Week and Space Technology, v. 144,
June 17, 1996. p. 58-63. See also Senator Sam Nunn, Opening Statement, Senate
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, Hearings on Global Proliferation of Weapons
of Mass Destruction and Illicit Trafficking of Nuclear Materials. March 13, 1996.

“0 Senator Lugar stated “ If the United Statesisto have any chance of stopping the detonation
of aweapon of massdestruction onour soil, prevention must start at the source, theweapons
and materials depots and research institutions in the former Soviet Union.” Congressional
Record, v. 142, June 26, 1996. p. S6990.

4l Congressional Record, v. 142, May 15, 1996. p. H5070-H5071.

“2U.S. Congress, House, Committee on National Security. National Defense Authorization
Act For Fiscal Year 1999. Report 105-532, Washington, D.C. May 12, 1998. p. 350.
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U.S.-Russian agreement on transparency measures that would provide these
assurances.

Those who support the CTR programs have argued that U.S. funds are not
supporting the Russian defenseindustry or other Russian military and foreign policy
activities. They note that the United States does not provide Russia with cash that
it can divert to these efforts; it provides technology, expertise, and other in-kind
assistance for specific projects.”® These analysts also contend that, without U.S.
assistance, Russiawould simply choose not to pursue the saf e and secure elimination
of its older nuclear weapons while continuing to spend its own funds to modernize
itsforces or pursue other military goals and foreign policy goals.* Hence, the CTR
program has provided Russia and the other recipient nations with an incentive to
pursue denuclearization efforts that are a high priority for the United States.

Relationship to Key Program Objectives. Some observers dispute the
Clinton Administration’s positive assessment of the value of CTR assistance by
noting that the program has failed to result in the verified dismantlement of any
nuclear warheads.”® The Clinton Administration and other supporters of the CTR
programs have responded to thiscriticism by stating the“ CTR program never set out
to dismantle warheads directly.” The goa was, instead, to facilitate in the
“transportation, storage, safeguarding and destruction of nuclear and other
weapons.”“*®  And officials in Russia have repeatedly insisted that they have the
means to dismantle their warheads themselves and, therefore, do not need U.S.
assistance with that effort.

Even those who do not use the single measure of dismantled warheads have
guestioned whether U.S. assistance has achieved the goals that the Clinton
Administration attributed to the program. For example, the Clinton Administration
argued that CTR assistance hasresulted in the compl ete denucl earization of Ukraine,
Kazakhstan, and Belarus. But others point out that most CTR projectswerein their
early stages when these nations gave up the nuclear weapons on their territories, so

8 Senator Nunn has stated that “we are not furnishing cash to the Russians. They do not
have any way to convert this cash to their own defense programs that do not relate to this.
They are basically being furnished equipment and know-how for a specific purpose.”
Congressional Record, v. 142, June 26, 1996, p. S6996.

“4 Responsesto Questionsfor the Record. Provided by the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (International Security Policy), Special Coordinator for Cooperative Threat
Reduction, to the Senate Armed Services Committee, Subcommittee on Strategic Forces,
March 1996.

45 At least one analyst has stated that warhead dismantlement should be the key measure of
success for U.S. assistance because Dr. Ashton Carter, who later served as the Assistant
Secretary of Defenseresponsible for CTR policy, had proposed such agoal in an academic
study he authored before hejoined the Clinton Administration. See Rich Kelly. The Nunn-
Lugar Act: A Wasteful and Dangerous lllusion. CATO Institute Foreign Policy Briefing,
no. 39, March 18, 1996. p. 3.

6 U.S. Department of Defense. Cooperative Threat Reduction. April 1995. Washington,
D.C. p. 19-20.
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the amount of CTR money actually expended (as opposed to the amount obligated
to those projects) was too low to have produced significant results. Russiahad aso
eliminated many of its strategic offensive forces covered by the START | Treaty
before it received much assistance from CTR programs. The General Accounting
Office highlighted this point in its 1995 report, stating that “to date, the material
impact (emphasis added) of the aid actually delivered by the CTR program’s
destruction and dismantlement projects has generally been limited.”*’

The Clinton Administration contended that GA O’ s measure of material impact
understated the effects of the CTR program because it does not measure the effect
that U.S. assistance had in demonstrating the high priority the U.S. placesonthe safe
and secure elimination of these weapons. It also did not measure the effect that
promisesof U.S. assistancemight havehad on political decisionsin recipient nations.
For example, the Administration noted that the promise of U.S. assistance under the
CTR program played asignificant rolein convincingleadersin Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan to eliminate all nuclear weaponson their territories. Thesethree nations
had each agreed to return their nuclear weapons to Russia in the 1992 Lisbon
Protocol tothe START | Treaty, but each began to question thiscommitment and all
voiced concerns about the costs of eliminating the delivery vehicles and basing
facilities for these weapons.®® After the Clinton Administration promised that the
United Stateswoul d provideassi stance with the costs of deactivating and dismantling
their weaponsif the nationsresumed their commitment to become nuclear-free, each
of these nations approved the START Treaty, joined the NPT as non-nuclear
weapons states, and proceeded to return the warheads on their territories to Russia.

The Clinton Administration acknowledged, as GAO noted, that Russia began
eliminating its strategic offensive weapons under START | even before it began
receiving U.S. assistance. And it did not dispute those who state that Russia
probably has the resources to comply with START | without U.S. assistance. But
Clinton Administration officials noted that U.S. assistance can ensure that the
reduction processtakes placein the“ safest and most secure manner possible.”* U.S.
assistance can also accel erate the reduction process and help Russiareach the treaty
limits earlier than it could by itself.

“"U.S. Genera Accounting Office. Weapons of Mass Destruction, Reducing the Threat
fromthe Former Soviet Union: An Update. GAO/NSIAD-95-165, June, 1995. Washington,
D.C. p. 12.

8 For more details on the views in these nations and the efforts to convince them to
eliminate the nuclear weapons on their territories, see CRS Issue Brief 91144, Nuclear
Weaponsin the Former Soviet Union: Location, Command and Control, by (name redacted),
updated regularly. p. 4-9.

* See the Statement of Undersecretary of Defense, Walter Slocombe in U.S. Congress.
Senate. Committeeon Armed Services. National Security Implicationsof U.S. Ratification
of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty — START Il. Hearing, 104 Congress, 1% Session.
May 17, 1995. Washington, G.P.O., 1996. P. 11.
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Scope of the CTR Programs

Aswas noted above, the Clinton Administration has divided the CTR program
intothreedistinct project areas. destruction and dismantlement; chain of custody; and
demilitarization.®® Early projects — such as the provision of storage containers,
bullet-proof blankets, and secure rail cars — were chain of custody efforts. Many
projects that received significant funding in recent years focused on strategic
offensive arms elimination and other dismantlement and destruction activities. To
date, funding for demilitarization efforts has been relatively low and Congress has
refused to fund some projectsin thisarea. Thisis discussed in more detail below.

Several factorshave affected the balance of fundingamong CTR program areas.
For example, thefocus of U.S. efforts has shifted astime has passed. Early projects
assisted the safe and secure transportation of warheads out of the non-Russian
republics, a process that is now complete. In recent years, a significant portion of
U.S. funding has assisted with elimination of the missiles and launchers that once
carried thesewarheads. Thiseffort may alsowind downin afew years, when all four
recipient nations complete their reductions under the START | Treaty, but it could
resumeinthefutureif the Russian parliament approvesthe START Il Treaty and the
United States provides funding to help Russia eliminate weapons covered by that
agreement.

Some anadysts argue that the funding outcomes reflect politica and
organizational, asmuch as policy priorities.> For example, although CTR programs
areaninteragency effort, some analysts believe the Department of Defense hasmore
influence than other agencies because its budget contains the funds for CTR
programs. Becausethe Department of Defense preferred to focus on dismantlement
and destruction activities, these efforts received the most CTR funding in recent
years.>

The preferences and priorities of officials in the recipient nations have also
affected the funding for CTR programs. For example, officials in the non-Russian
republics indicated that they could not eliminate the nuclear weapons on their
territories unless they received financial assistance for thiseffort. Asaresult, CTR
fundingfor strategic offensivearmsand nuclear infrastructure elimination hasgrown

% In its FY1998 budget request, the Clinton Administration sought $210 million for
destruction and dismantlement projects; $100.7 million for chain of custody activities; $41
million for reactor core conversion; and $30.5 million for military contacts and other
program support. Demilitarization projects are included in this last category.

*1 For exampl e, the decision to provide blankets, storage containers, and rail carscamefrom
“alaundry list compiled largely of notions picked up from cocktail party conversation with
members of the Russian delegation. The intent was not to promote U.S. security interests,
but to make some progressthat was politically sustainable with the Congress.” SeeWilson,
Heather. Missed Opportunities: Washington Politics and Nuclear Proliferation. The
National Interest, v. 34, Winter 1993/1994. p. 29.

%2 See, for example, the discussion in Ellis, Jason D. Nunn-Lugar's Mid-Life Crisis,
forthcoming, Survival, Winter 1996/7. p. 17.
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in recent years. At the same time, although the United States would have liked to
allocate morefundsfor chain of custody efforts, officialsin Russiadid not sharethis
priority. The United States experienced particular difficulties gaining cooperation
from the Ministry of Atomic Energy (MINATOM), which isresponsiblefor nuclear
materials and facilities in Russia. Several analysts have noted that officials at
MINATOM have been unwilling to give the United States access to sensitive
facilities where most nuclear materials are stored.

Officials in Russia have also taken steps that slowed the implementation of
someprojects. For example, the United Statesis hel ping Russiadesign and construct
afacility at Mayak, near the Russian city of Chelyabinsk, to store materials and
components from nuclear weapons. It has allocated $15 million to help design the
facility and $330 million for construction, but this project has been delayed several
times. Officiasin Russiaaltered the design plans and the two sides were unableto
agree on the details of the final design or construction schedules for the facility. In
early 1997, Clinton Administration officials noted that the two sides had resolved
many of theseissues and construction was proceeding. However, they noted that the
project could slow again because MINATOM had not been able to provide its full
financial contribution to the project and because the two nations had not reached an
agreement on transparency measures that would assure that materials stored in the
facility remained there,

The congressional debate over CTR funding in recent year has indicates that
some in Congress disagree with the Clinton Administration and Bush
Administration’s prioritiesfor CTR programs. For example, concernsabout DOD's
prioritieswere part of the reason that Congress expanded funding for DOE programs
directly in the FY1997 Defense Authorization Act. The following discussion
highlights some of the specific differencesin priorities.

Dismantlement and Destruction Activities. Most Membersof Congress
continueto support U.S. assi stance with the dismantlement and destruction of nuclear
and other weapons in the former Soviet Union. Some, however, have questioned
whether the United States needs to provide so much assi stance on some projectsthat
may not have direct implications for U.S. national security. Specifically, some
M embershave questioned whether the United States should hel p fund the elimination
of Russia’s chemical weapons. In FY 1998 and FY 1999, the House cut out funding
for the chemical weapons destruction facility; the funds were restored by the
Conference Committee. Initsreport onthe FY 1999 Defense Bill (H.Rept. 105-532),
the House noted that it believed strategic offensive arms elimination should take
priority over chemical weapons destruction because Russia's chemical weapons
stockpile does not pose adirect security threat to the United States.> Memberswho

3 See U.S. General Accounting Office. Weapons of Mass Destruction. Reducing the
Threat from the Former Soviet Union: An Update. GAO/NSIAD-95-165, June 1995.
Washington, D.C., pp. 24-25. See also, Jessica E. Stern. U.S. Assistance Programs for
Improving MPC&A in the Former Soviet Union. The Nonproliferation Review. Winter
1996. p. 17-32.

*U.S. Congress, House, Committee on National Security. National Defense Authorization
(continued...)



CRS-23

support U.S. assistancefor chemical weaponsdestruction notethat it doescontribute
to U.S. security, both by reducing thethreat from Russian weaponsand by supporting
Russian compliance with the internationa Chemical Weapons Convention.
Nevertheless, in FY 2000and FY 2001, the Conference Committee adopted the House
position and eliminated funding for the chemical weapons destruction facility.
Congress did, however, approve the Bush Administration’s request of $50 million
for chemical weapons destruction activities, including $35 million for the
construction of the chemical weapons destruction facility in Russia, in the FY 2002
budget. TheHouse Armed Services Committee continued to express concerns about
this project, but appeared willing to proceed as long as Russia maintained its
financial commitment to the effort and as long as the international community
appeared willing to help with funding. The Bush Administration has indicated that
requested an increase in funding for this effort in FY 2003 and FY 2004. Congress
eventually approved the Administration’s request, but the House, again, sought to
reduce the funding level and to link it to funding from other nations.

Chain of Custody Activities. Most Members of Congress also believe that
chain of custody projects generaly serve U.S. interests by reducing the risks of
proliferation. Some have, however, questioned the U.S. approach to implementing
these projects, in part because large sums of money have been obligated with few
apparent results. In addition, some questioned the need for added funds in these
areasbecausethe United States and Russiahad not yet concluded agreements needed
to implement some of the projects. Nevertheless, Congress approved the
Administration’s FY 1998 request for $100.7 million for chain of custody activities.
These funds will be used to support the design and construction of the fissile
materials storage facility at Mayak, the provision of containers that will hold the
stored fissile materials, and improvements in security at weapons storage areas.

Somein Congressbelievethat the Administration hasdevoted too few resources
to ensuring the safety and security of materialsthat could be used to produce nuclear,
chemical, or biological weapons. Thisconcern, and questions about the U.S. ability
to deter or respond to terrorist attacks with these weapons, prompted Senators Nunn,
Lugar, and Domenici to sponsor the Defense Against Weapons of Mass Destruction
Act of 1996. Although Administration officials testified that they did not need
additional funds for CTR programs, this legislation added $37 million to the CTR
budget. The added funds supported materials protection, control, and accounting
projectsand effortsto dismantlefacilitiesthat had produced chemical and biological
weapons.”® Congress approved an additional $20 millionin DOD fundsin FY 1998
for thedismantlement of chemical and biological weaponsfacilitiesand $137 million
in DOE fundsin FY 1998 for materials protection, control, and accounting projects.
In FY 1997, Congress also mandated that DOD use $10 million to support a DOE

> (...continued)
Act For Fiscal Year 1999. Report 105-532, Washington, D.C. May 12, 1998. p. 352.

% Congress also added $57 million to the $95 million requested by the Department of
Energy for its materials protection, control and accounting programsin Russia. Inaddition
to supporting programs aready in the budget, DOE can use these funds to demonstrate a
verification technology that can be used to account for the plutonium removed from nuclear
warheads.
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project that will help Russia design anuclear power reactor to replace areactor that
had both generated power and produced plutonium for nuclear weapons. Although
the House initialy rejected added funding for this project, Congress eventually
approved the requested $41 million for this effort in FY1998. The House also
approved the Administration's request for $29.8 million for this project in FY 1999,
although it noted that management had moved back to DOD and that it believed
responsibility for the program should reside in DOE.

Demilitarization Programs. Congress added demilitarization programsto
the CTR mandate in FY1993. Most Members continue to support funding for the
International Science and Technology Centers in Moscow and Kiev®®. But, many
have been critical of projects designed to convert plantsin Russia’ sdefense industry
to peaceful endeavors. Some believe that this funding will simply subsidize the
Russian defense industry and would rather use the funds for defense conversion or
other projects in the United States. In addition, in its 1995 report, the General
Accounting Officefound that most CTR defenseconversion effortswere* converting
dormant facilitiesthat once produced itemsrelated to weapons of mass destruction,”
rather than eliminating current production capacity.>’

TheClinton Administration responded to these criticismsby noting that defense
conversion projects at dormant facilitieswould reduce pressure on Russiato reopen
these plants and either rearm itself or sell high-tech weapons abroad. In addition,
U.S. assistance was never designed to convert all of Russia's defense industry to
civilian purposes, but, instead, to promote conversion by encouraging U.S.
investment in Russian enterprises. Congress was not swayed by these arguments.
The FY 1998 Defense Authorization Act contains an amendment that prohibits the
use of fundsin the CTR budget for defense conversion in the former Soviet Union.
But ongoing projects that use private corporate funds or are funded through the
Defense Enterprise Fund or DOE’s Industrial Partnering Program will continue.

Congress has also strongly opposed the use of CTR funds for housing
construction and environmental restoration projects. In support of these projects,
Secretary Perry noted that several former Soviet republicshavelawsthat prohibit the
demobilization of military units unless there is civilian housing for the officers
retiring from that unit. But these new nations suffer from severe housing shortages.
So, without assistance in the construction of housing, the reci pient nationswould not
have been able to complete the deactivation and elimination of nuclear weapons on
their territories.® Secretary Perry noted similar reasons for U.S. assistance with
environmental restoration at former nuclear weapons facilities. Both Ukraine and
Belarus claimed that the Soviet Union had seriously undermined the environment

% Since FY 1996, funding for these Centers has been included in the State Department
Budget.

> U.S. Genera Accounting Office. Weapons of Mass Destruction, Reducing the Threat
fromthe Former Soviet Union: An Update. GAO/NSIAD-95-165, June 1995. Washington,
D.C. p. 30.

%8 U.S. Department of Defense. Cooperative Threat Reduction. April 1995. Washington,
D.C., p. 18.
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when establishing nuclear missile basesin their nations. Asaresult, these nations
sought U.S. assi stance with both weapons deactivation and environmental restoration
as apart of the effort to eliminate those bases.

Many in Congress were not convinced by these arguments. They have argued
that the funds could be better used for projectsin the United States; some suggested
that the funds could provide housing for U.S. veteranswho lack sufficient resources.
As a result, Congress banned the use of CTR funds for housing construction or
environmental restoration in the FY1996, FY1997, and FY1998 Defense
Authorization Acts.*

Russia's Financial Commitment to CTR Projects

Both supporters and critics of the CTR program have noted that final costs of
some projects could grow asthe projects proceed. In addition, they have noted that,
in many cases, Russia seems less willing, or able, to commit resources to these
projectsthan doesthe United States. Asaresult, some have expressed concernsthat
the United States could end up paying far more than it intended to complete projects
that were initiated with the expectation that Russia would contribute a substantial
portion of the funding. The Clinton Administration has acknowledged that Russia's
economic weakness may limit its contribution to some CTR projects, but it does not
agree that the United States will end up footing Russia's portion of the bill.

Nevertheless, Congress included several provisions in the FY 1998 Defense
Authorization Act that are designed to limit the size of the U.S. contribution to some
projects and to ensure that Russia contributes its own resources. For example,
Section 1404 of the FY 1998 Defense Authorization Act statesthat no FY 1998 CTR
funds can be obligated or expended on strategic offensive arms elimination projects
in Russia that are related to the START Il Treaty until the Secretary of Defense
certifies that Russia has agreed to share the costs for the projects. This provision
responded not only to concerns about Russias willingness to commit its own
resources to the arms elimination process, but also to lingering concerns about
Russias strategic modernization programs.* As was noted above, some Members
of Congress believe that U.S. dismantlement assistance is "subsidizing" Russias
modernization programs because Russia can direct its resources towards
modernization while the United States pays to eliminate its older weapons systems.

Congress hasal so sought tolimit the U.S. contribution to the construction of the
plutonium storage facility at Mayak. The United States had stated that it planned to
limit its contribution to $275 million, but Russia has not agreed on that amount and

% These prohibitions are in Section 1503 of the FY 1997 Defense Authorization Act. See
Congressional Record, v. 142, July 30, 1996. p. H9708.

€0 U.S. Congress. House. National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Y ear 1998. Report
of the Committee on National Security, 105-132, 105" Cong. 1% Sess. Washington, June,
16, 1997. p. 413-414.
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Russia has been unable to provide its portion of the funding thus far."* Asaresult,
Section 1407 of the FY 1998 Defense Authorization Act states that FY 1998 CTR
funds cannot be obligated or expended on this project until the United States and
Russia reach an agreement that specifies the total cost to the United States for this
project.®

Linkage Between U.S. Assistance and Russian Policies

Virtually all supporters and critics of the CTR programs agree that U.S.
assistance should be linked, in some way, to policiesin the recipient nations. Many
disagree, however, on which activities should be linked to U.S. assistance and how
high the standards for behavior should be.

Requirements in Current Legislation. When Congress first passed the
Nunn-Lugar amendment in 1991, it mandated that the President certify annually that
each of the recipientsis committed to:

e makingasubstantial investment of itsown resourcesfor dismantling
or destroying nuclear, chemical, and other weapons,

e forgoingany military modernization that exceeds|egitimate defense
requirements or is designed to replace destroyed weapons of mass
destruction;

e forgoing the use of fissile materials and other components from
destroyed nuclear weapons in new nuclear weapons,

e facilitating U.S. verification of weapons destruction that uses U.S.
money;

e complying with all relevant arms control agreements; and

e observing internationally recognized human rights, including the
protection of minorities.

Through FY 1997, the Clinton Administration consistently certified that each of
the recipient nations — Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan — met these
conditions. The Administration withdrew its certification for Belarus for FY 1998

1 U.S. Congress. House. National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Y ear 1998. Report
of the Committee on National Security, 105-132, 105" Cong. 1% Sess. Washington, June,
16, 1997. p. 417.

62 Section 1407 also precludesthe obligation or expenditure of FY 1998 funds on the Mayak
facility until the United States and Russia conclude a transparency agreement that would
permit the United States to monitor the quantities and types or materials stored at the
facility. U.S.-Russian negotiations on this issue have yet to produce an acceptable
agreement.
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because that nation has demonstrated a pattern of human rights abuses.®® Some
observers have, nonetheless, questioned the Administration’s certifications. The
debate results, in part, from the fact that the President must certify that each of the
recipient nations is committed to the actions specified in the conditions. Some
observersarguethat thisformulation leavestoo much roomfor interpretation because
the Clinton Administration can base its certification on statements by Russian
leaders, rather than actual events or activities.

For example, the Clinton Administration acknowledged that some Russian
activitiesrai se questions about compliancewith the Biol ogical Weapons Convention
and the bilateral Chemical Weapons Data Exchange and Destruction Agreements.*
But the Administration certified that Russiahad satisfied the condition that it comply
with all relevant arms control agreements by highlighting the extensive steps Russia
has taken to comply with START | and other treaties and by referring to statements
that President Y eltsin had made, both publicly and privately, about his commitment
to resolve outstanding questions on the other treaties. The Bush Administration,
however, refused to certify Russian compliance with these agreements in 2002.
Instead it sought, and received, permission from Congressto waive the certification
requirements.®

In some cases, critics argue that the United States does not have enough
information to draw the conclusions needed in the certifications. For example, the
Clinton Administration certified that Russia was not using fissile materials from
dismantled weapons in new weapons because Russia has agreed to sell the United
States 500 metric tons of uranium from nuclear weapons. But many observers have
noted that this represents a small proportion of the highly enriched uranium that the
Soviet Union produced over theyears. And the United States has no way of knowing
what Russiaisdoing with therest of the uranium, regardless of any verbal assurances
received from the Yeltsin government. Similarly, the Clinton Administration has
noted that Russiadoesnot plan to reuse plutonium from eliminated weapons because
it has sought U.S. assistance with the construction of along-term storage facility for
thismaterial. Russian officialshave stated that they did not need such afacility when

& The Administration hasalso stated that it will certify all the other former Soviet republics,
with the exception of Tgjikistan, so that they can participate in CTR projects. Congress
authorized the expansion of the program to these other states in the FY 1997 Defense
Authorization Act. The Administration expects these states to participate in programs
offering military-to-military contacts.

6 Senator Kyl proposed an amendment to the FY 1998 Defense Authorization Bill that
would have required the United States and Russia to resolve all compliance issues related
to the bilateral Chemical Weapons Data Exchange and Destruction Agreements before
Russiacould receiveany CTR funds. The Clinton Administration objected tothislanguage,
arguing that the destruction of Russia's CW capability was in the U.S. interest and that
Russiawas committed to complying with the requirements of the bilateral agreements. The
final text of the Defense Authorization Act addressed these concerns by requiring that the
United States and Russia make "substantial progress' in resolving compliance questions.

% For a more detailed discussion of this issue see U.S. Library of Congress, CRS,
Nonproliferation and Threat Reduction Assistance: U.S. Programs in the Former Soviet
Union. CRS Report RL31957. By (name redacted). pp. 35-39.
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they were reusing materials in new weapons. But, many observers have noted that
the United States does not know how much plutonium the Soviet Union produced,
so it will never know whether the plutonium placed in the storage facility came from
old stockpiles or dismantled warheads.

In some cases, critics have questioned the conditionsin the current legislation
because they allow the recipient nations to pursue activities that can threaten U.S.
national security. For example, when certifying that recipient nations are using their
own resources to eliminate nuclear and other weapons, the Administration has
pointed to the progressthat these nations have made in reducing their weapons under
the START | Treaty. But some observers chargethat Russia, in particular, must not
be committing enough of itsown resourcesto weapons dismantlement becauseit has
continued to commit resources to weapons modernization programs. They argue,
similarly, that these ongoing modernization programs indicate that Russia is not
satisfying the condition that it forgo any military modernization that exceeds
legitimate defense requirements. Criticsclaim that two programsin particular — the
continuing production of the follow-on to the SS-25 ICBM (now designated the SS-
27 ICBM) and reports of continuing work on a huge underground military complex
at Yamanatau in the Urals Mountains — provide evidence of excessive military
modernization in Russia.

TheClinton Administration agreed that Russiawasmodernizingits|CBM force
withthenew, single-warhead SS-27 missile, but it arguesthat thisprogramisneither
prohibited by nor inconsistent with Russia s obligations under arms control treaties.
To the contrary, the United States has tried to craft arms control agreements so that
the Soviet Union (now Russia) would replace its large, multiple warhead missiles
with single-warhead systems. Thisis because most analysts believe single-warhead
missiles do not pose the same destabilizing first strike threat as multiple warhead
systems. And, because Russia has to eliminate so many multiple warhead missiles
under START I1, it can only keep itsforces at the levels permitted by that treaty if it
produces new single-warhead systems. With respect to the underground facility at
Y amanatau, the Clinton Administration has noted that this project seems misplaced
inlight of Russia’seconomic crisis, but it does not believe the complex isathresat to
the United States at thistime.

Proposals for ChangesintheLinkage between U.S. Assistance and
Russian Policies. Severa membersof Congressand analystsoutsidegovernment
have suggested changes in the certification process and new links between U.S.
assistance under the CTR program with Russian behavior in a number of areas.

Stricter Standards for Certification. Some have proposed that Congress
alter the certification process by removing the “ committed to” section of legidlation.
Thischange could reducethe Administration’ sflexibility when determining whether
recipients should continueto receive U.S. assistance because the certification might
have to reflect ongoing activities, without reference to stated intentions by officials
intherecipient nations. For example, the United Stateswould haveto certify that the
recipient nations were actually complying with all arms control agreements, not just
committed to such compliance. Although Congress has not adopted this change for
all arms control efforts, it did, in the FY 1999 Defense Authorization Act, block
expenditures on chemical weapons and biological weapons projects until the
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Administration provides such certifications with respect to chemical weapons and
biological weapons agreements, or until the Administration certifies that these
projects are in the U.S. national security interest.

Some have a so proposed that Congress alter the legislation so that the United
States would have to certify that Russia had ceased all nuclear modernization
programs without reference to whether the U.S. deemsthe programsto bein excess
of legitimate defense requirements. Those who favor this approach see it as a
response to concerns about whether U.S. assistance is subsidizing ongoing military
programsin Russia.®

Some supporters of CTR programs have objected to these proposed changes.
They notethat strict compliancewith armscontrol agreementsisan elusiveobjective.
The United States and Russia often have questions about the other side’ scompliance
records; most of the perceived problems are not central to the treaty’ s objectives or
significant enough to justify adisruption in ongoing CTR projects. And some have
noted that CTR projects, such asthe construction of achemical weapons destruction
facility, could actually help the recipient nations meet their arms control obligations.
Cutting off assistance in response to question’s about Russia s compliance to date
with chemical weapons agreements could actually prove counterproductive. CTR
supporters have also noted the efforts to link CTR assistance to Russian nuclear
weapons modernization could produce unintended consequences. They believethat,
if forced to choose, Russia would continue its modernization programs and leave
older weapons in place. This would not serve the long-standing U.S. interest in
eliminating Russia’ s large, multiple-warhead ICBMs.

Broader Linkage to Russian Defense and Foreign Policy. During
debate over the FY 1997 and FY 1998 Defense Authorization Bills, many Members
of the House supported proposalsto link U.S. assistance under CTR programsto a
number of Russian foreign and defense policies. These included not only Russia's
compliance with arms control agreements and nuclear weapons modernization
programs but also Russia's military operations in Chechnya, its relationship with
other former Soviet republics, its planned sale of short range missilesto China, and
its cooperation programs with other nations including Cuba, Iran, Irag, Libya, and
Syria®” Many who supported effortsto link CTR assistance to this broad range of
issue areas believed that the United States could discourage Russian activities that
were inconsistent with U.S. security interests.

% In the debate over CTR programs in the FY1997 Defense Authorization Bill,
Representative Solomon stated, “What we are doing is financing their remodernization of
anew class of weapons; they are tearing down the obsolete silos, building new ones with
our money so that these warheads that they are not abolishing or doing away with can be
remounted. We should not be paying for it.” Congressional Record, v. 142, May 15, 1996.
p. H5075.

" The link to the missile sale to China was contained in an amendment, sponsored by
Representatives Rohrabacher and Solomon, to the FY 1998 Defense Authorization Bill; the
other provisions were in an amendment, sponsored by Representative Solomon, to the
FY 1997 Defense Authorization Bill. The Solomon Amendment failed by a vote of 220-
202; the Rohrabacher amendment failed by a vote of 215-206.
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Others have argued that such links would be ineffective. They note that the
value of U.S. CTR assistance, at around $400 million per year, istoo low to provide
the United States with much leverage over Russian actions. And they argue that
Russiawould probably forgo U.S. aid if it believed it needed to pursue other actions
to satisfy its national security needs. Others have stated that the CTR program was
the wrong place to raise these issues because the United States would undermineits
own interests if it stopped the CTR programs to punish Russia for its behavior in
other areas.® Representative Dellums summarized this perspective when he stated
“If we haveforeign policy concerns ... there are other places where we can fight that
battle. But to use the CTR program as the vehicle to challenge on al these other
bases | would suggest ... that it cuts off our nose to spite our face.”*

Conclusion

When Congressfirst passed the Nunn-Lugar amendment in November 1991, it
sought to provide U.S. assistance quickly in response to the expected collapse of
nuclear control and security in the Soviet Union. Even though the original impetus
for U.S. assistance has passed, Congress continues to provide strong support for the
Cooperative Threat Reduction Program. Nevertheless, Congresshasprohibited CTR
expenditures on some demilitarization programs and has questioned progress on
several other projects. At the sametime, Congress approved more money for CTR
programs to enhance the security of nuclear materials than the Administration
requested.

Theissuesraised in the past few years are likely to reappear in future debates
over CTR funding. Aslong asMembersremain concerned about security at nuclear
facilities and the potential for nuclear materials to leak to rogue nations or terrorist
groups, many are likely to continue to support active U.S. involvement in efforts to
secure these materials. But as long as Russia continues to pursue programs and
policiesthat run counter to U.S. preferences and interests, many Members are likely
to continueto question the net value of U.S. assistance to Russiaand the other former
Soviet republics.

% Representative Hamilton noted that “it would stop a program that is making the biggest
contribution to nonproliferation in the very part of the world which represents the greatest
nonproliferation threat. It would stop a program that every single day reduces the nuclear
threat to the United States.” Congressional Record, v. 142, May 15, 1996. p. H5073.

% Congressional Record, v. 142, May 15, 1996. p. H5076.
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Appendix: Funding Status of CTR Programs

May 2003(in current dollars)

Destruction and Dismantlement

Strategic Offensive Arms Elimination
Russia

Ukraine

Belarus

Kazakhstan

WMD Infrastructure Elimination
Ukraine
Kazakhstan

Environmental Restoration Belarus

Continuous Communications Links
Ukraine

Belarus
Kazakhstan

Chemical Weapons Destruction, Russia

Biological Weapons Proliferation Prevention
Kazakhstan
Former Soviet Union

Nukus Chemical Resarch, Uzbekistan

WMD Proliferation Prevention

Chain of Custody

Material Control and Accounting
Russia

Ukraine

Belarus

Kazakhstan

Emergency Response Training and Equipment
Russia
Ukraine

Belarus
Kazakhstan

Export Controls
Russia

Ukraine
Belarus
Kazakhstan
Georgia

Nuclear Reactor Safety Initiative, Ukraine

Notified

$2,495,153,066

$1,093,675,000
$550,049,000
$3,338,967
$59,558,502

$29,424,000
$50,901,652

$24,443,238

$2,064,955
$1,024,181
$2,316,600

$487,480,433

$5,000,000
$137,626,537

$8,450,000

$39,800,000

$1,183,300,220

$44,102,653
$21,976,066

$2,593,438
$22,878,576

$15,280,571
$2,813,800

$4, 969,552
$3,992,727

$2,224,084
$13,851,209
$12,127,783
$7,130,117
$1,137,429

$11,000,000

Obligated

$2,004,988,255

$827,024,707
$490,744,920
$3,341,716
$59,518,268

$22,435,112
$33,270,798

$24,440,647

$2,064,955
$1,001,766
$2,315,537

$471,527,671

$4,991,632
$53,942,504

$8,369,022

$0

$997,877,685

$43,821,027
$21,974,889

$2,598,683
$22,885,906

$14,859,924
$2,813,132

$4,862,802
$4,997,317

$2,037,376
$13,850,903
$12,008,829
$7,123,978
$1,137,429

$11,000,000

Disbursed

$1,562,308,433

$686,362,613
$447,498,667
$3,341,210
$58,806,154

$16,381,553
$31,427,741

$24,363,912

$1,952,906
$1,000,766
$2,310,376

$239,671,012

$2,262,930
$38,659,547

$8,269,046

$0

$816,232,783

$43,820,654
$21,745,995

$2,593,438
$21,817,693

$14,829,336
$2,796,108

$4,822,180
$3,987,859

$2,037,376
$13,829,971
$11,981,979
$7,113,758
$1,100,896

$10,992,768
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Russia Only:

Armored Blankets

Fissile Material Containers

Fis. material storage facility

Storage facility design

Wespons transportation security
Weapons storage security

Rail Car Security Enhancements
Elimination of Weapons Grade Plut. Prod.

Auburn Endeavor, Georgia

Demilitarization

Science and Technology Centers
Russia

Ukraine

Belarus

Kazakhstan

Other

Defense Enterprise Fund
Russia

Belarus

Kazakhstan

Other

Defense Conversion
Russia

Ukraine

Belarus

Kazakhstan

Industrial Partnering Program (all)

Research & Development Foundation, Russia

Defense and Military Contacts
Russia

Ukraine

Belarus

Kazakhstan

Other

Special Project

Special Project

Arctic nuclear waste study - Russia
Administrative Costs

Grand Total

Notified

$3,322,000
$73,507,291
$360,175,000
$15,000,000
$104,880,000
$413,700,000
$21,493,942
$26,023,271

$4,090,259

$418,653,141

$35,000,000
$15,000,000
$1,034,460
$9,000,000
$3,965,540

$10,000,000
$5,000,000
$7,000,000
$44,670,000

$43,661,000
$55,730,000
$19,252,552
$17,200,000

$10,000,000
$10,000,000
$12,582,419
$5,387,659
$454,849
$1,672,604
$68,042,058
$4,000,000

$40,000,000

$29,167,642
$135,917,383

$4,266,328,000

Obligated

$2,991,247
$73,361,919
$336,168,707
$14,998,584
$80,334,567
$272,593,142
$21,379,883
$25,944,191

$4,133,250

$403,496,494

$34,892,567
$14,690,031
$1,034,460
$9,000,000
$3,965,540

$10,000,000
$5,000,000
$7,000,000
$44,670,000

$36,969,318
$55,379,138
$19,243,300
$17,042,868

$10,000,000
$10,000,000
$11,121,555
$3,923,456
$420,487
$1,504,196
$27,639,578
$40,000,000

$40,000,000

$29,065,670
$109,252,187

$3,506,841,879

Disbursed

$2,991,247
$69,113,070
$279,342,261
$14,955,828
$70,462,150
$164,455,936
$21,376,467
$25,932,564

$4,133,249

$392,926,704

$34,892,567
$14,690,031
$1,034,460
$9,000,000
$3,965,540

$10,000,000
$5,000,000
$7,000,000
$44,670,000

$35,863,924
$54,857,953
$19,243,156
$17,007,778

$9,601,480
$10,000,000
$10,133,111
$3,795,219
$420,487
$1,327,659
$20,423,339
$40,000,000

$40,000,000

$28,719,134
$101,108,899

$2,862,769,591

Source: CTR Program Office, Department of Defense
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