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vention (CWC), Russia is required to destroydents and administrators are mounting protests against

its declared 40,000-metric-ton stockpile ofthe construction of any future CWDF until these safety
chemical weapons (CW). In order to assist Russia witfeatures are establishéd.
its CW destruction effort, _the US government has allo- Unfortunately, due to the country’s poor economic
ce_lted funds from the Soviet Nuclear Threat Act, Otheréituation, the Russian government can barely meet its
wise knoyvn as the funding responsibili-
Coopergtlve Threat ties for construction
Reduction (CTR)
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greater international assistance, | will argue that the - o former Soviet Union (FSU). To date, the CTR
UmFed States should supplement the CTR. program W'tgrogram has obligated over $130 million to Russian CW
projects supported by other US agencies—in Othecﬁemilitarization activitied

words, coordinate all the tools in the toolbox.

Q s a State Party to the Chemical Weapons Corposal of its waste products. As a result, many local resi-

_ _ Recently, however, congressional support for the
The cost for total destruction of the Shchuchie CWg}, .1, chie CWDE has nosedived. In response to a Gen-

stockpile is currently projected at $900 millibthis o5 Accounting Office report, a House-Senate Confer-
figure includes only the amount necessary for the COMNshce Committee agreed to slash CTR funding for the

struction of the facility; no monies are included in thisg, -hchie CWDE in fiscal year (FY) 208@he Con-

sum to cover social infrastructure projects needed inthf%rence Committee decision arose from uncertainty

local community. Social infrastructure includes both re-%gOUt the cost of the facility, doubts about Russia’s abil-

sources to facilitate the safe operation of a CWDF, SUGR, to meet its own financial obligations to the effort,

as emergency response and me_dlcal services, and 981d a shortage of international assistance to the pro-
eral community development projects, such as constru&-ram

tion of new housing units.

he Shchuchi . fth . Outside of US assistance, no international dollars are
For the Shchuchie community, some of the most Im(:urrently targeted to the proposed CWDF at Shchuchie

portant social infrastructure needs |r_1clude an emergenty any of its supporting infrastructures. Instead, several
preparedness program, water mains, communications

systems, medical services, environmental monitoringk
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countries have donated limited funds, equipment, anGOMMUNITY OPPOSITION TO CW
technical assistance to the other six CW stockpiles iDESTRUCTION IN RUSSIA

Russia, even though these sites are not yet ready 10 SUPx major political obstacle to the start of CW destruc-

port a _destructlon pro_graPnSmc_:e the ShChl_JCh'e tion in Russia stems from communities near the planned
CWD'_: |s_furthest_ along in the design and planning progilestruction sites. These communities are located in some
cess, it will m_osthkely serve as the test case for RUSSia§ the most underdeveloped, impoverished, and envi-
C\_N destruction e_ffort. Failure at Shchuchie would Co_n'ronmentally contaminated regions in Russia. Although
stitute a severe, if not fatal, blow to the larger RussiaQ ~\w destruction program would bring sorely needed
CW destruction program. jobs to these areas, community residents and the local
Several articles have made a case for why the Uniteatiministrations hesitate to support the effort. Regional
States should continue to assist Russia in constructi@mvironmental disasters in the past, coupled with the
of the Shchuchie CWDP. They emphasize the prolif- secrecy with which the Soviet government handled
eration risks from the stockpiles, as well as the importhese incidents, have made the CW communities suspi-
tance of helping start Russia’s CW program in order tgious and hesitant to comply with the CW destruction
maintain the integrity of the CWC. Since Russia’s CWeffort. Many of the local CW communities are thus
destruction program is almost entirely dependent on USiounting strong campaigns of public opposition to de-

support, it is likely that debates will emerge on reconstruction.
sidering future US funding to the Shchuchie facility. If Over the past ten years, regional and local communi-

the United States should decide to reinstate funding fQf.o 14e begun to organize environmental campaigns
the CWDF, one serious obstacle will remain—socia n response to military activities. Prior to this time, the

mfr_astructure d_emand_s bY the S_hChUCh'E_) COMMUNItYg it government kept such activities (including their
Thls cor_ltrove_r5|al subje_ct is not likely to dlsappear_an W program) hidden, even to the local communities
will merit serious attention if a future CW destruction, . -« -hemical weapons were produced or stored. How-
effort is to go forth. ever, starting in the days gfasnost public awareness

In recent years the CTR office, in partnership withrose about military activities and this resulted in debates
the Defense Threat Reduction Agency and US embaat the regional and local levels.

sri]es, Eas Wrc])_rke(:ft;)fdrﬁ_m up interr;]atri]onal assiﬁtance ©O1he community of Chapayevsk, in the Samara oblast,
the Shchuchie effort. This approach, however, has NOtserves as a key example of this rise in public protests

yielded tangible contributions; international SUppor_%geainstmilitary activitied! In 1985 the federal govern-

continues to be meager and uncoordinated. There exi nt began constructing a large CWDF in the city of

a_need for an alterngnve mec_:hanlsm by Wh'_Ch to att"""%fhapayevsk. The objective of this facility was to begin
Wl_dgspread |nternat|ona_l aSS|stanc_e. Acquiring and Sua’estroying old and outdated Soviet chemical munitions.
taining S_UCh support will be crucial for not 0”'Y the Fifty million rubles and three years of construction went
ShCh_UCh'e CWDF, b%“ also for the larger, multi-yeag,, iy project® Unfortunately, the military conducted
Russian CW destruction program. the construction effort in total secrecy with no public

Many have proposed general ways in which thenformation about the nature of future materials to be
United States and the international community coulghrocessed at the new plant. When construction entered
address the dilemma over funding for social infrastructhe final stages, Chapayevsk citizens learned of the CW
ture at Shchuchi®. As a point of departure, however, processing plans and reacted with heated protests. Sev-
this viewpoint will outline a specific mechanism by enteen local factories simultaneously went on strike and
which the US government could coordinate its existinghousands of local citizens blocked the front gates of a
resources to spearhead larger international assistanoditary base to protest the secretive opening of the fa-
to Shchuchie. This could be effectively accomplishedtility.*® The intensity of the protests was so severe that
by using an alternative US funding source, the 1992 Fre#lie government ultimately abandoned the plan for CW
dom Support Act, to catalyze new interagency and indestruction at the facility. Instead, the plant has since
ternational partnership programs, and complement laeen restructured into a center for training CW destruc-
future CW-CTR program at Shchuchie. tion personnel.
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There is reason to believe that a similar fate may be- In response to this intense opposition, Congress and
fall a future Shchuchie CWDF if local community con-the Department of Defense realized the need to repair
cerns are not addressed. The Shchuchie CW storatiee Army’s relationship with the CW communities to
depot is close to the Chelyabinsk oblast, which has exnsure the future of the US CW destruction program.
perienced several nuclear accidents, resulting in enviFhus, Congress established Citizen’s Advisory Com-
ronmental and health disasters. As a result, the nearhyissions (CACs) to provide an official forum for ex-
Shchuchie community fears a “chemical Chernobyl.’pressing citizen and state concerns. In addition, the
Coupled with these fears, local and regional communi€hemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program
ties throughout Russia are experiencing a growth in ayCSEPP) was established to help the Army and local
tonomy and power. As Russia’s political structurecommunities respond to a chemical emergency. The
continues to evolve, the federal government is relaxin@SEPP program consists of funds provided to local
its control over regional governments. These regionalommunities to improve emergency preparedness and
governments, such as the Kurgan oblast, are becomingsponse plans, provide risk information, educate the
more and more responsive to the views of the local regpublic about emergency response, train emergency re-
dentst” The town of Shchuchie is now demanding asponse personnel, upgrade public alert and warning sys-
larger say in the CW destruction effort. In light of previ-tems, stockpile medical antidotes, and conduct
ous CW protests, any future US assistance providesmergency exerciséslt is generally believed that such
may be in vain if the Shchuchie citizens mount a detettraining and resources were needed to allay local public
mined and organized protest. Russian expert Dr. Igaroncerns about a potential CW accident. As former US
Khripunov relates that, “without the full cooperation of Program Managefor Chemical Demilitarization
affected regions and local communities, even the be&harles Baronian has stated, “If | were living in that
technologies, and most generous funding and Westeamommunity—whether incineration, neutralization, or

assistance are useless and fufife.” sending it on a rocket to the sun was the method cho-
sen—I would say that emergency preparedness was
THE US EXPERIENCE needed.”

The fact that CW destruction has alarmed local Rus-
sian communities should not come as a surprise. TheE CURRENT SITUATION AT SHCHUCHIE
US CW destruction effort has also faced severe public In Shchuchie, the CW depot is located only about 100
opposition in local communities. By and large the proyards from high-rise apartment buildings and day-care
tests stemmed from suspicions about US Army activieenters* However, in contrast to US CW communi-
ties. This distrust mainly revolved around the Army’sties, Shchuchie has no formalized emergency prepared-
lack of communication with the local populations abouness programThe only fire d@artment service
its CW destruction plans, as well as its poor environavailable in Shchuchie operates from an old and dilapi-
mental track record. Opposition in Lexington, Ken-dated truck® Additionally, since there is no public wa-
tucky, to a CW depot began “...after local residentger system, it is unclear how large quantities of water
learned, ten years after the fact, of the Army’s chemicalould be obtained in the event of a large-scale fire at
weapon stockpiling activities in the 1950%.The com- the depot. Frequently, the only fire-fighting supplies
munity felt the Army had sneaked in these weapons toutside of the CW storage depots are axes, buckets of
destroy them without considering the health and safetyand, and buckets for bailing waterGiven the poor
of the local population. Citizens of the Umatilla CW quality of basic fire-fighting equipment, it is also un-
stockpile in Oregon were also suspicious, “having beelikely that the local fire response personnel would pos-
subjected to unannounced releases of radioactive matess the requisite protective chemical gear and training
rial from the Hanford nuclear facilities during the heightto deal with a chemical accident. The CW arsenal itself
of the arms race?® The Army’s initial choice of incin- is not equipped with an automatic alarm system for de-
eration technology brought resistance from citizens dutection of leaking CW agents.Even if a chemical leak
to concerns about release of toxic air pollutdh8uch  were detected, there are currently no communication or
“not-in-my backyard,” or “NIMBY ,” protests were com- warning systems installed to alert the Shchuchie com-
mon in the early days of the US CW destruction promunity to a chemical accideft.
gram.
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Limited medical care for the Shchuchie area is profor greater social infrastructure developments, increased
vided by the Central Area Hospital, which contains 20@CSEPP costs, and impact fees, all of which continue to
beds. This local hospital is also connected to threke a source of controverdy.

IimalLer s&rge;a clinics in Ka;;]asan, Ch#mlyakb, an(;I The recreational requests notwithstanding, the items
eschanka. In recent years, however, the NUmMber Ol ,ateq above are reasonable petitions for a commu-

hospital beds and physicians and other health care prﬁl’ty unknowingly saddled with a CW arsenal. For in-

viders has diminished, and there is a lack of proper dg ance, emergency response programs are standard
agnostic equipment and medicines. As a result, the loc

. . : ms in US CW communities. One could not even imag-
medical community and its resources can barely ag-

d ine health bl | | q Fﬂe a US CW community without a proper fire depart-
ress routiné heaith problems, let alone respond a ent. Expecting that Russians would be willing to forgo

equately to a CW accident. During a public hearing oR ., pasic amenities is shortsighted. The need for some

CW destruction, N. P. Porvatova, head of the Crs‘m"aéocial infrastructure improvements in Shchuchie to en-

A_rea_HospltaI of S_hc1huch|e_, stated, lee_n th_e dGf'C'enéure safety to the local population is clear: the only ques-
cies in our hospital's equipment...| maintain that w

: _ ion remaining is how that need will be addressed.
must upgrade our hospital equipment before the begin-

ning 03‘ the chemical weapons dem|I|t<51r|zat|onUS”\|G OTHER TOOLS: DEFENSE BY OTHER
project.”® From the description of the poor emergency,

" " ) MEANS
response conditions within the Shchuchie community, _
one can understand the reluctance of residents to agreelhere has been much debate over whether the exist-
to yet another environmentally risky activity, and theiring Cooperative Threat Reduction program should be
mounting demands for some social infrastructure deamended to include provisions for social infrastructure.

velopments prior to construction of the CWDF. This proposal, however, has met heavy fire from both
the CTR program and Congress. Opponents feel that
SHCHUCHIE PETITIONS CTR was not created to be a handout to Russia—its

Shehuchi id 4 admini h q mandated missions are specifically to secure and dis-
chuchie residents and administrators have drawga e weapons of mass destruction and prevent weap-

“P‘?‘"St of requesteq social infrastructure projectg €Of5ns proliferation in order to protect US defense
S|st|:ng %f upgrades In emergency respor_lsel Sd?i[]\”f:es Mterests. They worry that losing sight of the original
well as basic community improvements, InCludihg:  cTR mission by introducing elements of humanitarian

« Afire sta‘qon; i . assistance could set dangerous precedents, jeopardizing
« Communication lines between the CW facility andthe entire CTR program in the long run

Shchuchie, including an automated local warning sys-

tem: The CTR program is but one avenue available to the
« A hospital and pharmaceuticals; US government to address proliferation-related concerns
« Water intake wells and a pump station to supply th# the former Soviet Union (FSU). There remain unused
town with potable water; tools in the administration’s toolbox that could be used
- Transformer substations to supply residential anéP begin catalyzing crucial social infrastructure assis-
public buildings with power; and tance to the Shchuchie CW destruction program. Sev-
« Highway construction. eral of these tools lie within programs funded under the

_ ) Freedom Support Act (FSA).In 1992, former Presi-
More co_ntroverS|aI requests_mcl_ude new schools, fent George Bush signed the FSA into law to “authorize
community center, a gym, swimming pools, a sauna, ] range of programs to support free market and demo-
laundromat, and dry cleaning facilities. cratic reforms being undertaken in Russia, Ukraine, Ar-
Many US congressional opponents of foreign aidnenia, and other states of the former Soviet Unibn.”

point to the swimming pool and sauna requests as Yet ynder FSA, FSU assistance programs were estab-

another example of how Russians are using the CWDfg o 1g foster security, stability, and prosperity; de-

project as a cash cow. Truth be told, there are surely, ., constructive relationships with the region; and
some elements of this in the Shchuchie petitions. UE

o ; ~prevent the emergence of new threats to US national
CW communities have also been notorious for pushin

ecurity®® The FSA provided the legal authority and
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funding mechanism by which US government agencieagency, such as the DOD, partners with other US agen-
could work on FSU assistance projects and therelwgies to tackle specific projects.
complement existing US foreign policy objective#\s

i h hasized. dJertake th In the Shchuchie case, since the projects would cen-
President Bush emphasized, "We undertake these proy. 5 0ng social infrastructure, the funds to support

grams of assistance out of a commitment to mcreasqqese initiatives could be leveraged from the Freedom
security for ourselves, our allies, and the peoples of tr@upport Act budget instead of CTR or DOD monies. In
newly independent states. These programs will enhan?ﬁ\ls way, the DOD would be responsible for overall
our security through demilitarization and humanitariarbolicy oversight, but on-ground project implementation
and technica_l al_ssistanc:?é.’ln_FY 1998, congress_ional and management would involve the FSA-funded US
FSA appropriations to Russia totaled $152.5 milffon. agencies (such as the Environmental Protection Agency
Under the FSA, a variety of US government agenciefEPA] and the Agency for International Development
have sponsored a number of nonproliferation, sociallJSAID]) with the appropriate expertise. This approach
environmental, and humanitarian assistance progranteuld leave precious CTR dollars for CW demilitariza-
in Russia® However, none of these programs have beetion, while providing some targeted seed money for so-
targeted to address the crucial social infrastructure needsl infrastructure projects.
of the Shchuchie community. If future CW-CTR fund-  py;qy ssi0ns with US government officials involved

ing is re-appropriated, certain interagency programs anf g, programs highlight key elements surrounding

FSA funds should be redirected towards Shchuchie. IQuccessfuI interagency partnership.ailoring these

this way, FSA-supported programs would work with theelements to Shchuchie would involve the following

CW-CTR program to complement the Shchuchie der'nechanism'

struction effort. Since these FSA-funded programs DOD acts as the lead agency for coordinating a
would support the national security objective of RUS- g chie Initiative for social infrastructure assis-
sian CW destruction, the government—and ultimately tance:

the taxpayers—would benefit from a more effective use DOiD campaigns for congressional support for the

of US dollars. Shchuchie Initiative;

More importantly, this FSA-funded initiative would « DOD works closely with the Office of the Coordi-
be specifically designed to provide a focal point through nator of US Assistance to the Newly Independent
which to attract international donors. Under this initia- States (NIS) to develop a Shchuchie Initiative inter-
tive, specific projects would be designed by which tech- agency working group; and
nical and monetary assistance could be solicited. In this « The Shchuchie Initiative interagency working group
way, although the United States would take the leader- would pull in their affiliated international partners to
ship role in formulating the initiative and providing support specific social infrastructure projects.

some up-front seed money, Shchuchie and the interna- 5 4o beginning, it is important for DOD to take the

tlonal_ donors WOU|q ultimately tak? over respon3|b|I|ty|ead in spearheading social infrastructure assistance ef-
(funding and direction) for the projects in the future. forts to Shchuchie. The underlying national security
objectives behind the Shchuchie Initiative (i.e., nonpro-

AN EFFECTIVE PARTNERING MODEL liferation and CWC compliance) call for DOD leader-

Partnering the DOD with other FSA-funded projectsship. In addition, starting the Shchuchie Initiative under
at Shchuchie would provide a more coordinated US rd2OD leadership would ensure that all social infrastruc-
sponse to the challenge of CW destruction in Russia. Agre projects would complement a future CW-CTR con-
many in the government are aware, however, intestruction effort.

agency programs have the potential to fail miserably. |t js also crucial to have an active and open dialogue
Therefore, it is important to identify the componentsyith key members of Congress and their respective com-
that have made current and prior US interagencyiytee staff regarding this new initiative. The DOD
partnering programs effective. One successful model fqfhoyid work hard to explain why such an initiative would
US interagency programs in Russia uses small-scalgyijitate and strengthen CTR objectives. Opponents of
project-oriented initiatives. In these programs, a leagyeign aid might view this initiative as merely another
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way to funnel hard-earned US tax dollars abroad. As Based on such an assessment, the CTR and
such it would be important to explain and emphasiz€oordinator’s Office could better identify projects rec-
how such an initiative, although needing some targeteemmended for immediate targeted assistance. Particu-
seed money up-front, could ultimately usher in largelarly in the early stages, it is important to select only
international assistance to the Shchuchie program. short-term, low-cost projects that will rapidly bear fruit.

Should congressional support be secured, the ne§yrthermore, social in_frastructure projects_ should tr_y_to
step would involve close partnering between the CT se local Iabqr and skllls_ as much as pos_3|ble. _Prowdlng
office and the Office of the Coordinator of US Assis-th€ Shchuchie community with tangible incentives and
tance to the Newly Independent States (NIS) of thgnd products will help prevent t_he disillusionment and
Former Soviet Union, located within the Department ofesentment towards US assistance programs that
State (DOS). The Coordinator’s Office was given a nevplagued several early CTR efforts.
and expanded presidential mandate in 199bhis Once feasible projects have been identified, the CTR
mandate amplified the Office’s roles to include addi-and Coordinator’s Office should actively campaign for
tional oversight responsibilities involvirgl US gov-  involvement of other appropriate US government agen-
ernment bilateral assistance, trade, and investmeaies. From the panoply of social infrastructure assis-
programs in the NIS. This new role gives the Coortance programs to the NIS, a “Shchuchie Initiative
dinator’s Office the authority to review agencygmams  working group” could be formed (See Table 1). For in-
and budgets to ensure that they are consistently meetistance, the EPA (with FSA funds) could be drawn into
US foreign policy objectives. The Coordinator’s Officethe Shchuchie working group to “jump-start” a variety
also serves as the gatekeeper for FSA funds and is linketlenvironmental initiatives related to safe monitoring
to a variety of international assistance programs. of the CWDF and community during the destruction

A partnership between the CTR and the Coordinator’Rrocess. Current USAID program objectives could also
Offices on the Shchuchie Initiative would facilitate pair well with Shchuchie social infrastructure needs in

identification and coordination of interagency and inthe areas of environmental, medical, and related devel-

ternational resources. For starters, the CTR angpmznt as_s:jstanc_:el. As an example, USAID has shon-
Coordinator’s Office could work together on a proposaP©r€d an industrial environment management project
for FSA funds to conduct a detailed assessment gfithin the Russian city of Nizhnii Tagt. In 1996 the

Shchuchie’s infrastructure needs. Although Russian oproject award_ed twelve grants totaling $445,000 to |n
ficials have cited a figure of $240 million as the cost fortrOduce pollution abatement systems into local factories

Shchuchie’s total social infrastructure development‘:’lnd plants. In a(_jdlt_|on, tralnln_g a_nd lab equipment was
there has been no in-depth report detailing how this ﬁgQrowded to assist in modernization Qf the local v_vat_er
ure was obtained or what these funds would ctvan ~ SYStem. Table 1 reV(_aaIs on!y a s_ampllng of poten_t!al In-
FSA-funded assessment would provide a more reasOp;z_ragency_collab_oranons; with a little t_hought, additional
able evaluation of the existing social infrastructure petipartnershlps with other US agencies could also be
tions. Not to be overlooked, a crucial part of this ormed.

assessment should involve Shchuchie community input. Furthermore, the main point of partnering other US
Since local opposition is one of the greatest concerns agencies with the DOD on the Shchuchie Initiative in-
the CW destruction effort, it is vital to have active andvolves not only leveraging their technical knowledge
informed participation of the relevant stakeholders durand expertise, but also attracting their international con-
ing the assessment process to instill trust and suppdécts. EPA and USAID already work with a variety of
for the projects. Through recent CTR funding, plans havdifferent countries as well as multilateral partners on NIS
been underway to establish a Citizen Advisory Comassistance projects: the World Bank, the Organization
mittee (CAC) in Shchuchie on CW demilitarization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD),
matters®® Meetings between DOD and DOS officials the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
with CAC representatives could facilitate community(EBRD), the European Union (EU), and Technical As-
input and active involvement in social infrastructuresistance for the Commonwealth of Independent States
projects. (TACIS). For instance, corresponding with the USAID
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Table 1: USAID and EPA Assistance to and Cooperative Activities with the Newly
Independent States of the Former Soviet Union and Eastern/Central Europe

AGENCY PROJECT ACTIVITIES
Facilitates joint environmental activities and growth of
Environmental Education environmental NGO movements in the NIS
and Public Awareness in Promotes environmental education, community clean-up
the NIS projects, monitoring of industrial pollution, sound natural
resource management
US partner hospitals provide technical assistance to
Hospital Partnerships Russian hospitals and medical personnel
Sponsors exchanges of US and Russian doctors, nurses,
administrators, and health educators
Assists with monitoring and control of water systems, water
filtration and leakage control, watershed management,
Water Quality, Availability, efficient design and management of irrigation systems,
USAID and Watershed protection of aquifers, integrated water resource planning
Management and management
Provides technical assistance and training for construction
of wastewater treatment plants, hazardous waste
monitoring, and trapping equipment for industries
Funds projects in health, education, social, and cultural
Community Development development
Program Assists with irrigation, drinking water, sanitation, minor
construction projects
Promotes mass immunization campaigns of children, health
programs to reduce infectious diseases, medical exchanges
Disease Prevention for education on prevention of infectious diseases, medical
Program equipment support, upgrades in emergency services
support, and establishment of emergency assistance
training centers
Helps conduct technical assistance and investment
Environment for Europe programs to improve environmental conditions in areas
Environmental Action experiencing the most acute human health or ecosyste
Program for Central and threats
Eastern Europe (EAP) Promotes the integration of environmental and economic
considerations to ensure sustainable development
Improves air monitoring, emissions inventories and
Russia Air Management inspections, and air management policies
Program (RAMP) Conducts environmental public outreach and educationall
activities, including founding a children’s environmental
EPA education school

Solid and Hazardous
Waste

Provides equipment and training to help local environmental
officials assess the impacts of pollutant exposure on the
population and map its principal sources

Provides technical support to design a cleanup plan for
contaminated soil using cost-effective technologies

Solid Waste Management

Conducts training and provides technical assistance to
improve the ability of local-level waste management officials
to develop and carry out more effective policies

Environmental
Assessment

Provides environmental assessment and planning for the
commercial reuse of a former military airfield

Compiled based on data from the Office of the Coordinator of US Assistance to thkSNBSyernment

Assistance to and Cooperative Activities with the New Independent States of the Former Soviet Union, FY

1998 Annual ReporfJanuary 1999).
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Nizhnii Tagil project, a successful grant proposal wasind should continue to lead future efforts. The CTR of-
submitted to the World Bank to support large-scale upfice has also tried to catalyze greater international assis-
grades for the local drinking water system. tance to the CW destruction effort in the areas of social

In addition to the EPA and USAID, other members O‘infrastrupturg,_ With _Iimited SUCCESS. Thi_s proposed
the “Shchuchie working group” could also reach out toShchuchle Initiative is one avenue by which the CTR

their respective international partners and draw theffogram could work to garner a more coordinated and

into providing assistance for specific social im‘rastruc-SucceSSfUI international assistance effort.

ture projects. In this way, international support to the Current DOD-interagency programs, such as the Arc-
Shchuchie community could be better targeted and cdic Military Environmental Cooperation, provide envi-
ordinated, and match dollar-for-dollar with FSA funds.ronmental security assistance to the FSU with matching
Pulling international donors onto specific projects atnternational dollars. This project serves as an example
Shchuchie would hopefully catalyze greater foreign assf what could be accomplished with the Shchuchie CW
sistance to the Russian CW destruction program in thadestruction program. Regardless of whether one believes
future. A key long-term objective to this proposal wouldthat assisting the Russian CW destruction effort is im-
be a decrease in US interagency participation and FSgortant from a nonproliferation, CWC, or environmen-
support, with a corresponding increase in internationdhl perspective, a need exists for better coordination of
assistance on these social infrastructure initiatives. US and international assistance if a future program is to

A precedent for an effective interagency partnerind)e realized and sustained.
program has already been established with Russia in- On the Russian side, the Shchuchie community is look-
volving the EPA and the Departments of Defense, Enng for their voices to be heard, their needs met, and
ergy, and State in environmental security initiativegheir dangerous CW stockpile safely destroyed. Along
dealing with the decommissioning of Russian submawith new CTR efforts to increase Shchuchie citizen par-
rines in Murmansk, Russfa.In parallel, an expanded ticipation, an effective interagency/international social
effort on radioactive waste issues, called the Arctiénfrastructure campaign is likely to bring a positive re-
Military Environmental Cooperation (AMEC), has led sponse from the community and continued support for
to a trilateral cooperation between the United States, Rudie multi-year destruction effort.
sia, and Norway. The AMEC initiative, und_er the Of- = course, even in the best-case scenario, there is no
fice of the Deputy Undersecretary for Environmental

. v invol _ dq S%uarantee that the Shchuchie project will not fail due to
S(_ac_:urlty, c_urrenty INVOIVES Seven prOJects_ to addresgnareseen and uncontrollable circumstances. The abil-
critical environmental concerns in the Arctic regtén.

. . 977" ity to catalyze greater international assistance, however,
Norway has committed to providing up to $3 million in

for all . dh led is within the control of the CTR program and Congress—
FY'1999 for al seven AMEC projects, and has piedge merely involves tapping into and coordinating exist-
up to $30 million for future collaborative efforts.

ing resources.
Separately, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Strat-g

egy and Threat Reduction) is spearheading successful
interagency programs with teams from the EPA, the US
Department of Agriculture, the Centers for Disease Con-
trol, the Department of Health and Human Services, and
the National Institutes of Health in nonproliferation ini-
tiatives engaging former FSU bioweaponégrs.

FINAL THOUGHTS

Although Congress has zeroed out FY 1999 CTR
funding for the Shchuchie CWDF, it is likely that de-
bates will emerge on reconsidering this stance in the
future. The CTR program has made significant strides
toward the design and planning of a CWDF at Shchuchie,
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development of the means to transfer lewisite into smaller containers. The
' The author wishes to thank Jeffrey Knopf, George Parshall, Judith Reppgwedish National Defense Research Establishment (FOA) has provided
Jonathan Tucker, and two anonymous reviewers for their valuable con125,000 and has pledged up to 2.6 million Swedish crowns (about $350,000)
ments regarding this viewpoint. The author would also like to express agor assistance to the lewisite storage facility in Kambarka. The FOA project
preciation to officials from the US Departments of Defense and State fos examining ways to reduce the risk of accidents during storage or destruc-
their insights and time, as well as review of this work. The author gratefullion. Norway has promised $190,000 for environmental health monitoring
acknowledges the assistance of Jennifer Nadeau and Jeffrey Knopf on edi-Gorny. Italy promised at a 1998 Green Cross/Global Green hearing some
torial revisions to the article. $8 million for pipeline development in Kizner. See Walker, “Implementing

% The Shchuchie CW depot houses approximately 14% of the Russian C¥e Chemical Weapons Convention,” p.S3PRI Yearbook 199pp. 447-
stockpile. For more information on the Shchuchie stockpil&S#eRI Year- 448, At a May 1998 meeting in The Hague, Great Britain, France, and Nor-
book 1995: Armaments, Disarmaments, and International Se¢@rifiprd:  way declared their intention to provide financial assistance. See Masha
Oxford University Press, 1995), p. 348. For more information on CTR fundKatsva, “Russian Chemical Demilitarization: One Step Forward, Two Steps
ing for the Shchuchie CWDF see Igor Khripunov and George Parshall, “U8ack,” The Monitor: Nonproliferation, Demilitarization, and Arms Control
Assistance to Russian Chemical Weapons Destruction: Identifying the Next (Fall 1998), p. 40.

Steps,"The Nonproliferation Revie& (Fall 1999), pp. 112-127. 10 Harold P. Smith, Jr., “Funding CW Denmilitarization in Russia: Time to
¥ US Department of Defense official (name withheld by request), personahare the BurdenArms Control Today8 (November-December 1998);
communication with the author. Igor Khripunov and Jonathan B. Tucker, “Don’t Downplay Threat From

* Brig. Gen. Thomas Kuenning, Director of the CW-CTR program, in pre-Moscow's Arsenal; The US Should Expand, Not Shelve, Plans to Help Rus-
sentation at “An Update on Russian and American Demilitarization on thgja Build a Plant to Destroy Chemical Weapons$ Angeles Timeg\u-
Second Anniversary of the Chemical Weapons Convention,” A Legacy Progust 18, 1999, p. B7; Khripunov and Parshall, “US Assistance to Russian
gram Roundtable, sponsored by Global Green USA, Washington, DC, Maghemical Weapons Destruction.”

26, 1999; “Chemical Weapons Destruction: Opportunities for Regionalt Us Department of Defense official (hame withheld by request), personal
Development, Civil Society, and Business,” Green Cross Russia angbommunications with the author.

EastWest Institute, Moscow, Russia, May 18, 1999; Monterey-Moscow Study The Shchuchie CW stockpile is only one of seven CW stockpiles await-
Group on Russian Chemical Disarmament, Eliminating a Deadly Legacy dhg destruction in Russia. Outside of Shchuchie , the remaining six stock-
the Cold War: Overcoming Obstacles to Russian Chemical Disarmamefyiles constitute roughly 32,000 metric tons of choking, blister, and nerve
(1998), <http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/reports/mmsg.htm>; Paul F. Walkeragents.

“Implementing the Chemical Weapons Convention: Technical and Politi43 Derek Averre and Igor Khripunov, “Russian chemdemil: coaxing com-
cal Challenges in the US and Russiliie CBW Conventions BulletiNo.  munities,”Jane’s Intelligence Revie® (June 1997), pp. 257-259; Cynthia
44 (June 1999), pp. 1-4. D. Miller, “Chemical weapon destruction in Russia: prospects for increas-
® For a description of the financial difficulties involved in the Russian CWing assistance to local communities,” in John Hart and Cynthia D. Miller,
Destruction program see Khripunov and Parshall, “US Assistance to Rugds.,SIPRI Chemical & Biological Warfare Studies No. 17: Chemical
sian Chemical Weapons Destruction”, pp. 122-23. Weapon Destruction in Russia: Political, Legal and Technical Asgi@ots

¢ Section 1405 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Yearford: Oxford University Press, 1998), pp. 133-149; Igor Khripunov, “US
1998 (Public Law 105-85) stipulates that the United States will not pay th@ssistance to Russia’s Chemical Demilitarization Efforts,Dismantling
costs for infrastructure to support a CWDF. See <http://www.stimson.orgthe Cold War: US and NIS Perspectives on the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative

cwc/ctr98.htm>. ) ) _ Threat Reduction Progran{Cambridge: MIT Press, 1997), pp. 363-382;
7 “Cooperative Threat Reduction Funding,” <http://www.ctr.osd.mil/ Smith, “Funding CW Denmilitarization in Russia,” pp. 16-20; Monterey-
07frame.htm>. Moscow Study GroupEliminating a Deadly Legacypp. 1-23; Milton E.

? United States General Accounting Offis¥eapons of Mass Destruction:  Blackwood, Jr., “Arsenic and Old Weapons: Chemical Weapons Disposal
Effort to Reduce Russian Arsenals May Cost More, Achieve Less Than Russia,"The Nonproliferation Review (Spring-Summer 1999), pp. 89-
Planned, GAO/NSIAD-99-76 (Gaithersburg, MD: US GAO, April 1999); 97.

House Armed Services Committee, Press Release, August 5, 1999, “ Con4 ois R. Ember, “Chemical Weapons Disposal: Daunting Challenges Still
ferees Reach Agreement on FY2000 Defense Authorization Bill,” <http://Ahead,” Chemical & Engineering News#ugust 13, 1990, pp. 18-19.
www.house.gov/hasc/press.htm>. _ _ ~ 15Col. V. Solovyev, “History of the establishment of the facility for destruc-

o Out3|de_of the US contnt_)utlon, Germany continues to flnanc_e a portion afon of chemical weapons in Chapayevsk,” paper delivered to the Interna-
the Russian CW destruction effort at the Gorny CW stockpile, providingional Conference on Banning and Destruction of Chemical Weapons,
nearly $11 million worth of assistance, related to providing mobile and stamoscow, April 9-11, 1989.

tionary laboratories and equipment to ensure the safe transfer of lewisite paul Walker, “Citizen Advisory Boards and Public Involvement: A Dis-
from its storage containers and for decontamination.SSBRI Yearbook  cussion of the Role of Citizens in Public Decision-Making, Post-Cold War
1997: Armaments, Disarmament and International Secy@yford: Ox-  Demilitarization, and Environmental Clean-Up,” paper delivered to Global
ford University Press, 1997), p. 447. Finland, Italy, Netherlands, SwederGreen/Green Cross Workshop, Moscow, March 23-24, 1999.

and the European Union have also made monetary and equipment contriba«hripunov and Parshall, “US Assistance to Russian Chemical Weapons
tions to other CW communitiéginland has donated 2 million Finnish marks Destruction,” pp. 118, 122.

($350,000) to provide monitors, including X-ray fluorescence detectors tes |gor Khripunov, “The Human Element In Russia’s Chemical Weapons
the Kambarka CW stockpile. S&¢PRI Yearbook 199Pp. 447-448SIPRI Disposal Efforts,"Arms Control Todap5 (July-August 1995), p. 21.
Yearbook 1998: Armaments, Disarmaments, and International Se@@xity  © Amy E. SmithsonThe US Chemical Weapons Destruction Program:
ford: Oxford University Press, 1998), p. 465. The European Council of th&/iews, Analysis, and Recommendatj@tanson Center Report No. 13 (Sep-
European Union (EU) has offered assistance of 10 million Euros ($10.fember 1994), p. 44.

million) in 1997-1999 for environmental protection and monitoring in Gorny, 20 |bid., p. 44.

for safety and health work at Nizhny Novgorod (former CW productionzt Some controversy still exists within local US communities by environ-
facility), and for “micro-projects” this year in civil society and ecological mental organizations opposed to incineration. Ibid., pp. 28-34.
monitoring. The Netherlands signed a December 1998 agreement to work2afjbid., p. 21.

Kambarka for NLG 10.8 ($5.1 million). The Dutch assistance will focus onz |pid., pp. 24-25.

four projects: (a) soil remediation, (b) assistance with treatment of peopk paul Walker, telephone interview by author, April 1, 1999.

who come in contact with lewisite, (c) provision of a mobile analytical labo-25 Former Congressman Glen Browder, interview by author, Monterey, CA,
ratory to assess the environmental impact of destruction operations, and (Jnuary 19, 1999; Amy E. Smithson, “Improving the Security of Russia’s

110 The Nonproliferation Review/Fall 1999



Kathleen M. Vogel

Chemical Weapons StockpileChemical Weapons Disarmament in Rus- “° William A. Nitze, “OlA Annual Report for 1998,” Office of International
sia: Problems and Prospec¢tStimson Center Report No. 17 (October 1995), Activities, US Environmental Protection Agency, <http://www.epa.gov/oia/

p. 17. annrep2.htm>.

26 Brigadeer General Walter Busbee, interview by author, Crystal City, VA US Department of Defense official (name withheld by request), telephone
February 18, 1999; Smithson, “Improving the Security,” p. 17. interview by author, April 2, 1999.

27 Lev Federov, “Chemical Weapons in Russia: History, Ecology, Politics,™” US Department of Defense official (name withheld by request), telephone
1994, in JPRS-TAC-94-008-L (July 27, 1994), p. 25. interview by author, April 2, 1999.

2Paul Walker, telephone interview by author, April 1, 1999. 48 US Department of Defense official (name withheld by request), telephone

2 ALl Freidin, “Concerning Community Health in Shchuch’ye: Referenceinterview by author, January 4, 1999.
to the Population Mortality Rate in Shchuch’ye Area of Kurgan Region for

1994-1996,” paper delivered to the Third Public Hearings on Chemical

Weapons Destruction, Kurgan and Shchuch’ye, sponsored by Kurgan Ad-

ministration of Kurgan Region and the National Organization of Green Cross

International in Russia, July 7-10, 1997, p. 187.

30 N. P. Porvatova, “About Social Support and Compensation for People

Living in the Region at Risk,” paper delivered to the Third Public Hearings

on Chemical Weapons Destruction, Kurgan and Shchuch'ye, sponsored by

Kurgan Administration of Kurgan Region and the National Organization of

Green Cross International in Russia, July 7-10, 1997, p. 161.

31V, B. Kolesnikov and S. A. Plashchinov, “Development of the Shchuchie

Infrastructure as a Result of the Chemical Weapons Destruction Facility

Construction,” paper delivered to the Third Public Hearings on Chemical

Weapons Destruction, Kurgan and Shchuch’ye, sponsored by Kurgan Ad-

ministration of Kurgan Region and the National Organization of Green Cross

International in Russia, July 7-10, 1997, pp. 146-153.

32 |mpact fees are intended to pay for a government or private development’s

proposed impact on public infrastructure. Impact fees are frequently assessed

for items such as transportation, parks, schools, utilities, and fire protection.
Impact fees vary and usually represent a significant percentage of total de-
velopment costs. For more information on US CW communities and CSEPP
see Smithson, “The US Chemical Weapons Destruction Program,” pp. 21-
24; US General Accounting Office, “ Chemical Weapons: Army’s Emer-
gency Preparedness Program Has Financial Management Weaknesses,
GAO/NSIAD-95-94, (Gaithersburg, MD: US GAO, March 1995), pp. 1-23.

33 Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democracies and Open Mar-
kets Support Act of 1992, Public Law 102-511, <http:thomas.loc.gov>.

34 George Bush, “Statement on Signing the Freedom Support Act,” (Octo-
ber 24, 1992), <http:www.csdl.tamu.edu/bushlib/papers/1992/
92102407 .htmI>Freedom Support Act programs were established to comple-
ment CTR objectives since, “CTR advances joint US and Russian security
objectives, development of a free market economy in the FSU, as well as
stability and democracy throughout the FSU.” See <http://www.ctr.osd.mil/
Olframe.htm>.

% Office of the Coordinator of US Assistance to the NUS, Government
Assistance to and Cooperative Activities with the New Independent States
of the Former Soviet Union, FY 1998 Annual Rep@dnuary 1999), p. 1.

36 US Department of State official (name withheld by request), telephone
interview by author, April 8, 1999.

37 Bush, “Statement on Signing the Freedom Support Act.”

38 Office of the Coordinatol)S Government Assistance,...FY 199843.

% lbid., pp. 42-52.

40 US Department of Defense official (hname withheld by request), telephone
interviews by author, March 17 and March 26, 1999; US Department of
State official (name withheld by request), telephone interview by author,
March 30, 1999.

41 Office of the Coordinator of US Assistance to the NUS, Government
Assistance to and Cooperative Activities with the New Independent States
of the Former Soviet Union, FY 1995 Annual Rep@xpril 1996), p. 7.

42 Khripunov and Parshall, “US Assistance to Russian Chemical Weapons
Destruction,” p. 121.

43 US Department of Defense official (name withheld by request), interview
by author, Aberdeen Proving Grounds, MD, February 16, 1999; Paul Walker,
telephone interview by author, April 1, 1999; Walker, “Citizen Advisory
Boards and Public Involvement”; Khripunov and Parshall, “US Assistance
to Russian Chemical Weapons Destruction,” p. 118.

4 For more information on the Nizhnii Tagil Industrial Environmental Man-
agement program see <http://www.eni-environment.net/docs/nizhnii.shtml>.

»

The Nonproliferation Review/Fall 1999 111



