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Preface

After 27 yeas d United Natons efort, the Cremcal Weapas Cawention (CWC)
neass realty with the deivery of the 65h ratifying instrument on October 31, 1996. An
honor taken by Hungaly, not the Urited Sates, one of the original nations working
toward a kan of chemical weapms snce 1968,or by Russa a China. Degite the
conspicuocus akserce of the two, paossbly three, largestchemicaly-armed retions an eath,
the treaty will enter into force on April 29, 1997. The first meeing of the treal’s
Conference of States Parties (CSP) is scheduled to convene on 6 May 1997.

In the siImmer of 1996,the CWC ratification effort becane miredin US palitics asa
scheduled Senate vote was patponed urtil after the presdertial elecion. It was an
attempt to prevert the seadd pesdert from having the honor of ratificaion. | was
attending the US Air War Cdlege atthe time ard witnessed Hugary became the 65h
State Party to ratify the trealy. Failure to be anong the first 65 statesratifying the CWC
fundamentally eliminated the US from serving on the initial Executive Council of the UN’s
Orgarizaton for the Prevertion of Chenical Weapas (OPCW). Failure to ratify the
trealy before the first meeing of the CS° preverts the USfrom sewing on the OFCW's
Techical Secretaniat ard ass@iated nspecion teans. Failure to ratify it atal could cost
the US chemical manufacturers hundreds of milion of dadllars in trade with CWC

members.
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On the aher hand ratificaion would resuk in the canplete destuction of the US
chemical stockpile. No longer would there ke a US ard Russa hlateral destuction
agreenernt authorizing a 5,000 ton hedge ly eachcountry aganst non-member dates
How would the USrespand to a future chemical atack—with adwanced conventional
weapas a with nuclear weapams, as nsinuated ly Presdert Bushwhen faced wih an
Iragi chemical atack duing Deser Storm? Adopting a speciic choice makes many
people very uncomfortable.

Sitting in Dr. Bamry Schneiders class on weapams o mass desuction ard
proliferation issues,l pondered those quesbns ard others posed ly him. So as he
Senate prepaes oce agai to dekate ard vote on this issue ad as Dr Schneider prepaes
to host a ymposum on weapms of mass degruction in the gring of 1997, felt
compelled to assst those urfamiliar with, but interested in understanding, the issues
involved n ratifying or rejecing the trealy. This project provides anmalridged Istory of
the various treaties, satus of the current US and Russian chemical demilitarization
projects, issues at hand, and concludes with recommended actions.

My tharks to Dr. Schneider who seved asmentor, edtor, ard friend asl wormed my
way through volumes of books, magazines, news pgpers and the internet to complete this

calling.
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Abstract

Chemcal weapms ae rot unique b the nodem era. Historical applcatons are
traceale to arciert Greek an Biblicaltimes. Howewer, the wholesaé useof chenicak as
weapons of mass destruction did not begin urtil World War 1. From that horror in which
thousands of unprepared soldiers were killed or mamed, came an international attempt to
forever banish the uge o such inhumane devces Unfortunately the resultart 1925
Geneva Protocol only banned first use, not stockpiling, manufacturing, or retaliation use.
That failure to regulate weapas through international inspecions ard include seere
penalties for violations allowed state stockpiles to grow beyond excess.

Now the world is on the verge d a rew Chemcal Weapams Cawention (CWC) that
not only closesthe loopholes of the 1925 Potocol, but promisesto truly eiminate awhole
classof weapas d mass destction (WMD) worldwide. Unfortunately the US Russa,
ard China hed ot yet ratified he cawention as of March 1997. Under hilateral
agreenerts, the US and Russa have disclosed heir stockpiles; howewer, China’s sbckpile
remains shroudedin sececy. Russa ard Chna saythey awat US ratificaion before
ddivering their own instruments. Without the ratification sgnatures of the two, if not the
three, largestchenicaly-armed sates o the gbbe, success fothe treaty is unlikely. In
addtion, the existing bilateral agrenerts between the US amd Russh essblish a

demilitarization effort to reduce state sockpiles to 5,000 metric tons each This residual



tonnage sevesasa hedgeaganst eachother and aganst those cremcaly-armed rations
not covered under the bilateral agreements or restricted by the CWC.

Failure to ratify the cawention could ccst the US chenical industy deaty astrade
sarctions betweenCWC members ard non-members ae increnerntally phased m after the
trealy erters into force. The negnitude d these sactions threaen to cost the US $60
billio n in future trade busness pe year done. Combined with job and produdion facility
losses, the financial impact would be felt across every economic sector.

By examning the pastard presem chenical disamanert treaies, ard canbining the
thrust of those ageenerts with the efforts of concemed authors, expeits, ard
organzatons, this project argues bat the US must ackrowledge its supepower
responsibility and ratify the CWC before the first meeting of the CSP in May 1997. In
addtion, a sunmary of cumrent ard aternate techologies ails n understanding the
environmental, palitical, and safety concerns associated with the global demilitarization of
chemical weapons. In order to meet the demilit arization timelines within the CWC, world
communities must feel safe armtcept these available technologies (in their back yard).

Lastly, a review of critical pditical, military, and economic issues exposes the
argunerts for ard aganst ratificaion. Both sides lave valid concems, ard the way we
address those concerns, and whether we ratify the convention or not, will be preceden

setting.



Chapter 1

History

The theats to our national ®cuity did not end wh the Cold War.
Indeed, during the next dozn years we will live in a world induding
nationsthat could kill millions of Americansand desoy ourway of life.
The CIA edimatesthat by the year2000, nine developing coungs could
have nucleameapons up to 30 could havehemicalweapons and 10
could have biological eapons And what's even mae frightening? The
CIA uaually undeestimatesthe pogress being made in the darcomers
of the vorld to poduce thes weapons (RememberNorth Korea and

Iraq.)

—Casper Weinberger, Peter Schweizer
The Next War

This statemert implies the greaest threat in the poliferation of weapas of mass
destruction (WMD), based on the number of sates obtaining specific weapon capaility, is
that of chemical warfare. Note also, that of the tree tchmologies assoated wih

WMDs, chemical technology is the easiest to obtain and manage.

Geneva Protocol of 1925

Following the fhorrors of chemcal weapary expelierced n the warto erd al wars
(WWI1), the retions d the warld met in Gereva to forever ban the use ®suchams. That
tool was the Protol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or
Other Gases,amd of Bacerological Methods d Warfare (The Gereva Protocol).

Unfortunately, the gaal was sbrtsighted aml the desie to forever banish theseinhumane



devicesfailed in the ageenert sgned n Swizedand in 1925. The Gemva Protocol
merely banned the use 6 chemcal weapams am not the producton, retaliatory use,or
stockpiling. When the United States ratified the Geneva Protocol some 50 years later, it
reserved the right to retaliate against states not observing thetreaty.

The nost critical stortfall of the Gemva Protocol was te failure to provide a
verificaion proces to guaentee tat al paties akide ty the 1925 Tealy. Soashostilities
grew betweenWW!I ard WWII, many of the sgnatory governments ctarged o ceasedd
exist. The rew governments ard those that had not ratified he ariginal agreenert did not
feelobligated by their predecessts acs o alide ty the reay. Japana ron-paty to the
protocol, acualy used cknmical weapms agaist China during WWI1.®> As a safeguad
aganst similar acts, the US, dso a non-party, amassed a huge chemical weapon arsenal
during and after WWII.

In 1968,the US leganan effort to ban all state chemcal weapas programs in their
ertirety. That process ad the resukart Chemical Weapas Cawention (CWC) took 25
yeass o reach fruition.* In the interim, the US ard USSR becane the two largest
chemicaly-armed nations on the face ¢ the eath. The US ultimately possessed a
stockpile of over 30000 netric tons of deady ageis loaded n a variety of delvery
systerrs while the USSR stockpile exceeded 4@00 bns.®> As the Urited Nations slowly
worked toward completion of the CWC, the USard Russa (the successostate ater the
fall of the USSRin 1992)worked © a faster schedule. The two supeipowers negotiated a
series of sepaate actions and  bilateral agreements limiting chemical weapon (CW)
arsenals. Ore d those actons in 1985 wasvhenthe US ngress pased Pullic Law 99-

145, direcing the Depatment of Defense o degroy its ertire unitary chemical weapm



stockpile by 2004. These untary weapms represernt over 97 pecert of the tota US

chemical stockpil€.

Wyoming Agreement

The frst bilateral accod between the US ard the Soviet Union was the 1989
Memorandum of Agreenert, better known as te Wyoming ageenert. Just as the
Gereva Protocol falled, so too, did the Wyoming ageenert. Howewer, it did direct the
inventory of state stockpiles (Phasel), ard provided br a nears o verificaion through
inspections (Phese 11).” Phase | proceeded vihout significart problems. Both sides
accusedhe other of not being campletely honest, but nothing hindered wrat ex post facto
appeas to have beentruthful and accuete disclosures. Phase | was ot so simple. With
the fall of the USSR, the inspecions becane nired n the problems of trarsition. In 1994,
Presderts Clinton and Yeltsin reinitiated Phasell, anacion that ersured campletion of all
inspecions by 1995° The successfahe Wyoming agreenert, ard its rapid completion,
indicated both nations were willing and ready to proceed leyond simple verificaion ard

actually begin dismantling their arsenals.

Bilateral Destruction Agreement of 1990

The Bilateral Destuction Agreenert (BDA) formalized te destuction of chemical
stockpiles, to begin by Decenter 1992. Both nations agreedupon a ten-year degruction
petiod with a canpletion dake of Decenber 2002. Howewer, eachnation is pemitted to
retain an agem sockpile of 5000 bns asa ledge agaist eachother ard aganst those
nations rot covered by the hlateral agreenert.’ For the US this tomage is further

reduced afer 2002 ly Pubic Law 99-145. Not by 2002, but before 2004, the US is



required to completely degroy its unitary sockpile. With the urntary sockpile desroyed,
the US will possess only its 680 bns of binary weapms. Russa has no smilar law
requiring themto reducebelow 5,000tons. Critics consider this a ngjor flaw in the BDA.
They forget that Public Law 99-145 wasunilateral in its pasage aml that nothing is lost
that wasn'’t already identified for elimination.

A significart provision of the BDA is the exharge of continuous preseiece inspecors
who reside at the oppasing Sate’s sorage stes and destruction facilities. The inspectors
will have complete access d al fadlities and manitor the demilitarization process.
Through this excharge, eachpaty will have accessd fadlit ies to monitor the near real-
time status of operations. Besides the inspectors, various experts will also be on-site to
excharge techological information and assst in the canplete ard saé destuction of CW

stockpiles.

Nunn-Lugar Act of 1991

It wasappaent after the fall of the Soviet Union that external funding was eeded @
prevert the diversion of ary of the nore than 30000 ruclearwarheadsard other WMDs
locaied n the former Soviet repulics. That financial suppat came in the form of the
Cooperative Threat Reducion (CTR or Num-Lugai) Act of 1991. It provided funding
assistance to control proliferation and initiate demilitarization of al classes of WMDs.™
Under the CTR, Congress povided he Secretary of Defense (SecDe) the funding ard
authorizaion to sign ageenerts ard cantracts  assst Russa ard the former Soviet
repubics in demilitarizing their WMDs. Tota funding authorization to dae is $1236

billion with $866.3 currently obligated.



The CTR has six objectives established by Condfe¥hey are as follows:

Assist the former Soviet state in destroying their WMDs.

Transport, store, disable, and safeguard weapons in the demilitarization process.
Establish verifiable safeguards against proliferation of WMDs.

Prevent diversion of weapon related scientific expertise.

Assist in demilitarization of military industries and technologies.

Expand defense and military contacts between the US and former Soviet states.

ok wnNnE

While targeted to assist the demilitarization and/or security of all WMDs, the bulk of
CTR funding, to dak, has beenalocatd © nuclear weapms programs. Between1992
ard 1995 R funding for CW danmilitarization grew from a total of $25 million to $55
million. Unfortunately that CW total represents a mere 5 percent of al CTR obligations.™®
That nuclearfirst trerd appeas to have charged wth the Resdernt’s sgning of the
National Defense Authorizaion Act of 1996. The Act auhorizes an addtional $196
milion in CTR funding directed toward nudear weapon programs and $75 million
directed toward constructing a chemical weapon demilitarization facility in Rdssia.

Unfortunately the Depatment of Defense (DOD) rhetoric does not match the rew
CTR funding. In both the 1995 ad 1996 Anual Reports to the Peddert ard Congress,
the DOD dedcated the greater patt of its report to the CTR nuclear achevements. Both
reports contains less than a paegraph expresing depatmental suppat for chemical
weapa dedruction. Hopeiully, the 1997 eport, to be releagd n April, will contain a
significantly greater endorsement of the chemical demilitarization programs.

Although impressive in advertised scope of effort and commitment, the CTR has
critics. At the amual confererce d the American Assciation for the Advancenert of
Science, a Russan scentist bitterly complained hat US assstarce has yet to produce

tangible resuks bkecausette nmoney was keing spem on talk ard little acton.®> In addtion



it should be noted that in the conversion of Russian military produdion facilit ies to civilian
factories, the tulk of CTR spewnling has keento fund the wak of US contraciors, ard not

Russian firms.

Bilateral Chemical and Biological Weapons Agreement of 1992

1992 witnessed the fall of the USSRard anackrowledgnernt by the rewly formed
Russan government that it could not financially secue or destoy its WMDs. In aneffort
to keep previoudy negotiated demilitarization agreements on track, the US sgned the
Bilatera Chemical ard Biological Weapas Agreenert of 1992. Under the ageenert,
the US provides CTR funding assistance and shares demilit arization technologies with the
new Russan government. The sepaste weapa destuction plars resuking from this
agreement went to their respective national governments for review and authorization.

In the US ervironmertal armd saéty agemlas pesemed by non-governmental
organzaions, site-adjacern communities, or state governments, put construction of most
demilitarization plants on hold. Despite this dday the US opened one chemical
demilitarization prototype plant in 1991 an one goerationa plart in 1996. The US
destuction of itsown arseral is behind scledule, but proceedng nonetheless. The curent
congressional authorized completion dae for untary chemical weapon demilitarization is
2004, ten years pas the aiginal dae of 1994:° No suchdae has been estblished
concerning binary chemical weapons.

The Russian government, on the other hand, has failed to successfully implement its
CW danilit arization plan. When presented to the people, those residing near the proposed

dispasal sites did not like the plan for many of the sane reasms their US counterpaits



postponed facilities in their communities. The neutralization plant built at Chapayevsk
never opered because @aby residerts feaed pdlution smilar to that endured under the
USSR for many yeass. The Russan government seta rew planrelease da of Decenber
1993 which it did rot meet'” No plan exsts yet in 1997 ad few expect Russia o begin
actud destruction operations any time soon. Thus it is obvious that the initiation of the
10-year destruction time period is dipping into the future. While the US and Russia
bilateral disarmament programs falter, the world has not been stting by idly. The work

toward the multi-lateral CWC continued.

Australia Group

The wak atthe Unted Natons toward a clemical weapams cawvention wasaided by
the Audralia Group. Formedin 1985,the Audraia Group s aninformal group o dates
with no charter or constitution. It functions by consensus and works together to gop the
proliferation of chenical ard bological weapams. The spak that inspred the group
formation was the Iran-lrag War and international concern that the materials used to
dewelop chemical weapans during that war were bought aslegal exports. Samething had
to bedone and ndther the CWC or any other instrument existed at that time to handle this
clearviolation of the 1925 Geeva Protocol. In 1990 he gioup addedhe task of limiting
the proliferation of biological weapons to its responsibility.”® The agarizaion mees
amualy to coordinate non-mandatry export controls on materials assoiated with the
producion of chemical or biological weapams am to promote greater reporting of

transfers of such materials.



The goup’s mneterial export control program puldishes a clemical list ard a
technology list of export itens used n the menufacture o chemical weapams The
chemicallist includes hose chemicak used skely for the production of weapm agerts ard
dud-use chemicals with commercial applications. The technology list includes those
equipment items or facilit ies related to chemical weapon manufacture. It places catrol
judgnen at the feet of the exporter to ersure potential misuses are dertified kefore
trarsfers o sabs!® The program does ot impede wrmal trade advities, but helps
control exports d chemcal ard biological materials ard preverts diversion of materials to
the production of chemcal weapam ageins. To that erd, members o the gioup ercourage
non-member trading parties to adopt Smilar restrictive trade practices. The effect is that
the goup nmay only consist of 26 dechred sates, but many more states akide by its

principles. A list of the Australia Group members is show in Table 1.

Table 1. Members of the Australia Group

Argentina * Germany* New Zealand*
Australia * Greece* Norway *
Austria * Hungary * Portugal *
Belgium Iceland Spain *

Canada* Ireland * Sweden*
Denmark* Italy * Switzerland *
European Commissio# Japan* United Kingdom*
Finland * Luxembourg United States
France* Netherlands*

Source: United States Arms Control ard Disamanert Agercy, Fact Sheet July 28,
1993.Note: * CWC ratifications delvered, # Not a state ertity-canneither sign
or ratify

Eleven members d the gioup paticipated n the regatiations in the Cafererce d

Disamanert in Gereva that led to the diafting of the CWC ard al patties of the group

signed he cawention when opered fr signature in Pais in 1993% To dae, dl but the



United States ard two other states tave delvered their instruments o ratificaion. The
group has formally acknowledged member willingness to resume trade in previoudy

restricted materials as each states delivers it instrument of ratification.
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Chapter 2

Chemical Weapons Convertion

If the Ghemical VaponsConvention CWC) is to rve its purpos, its

membeship will have to become wly global. The objective isthe
effective edablishment of a new intemational nom—a ban on the
possession of chemical wapons—and sich noms are only egablished
whenagreedto by the geat majoity of gates including all or neaty all

major states.

—James F. Leonard

History

What beganasa USinitiated, 40-state efort to ban chenical weapas in 1968, now
neais completion. The CWC is the first treay to combine weapo control ard
nonproliferation in a shgle agreenert. It ultimately bans anertire classof weapas. The
treaty prohibits development, produdion, transfer, acquisition, sockpiling, or retention of
chemical weapms! On January 13, 1993, the UN formally preserted the treaty for
signature. Immediately, 130 s$ates sgned he daument.” Thirty more signed soon
thereater. All that remained D erter the ageenert into force was te formal deivery of
65 dtate ratifying instruments. On October 31, 1996, the 65t ratification occured—
Hungary. The treaty enters into force (EIF) on April 29, 1997.

The organzaion to manage e trealy falls under the Urited Natons (UN) with its

headquaters at The Hague, Kingdom of the Neherdands  All ratifying dates

11



aubmaticaly becane members o this Orgarizaton for the Rewertion of Chemical
Weapas (OPCW). The ORCW is further divided n three agarnizatons: the Caifererce
of the Sates Rirties; Executve Courcil; ard Tecmical Secretaniat.  Until the CWC erters
into force, a Prepaatory Commissbon (PC) comprised ¢ personnel from al of the
signatories, has been busy building the infradructure, drafting budges, edablishing
inspecton procedues, and reciting pewsonnel for the various eans. The work of the
PC will permit the three divisions of the Convention to assume responsibility and begin

verification of the treaty within 30 days of the treaty entering into force.

The Conference of States Parties

Comprisedof one woting member ard assciated advsers from eachratifying state, it
is the principd organ of the OPCW and is responsible for implementing the convention.
The naugual session, to be repeaed amualy, is scheduled © convene on May 6, 1997.
The Cafererce s respasible for essblishing organizatonal procedues ard making
decisons on matters of substance relative to the powers and functions of both the
Executive Council and Technical Secretariat. The Conference will, on a five-year cycle,
convene a specal sessin to exanine CWC operations ard to review relevant scentific

and technological developments affecting demilitarizafion.

The Executive Council

Consists of 41 members, represeining 6 gbbal regions, eleced ly ard from the
Confererce of State Parties. Menbership rotates ewery two-years; howewer, the initial
Council will have 20 members eected to one-year terms to produce a tenure offset. In

addtion, the members within eachregion are further caegaized ly their status as an
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international chemical indudry and by examining their poliitical sensitivities and security
concems. In effect actual membershp rotation is complicated. The greatst membership
changewill be among the less chemically powerful sates of the various regions and those
not in possessin of or under the threat of chemmcal weapms. The chemicaly powerful
states will rotate out of the Council only if they are surpassed indudrially. The indudrial
ranking of each state is based o chemical output ard is documented Ly international

reports and dataTable 2 defines the composition of these regions.

Table 2. OPCW Executive Council Composition

Africa

Asia

Eastern Europe |
Latin America & Caribbean
Western Europe & Other | 0
Asia/ 1 To rotate between the three
Latin America & Caribbean areas of this region
Source: Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Produdion, Stockpiling and

Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction.

~N 0110 ©

glw kR~ w

H

The Cauncil functions as he execuive organof the OPCW. As such it drafts the
programs and budges to be voted on by the Confererce aml srves as the agen for
concluding ageenerts with states an international orgarizaton. These agreenernts
include \erificaton implementation ard issues coceming treay compliance. If the
Council is ursaisfied with a sate respanse b quesions of compliance, it may elevate the

issue to the Conference or to the UN General Assembly or Security Council.
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The Technical Secretariat

The Secretanat conssts of a Drecior-Gereral as fead adnmistrative officer,
inspecors, scentists, teciciars, ard other peronnel as equired. Only citizers o
member states slall seve in ary professonal or clerical capady. The Direcior-Gereral is
appanted by the Confererce of States ad in turn aids he Caifererce n apponting
members 0 the Secretarat’s Sientific Advisary Board ard to any recanmendedworking
groups. Membersto the Board or groups ae seécted sdely on their expettise, efficiercy,
competerce, ard integrity relative to the CWC ard slall represen a wde gegraphical
basis.

The Techical Secetariat providesthe adnmistrative ar techical suppat to the
Confererce aml the Cauncil in addtion to sewing as be \erificaion ard inspecion agerty
for the CWC. It is the canmunicaions focus br the ORCW ard provides techical
assstarceto all States Rirties caceming the cawention ard/or ary other task requesed
by the Confererce or the Gouncil. Within 180 dayg of the HF dat, the Secetariat mus
establish an international stockpile of emergency and humanitarian supplies and funds to
aid ary state suhect to a chemical attack. Most importantly, in an effort to discaurage
undue nfluerce over the peformance d their duties, no member of the Secretariat shall

seek or receive any instructions from any government or external agency.

Status

Degite Presdert Clinton's 1993 addess to the Urited Natons Gereral Assembly in
which he caled on all nations to ratify the QNC by July 1994, <0 that it might erter into

force atthe ealiest possble dag, it did not happered in the United States! Four years
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later, during his 1997 Sate d the Urion Address, Pregdert Clinton was Hill asking the
US Serate to ratify the convention. Of the 161 satesthat Sgned he QNC, only 70 reve
deivered nstruments of ratificaion asof March 1997. That list of Sgnatory states with
their delivery status is in Annex A.

The low number of deivered rtificatons is rather disappanting since he instruments
of the US, Russa, ard China ae anong those alsert. For those shtes hat have not
ddivered their instruments, non-membership and/or late ratification have sgnificant prices
to be pad. By not being within the first 65 to ratify, a sate forfeits any honor of being
sekected as ae d the 41 clater members o the ORCW Execuive Courcil. By not
ratifying before May 6, 1997,the first meeing of the CSP,a date camot be a member of
the Techical Secretariat or a paty to its international inspecton teans? Failure to be
part of the Techical Secretariat at the keginning mears that it could be a year or more
before positions vacae aml are replaced brough OPCW gerera electons. That first year
is the nost important as e nmembers construct the orgarizaton, draft procedues, ard
established organizational will.

Fallure to ratify the cawention after May 6, 1997, has even more grave
consequemes For three yeas following April 29, 1997, non-members mug submit
buyer-userforms whendealng in chemmcaltrade wih member states. This may appearas
only a sight inconvenierce © same nations; howeer, five yeass after the EIF date, the list
of restricted chemicals may and mast probably will expand greatly. A total ban on certain
chemicals sales to non-members is passible if the limited trade pdlicy does not persuade
membership. In the exrene, this represens a pdential trade bss b the US chemical

industry of hundreds of millions of dollats.
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The failure of the US ard Russa  ratify the CWC threatrs to doom the ertire
operation. Unless the remaining netions canprovide he financia suppat withheld by the
US, it is urlikely global CWC werificaion canproceed. The OPCW execs US funding
suppat for 25 pecert of the 70 milion ddlars needed for the first year inspections.
Subsequet amual inspecion requirements exceed170 million dollars.'® The addiional

loss of Russia and China funding would undoubtedly make the effort nearly impossible.
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'Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Produdion, Stockpiling and Use
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Chapter 3

Demilit arization

The United Statesan cetainly do it if Congress providesthe funds and
if the chemical damilitarization program dos not mn into politial
difficulties at the various destruction sites.

—Stephen J. Ledogar

Current Technology

So what exacty have we desroyed ard how have we desroyed it? In the 1970sthe
US Army experimented wih neutralizaion ard incineration at its Rocky Mountain
Arseral in Colorado. Thesetechologies lecane strdards afer the pastpractces d
oceandunping, openpit burning, ard land dunping becane uraccepsble. After caeful
research, the incineration proces provided a 99999995 pearert dedruction efficiercy
rating." The Environmertal Protecion Agercy (EPA) requirement at the time was only
99.99 pecert for hazadous naterials. However, local governments in the vicinity of the
storageard dispasal sites ard non-governmental agerties cacemed alout the destuction
proces succeededn geting the BPA requirement tightened to 99.9999 percen—dtill
well within the capability of incineration.

The US built the Johnston Island and Tooele facilities to the demonstrated

99.9999995 capaliy. Unfortunately, emotional, non-scientific protests continued and
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what remaining pgoular suppat had previoudy exsted for incineration then vanished.
Past military-civilian incidents in which the military was not completely honest sowed
seedsof doult ard distrug. Failure on the pat of the Army to recaynize gowing distrust
and address it properly led to ddayed improvements in military-civilian cooperation. As a
result, the military found itself forced to evaluae dternative proposals no more efficient
than incineration. Congress even alocated $40millio n of the defense budgetto research

these options.

Alternative Technologies

In 1993 he Natonal Reseach Courncil (NRC) recanmended that incineration
continue whle the Army evaluated aternative techhologies. Thesetecology proposals,
requested of the international civilian and corporate worlds were for existing capabilities
in usetoday. Proventecmologies wee needed dueot the CWC time constrains. It is
highly improbable that the US could dewelop ard meture new technologies anl camplete
the demilitarization process by 2007. The Army selected he following handful of viale

technologies to evaluate:

Neutralization

The mixing of an agen with a secad sulstance a combination of sulstances ©
reduce or eliminate the toxicity level is caled neutralization. For mustard that substance
appeas 0 be simple hot water, for nerve agenit is sodium hydroxide (bleach and room
temperature water. Both processes mduce odegidabe products, but significartly
larger volumes o wase. These wass equire addtional, not yet defined, treament

before disposdl.

18



Trarspat of ary wase beaing a Dxic classficaion is unaccepable to local
communities, making neutralization by itself an incomplete substitution for incineration.
Therefore, the wase nmust be destoyed or further degaded b pditicaly accepsble levels
to pemit transport from the facility for final disposal. Burial, incineration, or some other

process must follow the neutralization operation.

Neutralization followed by Biodegradation

Biodegraddion is smilar to the neutralization process except the decomposition
products receve addtional treament in the form of bacteria degadaton. Inthe case b
mudard it is mixed wih dudge wiere baciera break he mixture down to gas solid, ard
liquid states, eachof which is non-toxic®. Historic community resistarce o placing human
sewagesudgeon crop fields makesit is extremnely urlikely that neutralization dudge wil
be dispased d other thanthrough burial in pditicaly accepéble sites. Becausehey were
associated with chemical weapon agents, the waste produds will probably be treated as
toxic substances even during final disposal.

Nerve agerts on the aher hand are ot so eadly neutralized,no one hes et idertified
a Hological ager to complete the treakdavn process: So, only a partial solution exists.
This doesnot soothe local concems alout trarspating toxic wases trough communities

or the incineration of toxic substances on site.

Catalytic Extraction Process

Commonly referred to as nolten metal or CEP. CEP recyles al agens ard
asseiated materials into industial products. Techiciars injectthe agehor contaninated

materials into a nolten pool of meta. The exrenmely high temperature causeshe

19



meaterials to disassaciate into basic eknerts (solids, liquids, gases) The various eénerts
thenrecambine via reagets ard cafalysts to produce ndustia products or in the case b
other meals, are recovered as solids and liquids This technology is currently used to
dedroy pegicides solverts, ard netas ard mees the 99999999 diciercy rating
requirement.

Another significart advantage & CEP is the lack d anopenincineration flame which
reduces the possibility of fire or explosion. Combined with a sealed environment, this fully
transportable facilit y reduaes the cost of construction and limit s the exposure of personnel
to the reducion process ad to chemical ageits. Overall savngs n construction time ard
cost are urknown since tis technology must be combined wih the reverse manufacture of
weapas prior to the actual destuction of the cdlected ageh The Environmerta
Protecion Agercy (EPA) desgnated he CEP techhology as he lest alkernative for
wastes previously destroyed by incinerafion.

China selected CEP as the technology it will use to destroy the more than two million
cherical weapms lft there ater WWII.”  Although the Chinese will do the
demilitarization of the munitions, the Japanese have to fund the effort since the weapons
are Japaese adinance Eft on foreign territory. The total cost to the Japamese is

anticipated to be $11 billioh.

Electrochemical Oxidation

Commonly referred to as Sver I1. electrochenical oxidaion was aiginally desgned
to destoy orgaric canpounds poduced duing reprocessng of nuclear fuek. It utilizes
two tanks (cells) separated by a membrane that prevents the mixing of the two cells, but

allows trarspat of ions. A highly reactve form of siver resides n the cel with the agen
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An electrical current sSimilar to common electroplating activates the process. The reactve
silver attacks he arganc campounds aml destoys them The processis extrenely sak in
that the temperature of the liquid remans below the boiling point and can be turned off
instartly by removing ekctical power. The gases mduced must be processedhirougha
charcoal bed smilar to that used during incineration.” Waste products are cabon dioxide,

water, and inorganic substances.

High Temperature Gas Phase Reduction

High temperature gas phase reducion mixes agens (solid, liquid, gag ard other
liquids or gases with hydrogenat 1,562 degeesFahrerheit where degruction takes place
in less than one secod. CHorinated hydrocamons reduce b methare ard hydrogen
chioride. Non-chlorinated orgaric compoundsreduce b methare ard light hydrocarbons.
Other basic products of the reacton process a@ cabon dioxide, catbon monoxide, ard
water.”® All resutart wases ae recyclale, reusatbe or dispasalde products. In addtion,
this technology employs a closed loop technique that eiminates any possbility of
uncontrolled emissions and has a demonstrated efficiency of 99.9999 percent.

As a sel-contained, mobile unit, gasphasereduction technology also reducesthe cost
of construction ard shelters personnel from the hazads und in stardard incineration
facilities. Overal saving in construction are urknown since this technology aso requires

reverse manufacture of weapons prior to the actual destruction of the collected agent.

US Status

The NRC ad the Army released heir findings o alternative techmologies in a

Sepenber, 1996 eport. In the Poogram Manager for Chenical Demilit arization (PMCD)
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report, incineration is the preferred process, however, puldic opinion is so negative that it
is not anoption. Therefore, for mustard the preferred treaiment is neutralization followed
by biodegradation. It performed best except for its cost—still considered less negdive
than incineration’s poor pulic opinion. Nerve agent is adso best handled by neutralization,
eventhoughthe lack d biodegiedation mears wase pioducts must be shipped b arother
ste for future treatment. The PMCD report, the NRC, the Citizens Advisory
Commisspns, ard the Rroduct Maneger for Chemmcal Stockpile Dispasal are the tools arl
agencies to formulate a new national poficy.

Regadless the final policy, the actud process of demilitarization is, to date, purely
US in nature. Although the US plan was dow in garting and ddays exist in constructing
the demilitarization facilit ies, the destruction of weapons and agent began in 1990 atthe
Johngon Atoll incinerator.”® The Tooele incinerator in Utah passedits operational
validaton test ard beganoperationally desroying muritions ard agetin 1996 With the
excepion of the Anniston, Alabama phrt, the remaining plarts are tied up in padlitical
debys asseiated wih ernvironmert amd sakty protess from non-government
organizatons, neaby cities, ard/or state governments. Construction of the Anniston

plant begins in 1997The locations of all US sites are shown in illustration 1 below.
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Source: PMCD, available from http://www-pmcd.apgea.army.mil/csdp.
Figure 1. US CW Storage Sites

Johnston Atoll and Tooele hold a combined 489 peacent of the US stockpile in

chemical agent. Their records as of March 24, 1997 are listed at table 3.

Table 3. Agent/Weapon Destruction as of 3/24/97

Agent 2.2M pounds 397,241 pounds
M55 Rockets 71,997 11,592

Ton Containers 134 * 178

Bombs 5,617 * 0

Projectiles | 45,108 * 0
Mines/Mortars/Warheads 64,940 0

Source: Michele Jewett, US Army, APG/CDRA, http://www.mjewett@CDRA.APGEA.
Note: * All stored weapons of this type have been destroyed.

23



The process of demilitarization within the US is reverse manufacture (disassembly) of
the weapans followed by incineration of agem, munitions pats, ard al materials exposed
to the munitions during sorage, handling, or processing. Demilit arization requires four
incinerators/furnaces: a lquid incinerator for actual destuction of recovered agets; a
deacivation furnace hat destoys the exlosive armd fuze canponerts, a netal paits
furnace bat heas arl serilizes the meal parts of the disassembled munitions and/or
storage wsse$, amd a dumage ncinerator that destoys packng ard other minor
materials.

A water ertrapment system removes sdid paticulate from the eaust gases
producedduring incineration. An evapaation systemreduces e ertrapnent brine to sat
for shipment to gpproved landfills. The salt itself is non-hazardous; howewer, the heawy
metals (gold, lead,efc.) used m the manufacture o munitions cantaninates he ash The
gaseseleasedduring the incineration consist mainly of caton dioxide am water vapor.
To precudeary aget or hazadous gas @leasesa \apor filtration systemlocks pdlutants
in a seres d charcoal beds. Workers perodicaly destoy damaged o contamnated keds

5

in the dunnae incinerator. *> This process bs keenused ly the Army for over 20 years,

and, as mentioned, obtains a 99.9999995 incineration rating.

Russia Status

With the downfall of the Sviet Union ard the esablishment of denocracyin the rew
state, Russa no longer canignore internal dissem to governmental acions. Today, the
Russan government faces a gass oots resistarce rot only to its decsion to destoy

chemical agents, but also to how it plans to peform that destruction. The Russians, similar
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to the US planto destoy their chenical weapms in place. The seen Russan sites ae
shown in illustration 2. With a price tag of $5 to 8 billio n, Russian authorities can only
foresee laving funding for 5 to 8 pecert of the job. Some seethe experditure on weapm
demilitarization as unnecessar when more important sccial issues deamd attention. To
prevent Russian dippage away from chemical demilitarization, the international

community, presently provides funds and equipment to help keep the programs &h track.
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Source:PMCD, available from http:www-pmcd.apgea.army.mil/csdp.
Figure 2. Russian CW Storage Sites

International funds pledged to date are: Germeny, $6 million; Netherlands, $15

millio n; Sweden, $6.7 million; and the US CTR funds. The US CTR funding includes
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contracts to American companes renovating laboratories n Moscov ard huilding a
neutralization plart located n Kambarka.!” The laboratory projectincludes a cemal CW
laboratory at the Moscov Researh Institute d Orgaric Chemistry ard Techology
(GosNIIOKhT) ard the puchase ¢ three nobile laboratories. US CTR aid is also
directed toward the construct of a CW destruction facility at Shchudh'ye in the Kurgan
Oblast region and to converting the Khimprom CW produdion facility in Volgograd to
non-military productiort?

The demilitarization technology the Russian selected for lewesite is a two-step
hydrolysis/electrolysis process lhat converts the agehinto electronics gadearsenc. For
the phospho-orgaric compounds reutralizaion has been sekected. The nusiad
conversion process $ a pooprietary technology involving monoethyl anmine with erd
products being reusable commercial prodtitts.

Russian treaty compliance is a mgor concern. With the imminent ratification of the
CWC in 1993, al efforts under the hlatera US-Russia ageenerts cane o a halt. There
is no cument incertive or obligaion for the Russan to comply with ary ageenernt since
the Federal Council has ratified none. A Russan whistledower, Dr. Vil S. Mirzayarov,
wams the US that tens of tons of new binary agens have beenproduced wile the USard
Russa ague nternally over ratificaton. In his words he says, “If the CWC’s procedues
are not instituted, the Russian chemical weapons complex will reman accaintable anly to
the same clique of leaders, who have thus far not proven their trusworthiness.”*® Many
authorities believe the Russians will be forced to ratify the CWC unde extreme

international pressure, but only if the US leads the way.
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The new Russian demilit arization plan, passed by the Dumaon Decenter 26, 1996,
wasrejected by the Federa Council on Janualy 23, 1997. The pioject which projected
the dart of mudard ard lewisite degruction atthe Gany ard Kambarka stesin 1998,was
rejected Pr ervironmertal safty reasms’* The othe five sites had cheduled to begin
operations in the year 2000. All degruction wasarticipated to be completed by 2005.%
Since none of the destruction facilities are currently under construction, the 2005

completion date igeryambitious.
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Chapter 4

Issues

Froma military perspective,the themical VaponsConvention iscleardy
in our national interest. The @nventions advantagesoutweigh its
shortcomings The United Stateand all other CW-capable state parties
incur the ame obligation to déoy their chemical vapon stockpiles..if
we do not join and \ve] walk anay from the @VC an awul lot of people
will probably valk away from it aswell, and ourinfluence orthe rogue
states will only decrease.

—General John M. Shalikashvili
Senate Testimony, 23 June 1994

As mentioned ealier, not being one d the first 65 states to ratify the CWC has
eliminated the US from becoming a founding member of the OPCW Executive Courcil.
Unless the US canpletes ratificaion before May 6, 1997, it will lo se any opportunity to
sewnes as a ember on the Techmical Secretaniat. As a resulk of this US ratificaton failure,
other holders of large chemcal stockpiles (Russa, possbly Chna) are withholding their
own instruments d ratificaions. This stalemate nay jeopamdize the successof the
convention.

Internally, the USis faced wih agunerts both for ard aganst ratificaion. These
argunerts are deivered ly very important ard knowledgealte pele holding positions of
authority in indudry, military, and politics. Before discussing these arguments, let us
examine two issues independent of these argunments. Frst, how will the US meet the

destuction timelines required under the various ageenerts when pditical acivism
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dowed the construction of dl but two of the planned incinerators? Second, the nature of
chemcalweapas makesthemgreatterror weapms; pethaps nore so than other weapams
of greater military sgnificance. To produce the levels of deasth and physical destruction
asseiated with nuclear or biological weapms, chemcal ams must be deivered usng a
large numkbers of individud weapons or, if possible, usng one massive volume of agent.
The greaest threat from chemical weapms is from a nmess dealery system suchas a
ballistic missile on concentrated troops or civilian populations. If these missiles or their
technology were restricted, then chenical weapms am other WMDs wauld be greaty

limited in their utility.

Insufficient Construction Rate of Planned Destruction Facilities

In his March, 1996 estimony before the US Serate Committee on Foreign Relations,
Secretary of Defense William J Perry referred to incineration as the US means of chemical
weapa destuction.” Under the CWC, states etifying the trealy must meet a rigorous
timeline which is based on the HF dae: 1 pecert in 3 years, 20 pecert in 5 yeass; 45
percert in 7 years; ard 100 pecert in 10 yeass. At presert, the US fas only two operating
demilit arization plants, one a Johnston Atoll and one a Tooele, Utah. Of the remaining
sewen plarts plamed for construction, only the Anniston, Alabama phrt is near
congtruction. The Anniston construction team breaks ground sometime in 1997—
following a construction delay in excess of one year caused by anti-incineration activists.

These three plants, mentioned above, will demilitarize 55 pecent of the US stockpile
by 2004, making it possible for the US b meetthe QNC 7-years degruction requirement.

Of the remaning sx damilitarization plants, located around the US, eachis being debyed
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for one acltvist reasm or arother. Construction daies ae uravailable atthis time. The
NRC aternative techmologies eport idertifies eplacenerts for incineration; however, the
impacton plamed caonstruction is urknown. These Bw teciologies nay fall victim to
the same irrational public opinion that doomed the best technology—incineration.

If Congress nandates piot production plarts to denonstrate thesenew tecologies,
thenjust asthe Jahnston Atoll plart took eight yearss to come on line, new plarts might
also take a long time. The mobile, self contained design of several of the new
technologies nay aleviate same of the canstruction deby, but spedics ae uravailable to
suppat thisthought. If it takeseight yeais to bring the next fadlity on-line, that would be
the year2005. The US wauld have to reques a five yearexension to the ten year CWC
timeline of 2007. Suchextensions are auhorized n the OWVC protocol, but are pditicaly
embarrassing.

It should dso be noted that these new technologies do not eiminate the requirement
to reverse manufacture the weapons prior to demilitarization. It is this reverse
manufacture process that consumes the bulk of the current demilit arization effort. Other
than easng the mnds d critics, it is doubtful that the overall sakty or actual destuction
effort will differ greatly from the process used today to extract agent from weapons and
incinerate it. So the dday in constructing demilitarization facilities has not made the
processsafr, only debyed the aiginal construction daes am the el dae for weapm
demilitarization.

On the other hand, the fledging denocracy in Russa hes faced nany growing pans
assaiated with its piograms. An insufficiercy of national funding ard lack of knowledge

in danmilitarization technologies causes Russia to reman in the planning stage and
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depemlert on US assstarce. Besdes he funding ard techmology problems, Russa faces
a population now wiling to question the right of the government to construct
demilitarization facilities near their towns as well as the environmental qudity of those
plants. The Russian plan initially established urder the BDA is on hold as a new more
accep#ble phn ewlves 1o meetthe cancems of the peqle ard government. Even with
the CTR funding to assist in the construction of new demilitarization facilit ies, it is unlik ely

Russia will be able to meet the timeline defined in the CWC.

Proliferation of Ballistic Missile Delivery Systems

Chemical weapans are deiverade usng the full spectum of convention munitions.
However, it is when such weapons are matched with ballistic missiles that the combination
could becane extrenely efficiert ard efectve. The Depatment of Defense listed 15
nations as having ballistic missiles in 1994 an edimates as many as 20 possessors by
2000. SeeAnnex B for a st of gateswith CW ard ballistic missile technology. Most of
these governments claim they desire missiles to deter regiona threats. If this is true, it is
strange, then that many of these mtions have modified what were once regionally
accepsble missiles to ones with ranges in exces of 2,000, 2500 a ewen 7,000
kilometers?

It was exctly this concem that led sewral wesem nations to orgarze the Missle
Tecmology Control Regime (MTCR) in 1987. Their aim was to dow or sop the
proliferation of nuclearweapm delvery technology, but cleaty the agumernt apples ©
the aher weapams d mass desuction. Every missie exporter is now signed or pledged

to alide ly the MTCR gudeines. Unfortunately, as wih pewious nternational
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agreeners ard treaies, there is no mears o verify compliance. In fact, seweral nations
are rumored to be in violation. Unfortunately, the catis out of the bag and many of those
nations once depedert on imported weapaos are row deweloping their own producton
facilities.®> In the not too dstant future some of the truly rogue nations may be able to
manufacture missles capale of reaching more US dlies and ultimately, the continental
United States itself.

What is needed is an international missile convention based on the principles of the
CWC: suppat of nonproliferation, dechration of capaliity, verification processes, and
challenge nspecions. If the ari-CWC contingert is correct ard snal violations of
chemical weapa dewelopmert occur, then the mears o delver those weapaos nust be
constrained. In orderto hide covert missle development, states wth conceaéd clemical
weapon technology would have to manage mutiple clandestine operations, a much more
difficult task. Especally when atmospteric tests by US national tecmical mears ad in

verification of compliance with treaty law.

Arguments From Both Perspectives

Disarms Potential Enemies/Reduces Proliferation/Template for Future Treaties.

In anidealworld, treaty compliance wauld ke total. No state would attempt to cheat
or assst other states n violating the aticles d ary ageenert. Unfortunately, in the real
world, many states will not sign or ratify certain treaties for reasons that they feel
compromise their sovereignty or ecaomic basis. Others do not sign or ratify because
they are rogue statesthat neither seek,nor accept international meddling in their internal

or exernal affars. These ogue sates dsam only when forced to under extrene
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ecanomic or pdlitical pressue or whenfaced wih overwhelming military force. Irag isan
exanple of a state that resisted he pditical ard ecaomic pressues, only to succurb to
military force when it lost the 1990-91 Gulf War.

Iraq’s kehavior represens a rew ard urcomfortable rerd. Ower the last 15 yeas
there have beennumerous alegations that smaller nations o the wald are ushg chemical
weapons during their military conflicts.* On the aher hand, the chemical supepowers
prefer the flexibilit y and greater destructive capabilit y of advanced conventional weaponry.
Chemical weapons are becoming the poor sate’s WMD with regional military advantage
being ganed by overtly gating or a least not denying one’'s chemical capability. The
suspcion that a state possesseshemcal weapams forces adersaries o either dewvelop
defensive systens a to chenicaly am thenseles. It may also deer atackson that state.
The CWC hreaks his do loop by providing dekensive asstarce b ary CWC member
threaered ly chemical atack. In addtion, CWC pditical pressues, diplomatic isolation,
ard international ecanomic sarctions plhced agaist aggessaos can perdlize proliferators
or those who do not join the CWC. Statesrecagnizing this disadwartage to acquring
chemical weapons may also come to see the wisdom of chemical disarmament.

The CWC is a treaty that not only purishes members for violations of the aticles, but
also purishes shtes hat fail to becane members. Non-members are not only sulject to
ecaomic sarctions, but are rot afforded he sane defensive unbrella offered members in
good starding. The intent of this trealy ard future treaies is to addess bhe gbbal good
rather than the rarrow interests o individual states. Former Secretary of State Janes A.

Baker 1ll, summed it up when he wrote about the US ratification debate, “It makes no
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serse 0 algue hat because aefv paiah states efuse b join the cawention the United
States should line up with them rather than the rest of the world.”

As for proliferation, the greatest single threatis from Russa and the former soviet
states. The rmgue sates ae wel known amd their actons can be monitored.
Unfortunately, Russa is less controllable due to the ske d the shte am the degee d
corruption within official chamels. Until inspectons teans arive in country ard sart the
process of securing that huge arsenal, the outside world will not know the full extent of
the problem. Graham Turbiville notes the demise of the then Soviet Army, now Russian
army, and the increased power of the Russian criminal element in diverting chemical
weapas to third paties. For exanple, in 1995, Lieuenant Gereral Anatoly Kuntsevich
of the former Chemical Troopswas criminally charged with ddivering over 800 kiogranms
of restricted chemcak to Middle East buyers ard with a sulsequem attempted saé of
another five-and-a-half tons.® Without the CWC ard its werificaion regime, there i little
chance of stopping what may already be a fatal hemorrhage from this former superpower.

It is the perlty phase & the CWC that attracts so many. Without erforcenert, the
trealy would be no more effecive that the frequenly violated teaies o the past
Membership in past treaties was, in many cases, only a symbolic surrendering to the will of
the powverful states. The powverful states wee then free b interpret those treaies albsen
any international consensushe CWC, will forever changed that mind set.

The CWC now is being view as e template for the caming revision of the Biological
ard Toxin Weapas Cawention (BWC) . It is ironic that the USwas te sate that
workedto ersure the eriorcenent aspect o the treaty ard now it may be the shte that

leads to its demise. As Senator Richard Luga said, “If the US fails to ratify, it will wreck
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the entire appaatus...other courtries will fin d excuses not to comply.” * US leadeship is
essential in the continuing effort to build better treaties. US failure with the CWC could

doom more than this one treaty.

Intelligence Tool Against Adversaries/ Verification is Poor/Cheating is Easy

Former CIA director Janes Woolseytestified that “the chemical weapas problem is
so difficult from an intelligence peaspective that | cannot state that we have high
confidence in our ability to detect noncompliance, especialy on a small scale”® The
verification aspect of the treaty is indeed flawed in that only declared facilities of member
states ae goento inspecton. The implicaion is that rogue ard dishonest state canawid
inspection merely by withholding permission to inspect undeclared stes or by limiting the
number of dechred stes. It therefore appeas the verificaion processwould not stop
toxic chemical produdion as desired, but rather only increase the price of such illegd
activities?

Direcior Woolseys concems fall in line with a geat number of other pegle. What
do the aher states lave ard how much do they have? As the USfound out in the Guf
War, it is easyto conceal weapm development programs ard stockpiles. The US was
totally unprepared for the size of program the Iragi military possessed.® Other closed
sccieties suchas tran, North Korea,ard Libya pcse equdy realthreat with programs the
US also knows little about. Even closer to home, the fact that Dr. Vil S. Mirayanov sted
light on a covert Russan chenical development program desgning a rew agem stows
that friendly states are capable of exploiting loopholes or violating the intent of tréaties.

Howewer, a greaer number of pele feel that the anly way the US cangan better

accesgo global programs is via the CWC ard its ratification process. Unless a site s a
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member in good sanding, its citizens are ingligible from serving in the Technical
Secretariat or on its inspecion teans. Being in the sewice of the inspecion teans is key
to gaining critical information of other states.

In order to deiver a retification, the sate must ackrowledge is chemical program to
include stes, types ard quarities. Even indudries involved n the producion or use of
chemicak an the UN scledules d restricted clenicals must be idertified for verificaton
inspection. This daa is ddiverable only to other members of the convention. With
membership comes vulnerability to short-notice challenge inspections conduded by the
Techical Secretariat. On the aher hand, urtil they becane members, states ae sulpect
to both the international pdlitical pressue to becane members ard to the eer increasing
economic sanctions directed toward their chemical industries.

Oppments to US ratificaion quickly note that inspecions are anly aganst dechred
sites ard ary attempt to expard inspecton is at the host state’s leisure. In realty, the
political pressures to prove compliance will prevent states from putting up inflated
defenses agaist exparded nspectons. If the netter camot be resdved by the OPCW,
then the UN Gereral Assenbly becanes the decsion body ard the dfending stte’s
membership is in jeopardy. Loss of membership would be a steep pdlitical and economic
cost.

Concems have also been raised alout compromising caporate proprietary
information during inspectons. For those shates seekig to use he cawention asa mears
of obtaining proprietary information, such acions are aganst treay aticles. The
Prepaatory Commisson, acting for the future Techical Secrtanat, ard the US

addressed that issue and constructed barriers against disclosures.
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So, if the US wishes b patticipat in the daa flow between members ard have
individuds on the inspection teams visiting these international sites, then it has to complete
ratification of the CWC. Failure to do so will leave the US with no better intellig ence that
it has today. That is one less avenue for getting information regarding CW stockpiles of

rogue nations.

Legal Leverage Against Non-membership and Treaty Violators

For the first time, a treaty is about to enter into force that has legd pendlties to pay
for noncompliance. As with the MTCR aml other nonproliferation ageenerts, China,
North Korea, Gemary, Frarce, ard other Europeanstates have a history of operly
ignoring trade restrictions. Their reasms for violatng the ageenerts are tied b the
lucrative saks found in weapm tectnology ard the fact that few legal restraints existed.*
Also, companies pursuing profits sometimes violate national export laws and go
undetected by understaffed or disinteresed governments. Under the QNC, if caugh in a
violation, they would be sulject to expulsion from the convention ard could potentially
suffer traderestriction perdlties. The US chemical industy, alone, estmates a sgnificart
impactto its $60 bllio n annud international trade if ratification fails. That revenue would
be cut off as a pedty for non-membershp. The impactto the smaller, more specalized
chemical industies d dewloping sttes waild be even more severe. Members with
eviderce d treat violations by others canrequestthe ORCW to dispath aninternational
inspecton teamto determine compliance or noncompliance. No suchtool exsts today
without the CWC.

Laurie Boulden of the Henry L. Stimson Center paints out the legd dilemmafor the

US ard ather states f the USfails to ratify the convention. In her article “The Importarce
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of Ratifying the Conventiond Weapons Convention,” she notes that many of the other
chemical supepowers will not feel obligated to disarm if the US refuses to reciprocate, or
even worse, fails to ratify the cawention. She further notes that CWC member-states
probaldy would hesitate to erdorse a USpreenptive stike aganst analegedproliferation
site urless he USwere also a CWC member. ° If the US fails to becomes a full fledged
member of the CWC, its international status will no better than a rogue gate that it
condemns today. No state wauld propose or conduct a preenptive strike aganst US
chemical facilities, however, member sates would begin immediate restrictions and

monitoring of chemical trade with US industries.

Treaty will Protect U.S. Chemical Trade Industry/Regulates International Trade

In ary discusson of the aguners relative to the CWC, the greatest obstack ©
ratification is the Senate of the Urited Sates. The Senate almost presened the trealy for
formal ratificaion in May of 1996; howewer, the appoaching presdertial elecions made
that acion pdliticaly uracceptble. Presdert Clinton, sersing anenbarrassng defeatfor
ratificaton, withdrew the trealy from consideration urtil atter the ekctons. Today, US
Senators belonging to the Repulhican paity threaen to continue wihholding the treaty
from a matificaion vote. One d their stated ngor concems is that it placesexcessive
admnistrative lurders an US bushesses.The pioponerts seethis asa facetous argunent
since the US chemical industry publicly supports treaty ratification.

The US tas anamual $60 hllio n in chemical trade at risk. The loss of international
chemical markets with CWC members cauld, over a perod of yeas, reachinto the
hundreds of millions of dadllars snce every mgor US chemical trade partner has signed and

ratified the convention. If the convention manages to hdd together without the US,
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Russia, and China, then the US trading sphere will be reduced to such gates as Libya,
North Korea, Iran, ard the aher rogues. This scemrio is highly urlikely, asnoted in a
recen interview with a hgh ranking CIA official. In the interview, the official doubted
seliously that Europe a ary other state wauld restrict chemical tradewith a non-member
US, because, “ world trade is just too dependent on US products and supplies.”

Is this CIA view valid or would the dewloping states d the wald look at a ron-
member US as anecaomic windfal? Mary of the dewloping siate have small but
growing chemical indudries and could possibly fill t he massive void left by the US. Most
international deadlersin chemical trade atempt to limited their number of supplersin order
to reduce trarspatation costs. That mears wren an international  trader switches
supplers for one cremcal, unless dher contracted clenicak ae unque b the previous
supplier, the entire portfolio will transfer to the new accaunt. In other words, the loss b

the US would be greater than just the chemicals regulated by the CWC.

Forces Undue Costs on Business/Violates Constitutional Rights Gompanies

Onre o the nost frequen argunrerts aganst the CWC is the percepion that massive
numkers of inspectors will flood the country and set sege to the US chemical indudry.
Some predict large and small companies will be burdened with hundreds of millions of
dollars of dehilit ating regulatory requirements. The Heritage Foundation estimates the
amual cost to comply at $200 million, while the Chemical Manufactures Association
(CMA) says it will only cost $250000° The arswer probaly lies sanewhere in between
these extrenes kecause e Heitage Foundaion catulates the cost based o al
companes having the sane regulatory requirements ard costs, while the CMA is very

liberal in its estimates.
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Some question the congtitutionality of the CWC inspection process, labeling it as a
violation of due poces. Former Judge Rbert Bork ewven sees quesions of Fifth
Amendment rights against self-incrimination. These concerns are strange since Article VII
of the CWC direcs US verificaion acivities to urfold in accadarce wih the
Constitution. To enphass this, former White House Caircil C. BoydenGrey stated that
Congress las “both the goportunity ard obligaion to incorporate ary constitutional
protections it feels may be lacking in the Constitution itself.”*® In acuaity, eachdechred
site will negatiate with the inspectors to ddine the specific process of inspection. Also,
the stes ae ot obligated b arswer invalid quesions or alow excessie inspecion of
records or facilities if the actions are deemed urrelated to the inspection or are outside
reasonability. The US CMA and other chemical associations endorse the CWC and
worked wih the Repaatory Council to develop the USinspecton procedues anl tested
them a actud facilities. So the question must be asked, who is truly correct about the
intrusiveress @& the CWC inspections, cettain arti-CWC lawmakess or the pele in
jeopardy of losing billio ns of ddllars in global trade One suggesion is to follow the

money.

Loss of In-kind Retaliation/Must Maintain Full CW Defense Capability

Although CWC proponerts continuously tout the cawention's restriction aganst
possessin of chemical weapns, it fals sewerely short of that position. In fact two
chemicak successflly enployed duing WWI are rot prohibited, phosgere ard hydrogen
cyande. The reasm these gases arrot restricted s that they are o widely used m

chemical manufacturing to realsticaly monitor their distribution or use. This one

41



excepion proves te falacy in ary comprehensive atempt to devse a ikst to ban or
control weapon related chemicéls.

Russa’s suspe@d rew binary age, reported ty Dr. Mirzayarov, is rumored to be a
product of atypical chemicak. If the umors are carect ard reseach continues uabated,
thenthe controlled chenical schedules d the CWC are overcome by techology ard the
US palicy of respasein-kind may be void. How thendoes the USrespand to a clenical
attackif its own chemcal arseral is gone? Onre arsweris to do exacly as Pesdert Bush
did when he disawowed the use © chemcal weapas while at the sane time waming Iraq
that the US would respand to such an attack ‘disproportionately.” Saddam Hussen
interpreted that staterrert to mean nuclear™ The Rentagan even ackrowledges hat
some chemicals could elude the inspectors, but not in military sgnificant numbers.™® As a
result, the utility of chemical weapons fades as a Sate advances in precision, brilliant, and
high technology weaponry as the Wemonstrated during Desert Storm.

The fact that rogueor covert chemical programs will continue to exist whether there
isa CWC or not requires the USto maintain an expersive am eer-improving deensive
capability. That is Smply something the US must live with, as was exemplified by the
quariity of defensive precauions taken duiing Desetr Storm. The akllity of the alied
forces b ergage ad destoy much of Irag’s chemical arseral with high techhology

weapons shows that the best defense may be a good conventional offense.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions

Goneare the daysahen Anrerica could ely on geogaphical disancesto
buy time until w could mobiliz. Ballistic missiles and weaponsof mas
degruction have not only comgassed geogaphical distances but may
also prevent US. forcesfrom everreaching the battleéld. The next ar
could be over by the time America is fully mobilized.

—Casper Weinberger, Peter Schweizer
The Next War

It is time the US faces up d the wald leadeshp role it inherited following the
calapse d the Swiet Union in 1992. The US nust deivery its ratificaion of the CNVC
before the May 6, 1997 neeing of the Confererce d the SatesPaties. Unless the nost
powerful nation on earth (economically and militarily) is willin g to initiate the disarmament
of weapas of massdestuction, then that global effort is a lopeless cause.Recen cals
by past world military and pdiitical leaders to rid the earth of nudear weapons shows the
futility of retaining these relics. The conventional capatilities of many nations today assure
amore precise, rapid and decisive drike against enemies than the indiscriminate WMDs of
the past.

China and Russa awat the US ratificaton to aid them in the cremical disamanmert
decsion they also must make. The cacems that the treat is not ideal or that other
nations might not ratify it should not be limiting factors to US ratification. Rogue states

will never be constrained throughtreaties. No mater what restrictions are placed o their
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accesgo raw materials, evil paties , given the right drive arl financial backing will o btain
those materials. Isit not in the USinterest to keep nost of the wald awayfrom chemical
weapons and to limit the sze of the CW problem? Nudear maerias are much harder to
obtain than chemical and biological, but none-the-less gill obtainable. Jug as Japanese
terrorists wee alde to manufacture pason gas,so canstate governments. The proper
pah to follow is the restriction of maeria availability as mantained through the
accountability and verification articles of the CWC.

Finally, the ecanomic sarctions aganst non-member states caild prove dsastous D
the US. The US fough hard to include tese bugh sarctions in the realy as a rears o
induceal states nto membershp. The trealy was degjned Pr the bettermert of the
world vice te individualdesies d indepemert states. Unless te trealy has teeh to hold
it together and ensure global compliance, it will go down as just another ineffective
convention. The fact that same US individuak now find the trealy counter to their
interestsisgood What better test than to have the world’s most powerful nation debate
the usetilnessof the treaty ard find for its ratificaion? For if the USdoes rot bend to the

intent of the treaty, will any nation?
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Appendix A

Signatories and Ratifications

Updated March 22, 1997

Signatories: 161 Ratifications: 70

Afghanistan Bolivia

Albania—RATIFIED 5/11/94 Bosnia & Herzegovina—
Algeria—RATIFIED 8/14/95 RATIFIED 2/25/97
Argentina—RATIFIED 10/2/95 Brazil—RATIFIED 3/13/96
Armenia—RATIFIED 1/27/95 Brunei Darussalem
Australia—RATIFIED 5/6/94 Bulgaria—RATIFIED 8/10/94
Austria—RATIFIED 8/17/95 Burkina Faso

Azerbaijan Burundi

Bahamas Cambodia

Bahrain Cameroon—RATIFIED 9/16/96
Bangladesh Canada—RATIFIED 9/26/95
Belarus—RATIFIED 7/11/96 Cape Verde
Belgium—RATIFIED 1/27/97 Central African Republic
Benin Chad

46



Chile—RATIFIED 7/11/96

China

Columbia

Comoros

Congo

Cook Islands—RATIFIED 7/15/94
Costa Rica—RATIFIED 5/31/96
Cote d’lvoire—RATIFIED 12/18/95
Croatia—RATIFIED 5/23/95
Cuba

Cyprus

Czech Republic—RATIFIED 3/6/96
Denmark—RATIFIED 7/13/95
Djibouti

Dominica

Dominican Republic
Ecuador—RATIFIED 9/6/95

El Salvador—RATIFIED 10/30/95
Equatorial Guinea

Estonia

Ethiopia—RATIFIED 5/13/96

Fiji—RATIFIED 1/20/93
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Finland—RATIFIED 2/7/95
France—RATIFIED 3/3/95
Gabon

Gambia

Georgia—RATIFIED 11/27/95
Germany—RATIFIED 8/12/94
Ghana

Greece—RATIFIED 12/22/94
Guatemala

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Guyana

Haiti

Holy See

Honduras
Hungary—RATIFIED 10/31/96
Iceland

India—RATIFIED 9/3/96
Indonesia

Iran

Ireland—RATIFIED 6/24/96

Israel



Italy—RATIFIED 12/8/95
Japan—RATIFIED 9/15/95
Kazakhstan

Kenya

Kuwait

Kyrgyzstan
Laos—RATIFIED 2/25/97
Latvia—RATIFIED 7/23/96
Lesotho—RATIFIED 12/7/94
Liberia

Liechtenstein

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Madagascar

Malawi

Malaysia
Maldives—RATIFIED 5/31/94
Mali

Malta

Marshall Islands
Mauritania

Mauritius—RATIFIED 2/9/93
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Mexico—RATIFIED 8/29/94
Micronesia

Moldova-8 July 1996
Monaco—RATIFIED 6/1/95
Mongolia—RATIFIED 1/17/95
Morocco—RATIFIED 12/28/95
Myanmar

Namibia—RATIFIED 11/27/95
Nauru

Nepal
Netherlands—RATIFIED 6/30/95
New Zealand—RATIFIED 7/15/96
Nicaragua

Niger

Nigeria

Norway—RATIFIED 4/7/94
Oman—RATIFIED 2/8/95
Pakistan

Panama

Papua New
Guinea—RATIFIED 4/17/96

Paraguay—RATIFIED 12/1/94



Peru—RATIFIED 7/20/95
Philippines—RATIFIED 12/11/96
Poland—RATIFIED 2/15/95 but
deposited 8/23/95
Portugal—RATIFIED 9/10/96
Qatar

Romania—RATIFIED 2/15/95
Russian Federation

Rwanda

Saint Kitts and Nevis

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines

Samoa

San Marino

Saudi Arabia—RATIFIED 8/9/96
Senegal
Seychelles—RATIFIED 4/7/93
Sierra Leone

Singapore

Slovak

Republic—RATIFIED 10/27/95
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South Africa—RATIFIED 9/13/95
South Korea

Spain—RATIFIED 8/3/94

Sri Lanka—RATIFIED 8/19/94
Swaziland—RATIFIED 11/20/96
Sweden—RATIFIED 6/17/93
Switzerland—RATIFIED 3/10/95
Tajikistan—RATIFIED 1/11/95
Tanzania

Thailand

Togo

Tunisia

Turkey
Turkmenistan—RATIFIED 9/29/94
Uganda

Ukraine

United Arab Emirates

United Kingdom—RATIFIED 5/13/96
United States
Uruguay—RATIFIED 10/6/94
Uzbekistan—RATIFIED 7/23/96
Venezuela

Viet Nam



Yemen Zambia

Zaire Zimbabwe
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Appendix B

States Chemical Weapon/Missile Capability
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Source: Zachary S. Davis, “Non-proliferation Regimes: Policies to Control the Spread of
Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Weapons and Missiles.

Key:

Chemical Weapons

PC Possession Confirmed
PP Probable Possession
SP Suspected Programs
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Missile Capability

L Long Range (over 3,000 miles)

| Intermediate Range (up to 3,000 miles)
M Medium Range (up to 1,5000 miles)
S Short Range (up to 600 miles)
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APG
APGEA
AU
AWC

BDA

CBW
CDRA
CSP
CTR
Cw
CwC

EIF
EPA

DOD or DoD
NRC
OPCW

PC
PMCD

RWP

us
USSR
UN
USAF

WMD(s)
WWI
WWII

Glossary

Aberdeen Proving Grounds

Aberdeen Proving Grounds Executive Agency
Air University

Air War College

Bilateral Destruction Agreement of 1990

Bilateral Chemical and Biological Agreement of 1992

Conference of States Parties

Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 1991
Chemical Weapons, Chemical Warfare
Chemical Weapons Convention

Enter into Force
Environmental Protection Agency

Departmenbf Defense
National Research Council
Organization for the Prevention of Chemical Weapons

Preparatory Council
Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization

Research Writing Paper

United States

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
United Nations

United States Air Force

Weapon(s) of Mass Destruction
First World War, war to end all wars
Second World War
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