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A lntrodncﬁon.

This paper is intended to provide an assessment of the progress the
Administration has made in eoopcratlvc efforts to improve fissile material protection,
control and accounting (MPC&A) in Russia, which inherited more than 90 percent of the
Soviet Union’s weapon-usable fissile material.! Other panelists will address progress in
cooperative efforts with other republics of the former Soviet Union (FSU). For
discussion purposed we divide the US. MPC&A ass:stance effort into the following
. components: ‘

* The Department of Defense s (DOD’s) Cooperative Threat Reducuon program
responsible for administering funding provided under the Soviet Threat Reduction
Act of 1991 (P.L. 102-228,-also known as the “Nunn-Lugar Act”), and subsequcnt
congressional appropriations. This program )s referred to as the “Nunn-Lugar,”

or “Govcrnment-to-Govemment cffort.

* A recently initiated program of cooperation among U.S. and Russian nuclear
laboratories, administered by the Department of Energy (DOE) and called the

: Lnboratoxy-to—laboratory Nuclear Materials Protection, Control, and Accounting.
Program. This program is often referred to as the DOE administered “Lab-to-

Lab” program.

* Nuclear chulatory Commission (NRC) cooperation with Gosatomnadzor
(GAN) on development of a safeguards mfrastructure for Russm. .

* International Science and Technology Center (ISTC) administered MPC&A
activities funded under Nunn-Lugar, including “Project 40,” a GAN led project
with Ministry of Atomic Energy (Mmatom) cooperation to develop safcguards for
plutonium processing at Tomsk-7.

The first two programs, the Gov-to-Gov and Lab-to-Lab efforts, have received the
greatest attention and funding and are the focus of our assessment.

: From the Administration’s prospectlve cooperatxve efforts to improve MPC&A in
Russia have moved slowly due to the difficulties in negotiating with Minatom officials, but
that in recent months good progress has been made, and the two countries are poised to
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make s1gmﬁcantprogrcssmthefuturc. While there is some merit in this prospective,
our assessment is that:

a) theDOD.dmiﬁisteredehmeﬂnrt,iowthmymoﬂ,hshﬂedm"’ |
date to improve MPC&A in Russia;

b) thecumntpmgrammbechncterindutoohte,mlitde,andtooslow;_

c) ahrgeshuofthebhmemusqnuelywiththeAdminismﬂon,thmm
senonsmnnagerhldeﬁcienduwithinDODndtheNaﬂonnISecnrltyCoundl

(NSC) with regard to administering this effort;

d)thenewDOEadministeredlab-to—hbpmmmhmklnggoodpmgreu;
management of the residual Nunn- Luzar MPC&A efforts should be shifted from

DOD to DOE; and

‘e) mekmﬁwnmchhashﬂedmmueﬂecﬁnmpeuﬁnm'
eﬂ'ort;thecnmntpmmmmiuionmnnbenvlud,ndMPC&Aeﬂoru should

begivenhigherpﬁoﬂtyndaceelmtedﬂthemmmhwhnveadgmﬁmt
mdﬁmelyimpoctonongoin;nudenrsmngglin;ucﬂviﬂainkuzh. ‘

Toassessthescnousnecsoftbepmblem,andthuntsngbtfulpnomywnhmthe
spectrum of potential threats to U.S. security interests. It is useful to examine the
publicly known cases mvolvmg dxvenmn ofweapon-mable materials. '

IL. Diversions of Weapon-Uuble Mnterhls from Rnuin Fscilities. -

We estimate that about 28,000 intact nuclear weapons remain in the FSU,
~ and that about 1000 tons of weapon-usable highly-enriched uranium (HEU), 170 tons of
separated plutonium in weapons or available for weapons, and 30 tons of separated civil
plutonium are stored in Russia. Most, if not all, of these inventories are stored under -
madcquate condmons of physwal secunty and of material control and accounting. .

Russxan Prwdcnt Boris Yeltsin has said that 40 percent of individual pnvate

businessmen and 60 percent of all Russian companies have been corrupted. by organized - .

“crime. Corruption is rife in the Russian Army; approximately 3,000 officers have been
disciplined for engaging in questionable business practices, and 46 generals and other
ofﬁcetsfacemalmanmnalchargegaccordmgtoareeentDcpamnemofEnergy :
rep_ort. In 1992, some 40,000 charges of comxpnon were brought agamst membcrs of

? US. Department of Encrgy, omdmmmnmm omumww'menm N
Mafia," 15 November 1993. - :
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the Russian armed forces. In the same year, the Russian defense ministry reported 4,000
cases of conventional weapons missing from military depots and nearly 6,500 cases in
1903 3

Reports of illegal activities in Russia associated with nuclear materials—offers to
sell and successful and unsuccessful attempts to steal nuclear materials—appear in the
Russian and European press at a rate of several per week. Low-enriched uranium fuel
has been stolen. _

SmcepassagcoftheNunnngarActoflwl,ﬁvesenouscascsofdwemonof
weapon-usable fissile material have occurred—three involving 1.5 to 3 kilograms (kg) of
HEU, and the other two involved ‘over 100 grams of HEU or plutonium (Table 1)

Most, if not all, of the materials were stolen from Russian nuclear facilities, and in two
cases the materials were intercepted outside of Russia. We are told that the U.S. has
been informed that a larger amount of weapon-usable material was stolen, and that a
substantial fraction remains unaccounted for, but we do not know the details, and are not
in a position to judge the validity of this case. :

A Scttmg aside the one classified case, several eoncluslons can be drawn from the
five most serious cases that have been revealed:

1) kilogmm quantities ofmpon-mble fissile materhls are being stolen from
institutes in Russia; ,

2) somehcﬁonofthesematerhlsmnotbeingintemeptedbefonleavingthe :
Russianborders;and :

3) orgmiudaimeelemenuwereinvolvedhoneknmeuetodate(Vﬂnins),
although it is ot clear they knew they were shipping fissile material.

4)--Aﬂkhowncasuinvolveddivmiomﬁomdv&spwe,nd/n§nlmctot” .
research and fuel manufacturing facilities. No known diversions have occurred
~ that involved nuclear weapons or weapon components.

5) We don’t know what we don’t know. Given the lack of adequate inventory
controls, there may well have been successful diverslons that have not been

Ifoneassumesthatthengmﬁcanceofagwennsktonatmnalsecuntylsafuncuonoflts
Jethality and likelihood of occurrence, then the prospect of tens or hundreds of thousands
.ofAmcncamdymgmanudearterromtattack_shquldrankveryhxghonthehstof :

"Ihemghl’riceotﬁmm IkEwuaw 19Februuyl994,-dwdbymmnmin'lheﬁmlsup
cfAmsOmud, Ummcfconeamdsm.ﬂulylm
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threats. In fact, an attack of the requisite potential lethality — last year’s bombing of the
World Trade Center — has already occurred. All it lacked was the requisite explosive
power. Even the fissile yield of a crude nuclear device made with a few kilograms of
plutonium would have been enough to. bring down the buikding, killing 40,000 or more

people.

So there would appear to be a very high priority — at least as high if not ,
exceeding that attached to theater ballistic missile defense — to preventing terrorist
organizations and hostile states from gaining access to weapon-usable fissile materials.
So why is the Pentagon $3 billion annually on missile defense, but only $45 million on
fissile material security and control. . :

From this perspective, the overriding policy implications of the known cases of diversion

The greatest risk to the U.S. national security today is the ongoing
diversion of nuclear weapon-usable material from Russia.

The Administration’s MPC&A effort in Russia is not commensurate

with this assessment of the threat. '

Before reviewing the DOD administered Nunn-Lugar and the DOE administered
Lab-to-Lab MPC&A efforts, we turn to one of the success stories, Project Sapphire.

IL Project Sapphire. o ‘ ‘

Last year the United States, in cooperation with the Kazakh Republic, moved 600
kg of HEU (at various enrichments) from Kazakhstan to the Y-12 plant at Oak Ridge -
for safe keeping. While a marked success, we note that there are an estimated 1,200

tonnes of scparated weapon-usable fissile material in the FSU, mostly in Russia. Thus: .
Project Sapphire remedied only 0.05 perceat of the problem. '

The Project Sapphire materials were naval fuel which the Kazakh Republic had
no interest in retaining, and for which Kazakhstan was richly rewarded by the United .

States. This case has little relevance toward securing the other weapon-usable materials—

the other 99.95 percent of the problem--most of it in Russia.
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III. The DOD administered Cooperative Threat Reduction (Nunn-Lugar) Program to
Date Has Failed to Produce Results on MPC&A. :

The Soviet Threat Reduction Act (Nunn-Lugar) had as its fundamental purpose
assistance to (1) destroy nuclear, chemical and other weapons and (2) transport, store,
disable, and safeguard weapons in connection with their destruction, and (3) establish
verifiable safeguards against the proliferation of such weapons. Following passage of the
Nunn-Lugar, the U.S. Congress has authorized $1.27 billion to carry out these tasks (See
Table 2).

DOD lost $218 M of the original $400 M authorized in FY 1997. due to fnilure by DOD
to obligate the funds in a timely manner.

Following passage of the Nunn-l.ngar exclusive of Operation Sapphire, DOD has
allocated just over $200 M for Russian nuclear weapon transport, d:smantleme.nt, and
fissile material security (Table 3).

Status and observations regarding selectod Nunn-Lugar accounts:
A WarheadmnsportandEmergencyRuponu(WM): ‘

- Kevlar blankets to protect warheads in transport from small arms fire were
~ successfully delivered under budget (for $3.3 M) by June 1993, but this was after
the tactical warheads had been transported back to Russia from dispersed
deployment sites. Likewise, the first U.S.-made rail car modification kits were not
shipped until April 1994. By August 1994, 80 percent of the emergency response . |
equipment and training task had been completed. It is interesting to note that
DOD allocated more funding to this task than it originally set aside for improving -
MPC&A at existing facilities. Also, DOD was willing to spend $15 M to show
Russia how to respond to the next nuclear accident, but nothing to assist in the
cleanup of the nuclcar accidents that had already occurred.

B. FiuileMnterhlStonge:

DOD ,has-,pnrchased from USS. contractors, and is storing in the United States
awaiting shipment to Russia, $8 M in heavy equipment (bulldozers and road
graders) under this program. There is no shortage of such equipment in Russia.
The site for the first new fissile matcnal storage facihty at Chclyabmsk-65 has
already been. clearcd.

| C. Improvin; MPC&A at Existing Facilities ($30 M)

.The US. lmtm]ly oﬁ'ered to provnde $10 M in assistance to dcmonstrate state-of-
the-art MC&A at two facilities. Russia responded by offering the LEU line at the
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Elektrostal fuel fabrication plant. The U.S. declined, requesting access to the
'HEU line at Elektrostal. Russia said this line was used to manufacture naval fuel,
and consequently, the U.S. could not be given access to this line (the Russians are
not permitied access to U.S. naval fuel facilities). To date $1 M had been spent
with no results. Subsequently the U.S. offered to spend $20 M to upgrade the
MC&A at the facility that would be used to blend the 500 tonnes of HEU down
into LEU prior to shipment to the U.S. Minatom constructed its own MC&A at
the blending facility and claimed that U.S. assistance was not needed.

After failure to make progress by demonstrating state-of-the art MC&A at two
facilities, the U.S. asked Russia to identify the MPC&A improvement that were
most needed. The U.S. would allocate an additional $20 M in assistance to

- provide “quick fixes.” Russia did not respond to the U.S. request to identify the
quick fix sites. Funding for all three projects ($30 M less $1 M already spent) has
been reprogrammed for a new Gov-to-Gow initiative approved by the Russians to -
upgrade MPC&A at four major risk sites (Mayak, Obninsk, Elektrostal [breeder
line], and Dimitrovgrad). Two other sites, Novosibirsk and Podolsk, have been
tabled by the U.S. but not agreed to by the Russians. The U.S.-Russian
agreement to upgrade MPC&A at four high risk facilities was reached only last
month. To date, there has not been any significant improvement in MPC&A in
Russia under the DOD administered Nuna-Lugar program, primarily, for the

a) the DOD initially did mot support the Nunn-Lugar effort and actually
obstructed its implementation; - ' .

* b). the DOD pursued an overly restrictive interpretation of the Nunn-Lugar Act,
*  requiring that virtually all funding go to U.S. contractors, leading Minatom
officials to ridicule the program; ' « ,

c) DOD’s Office of International Security Policy, which administers the Nuna-
 Lugar effort, never took an active interest in fissile material control issves; other
DOD programs, ¢.g., dismantlement of delivery systems, the Ukraine problem,
reduction of alert weapons, took precedence; DOD officials excuse the lackof =~
progress om fissile material control by casting blame on senior Minatom officials;

d) the Clinton National Security Council (NSC), characterized by bifurcated - -
~ nonproliferation/arms coatrol responsibilities, and a lack of management skills,
. tailed t0 recognize the sericusness of the nuclear diversion threat, and ignored =

e)thehecuﬁvékmﬁisiﬂﬂmﬂing'ﬁrawwm-pmgmmof C
M]’C&A assistance that is acceptable to both the U.S. and Russian interests. =
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IV. U.S. DOE Administered Lab-to-Lab Effort.

In response to these difficulties, and Congruuonal direction in the Conference
Report on the FY95 Defense Authorization Act to move ahead on improving fissile
material control in Russia‘, the Under Secretary of Encrgy initiated the Lab-to-Lab
MPC&A program. Under this DOE administered program, U.S. national laboratories
are currently working with the two Russian weapon labs, Arzamas-16 and Chelyabinsk-70,
the Kurchatov and Eleron Institutes in Moscow, and the Institute of Physics and Power
Engineering (IPE)mObmnsk,alongthhthreeotherRusﬂan institutes that provide a
small amount of technical support. -

In contrast to the DOD-administered Nunn-Lugar effort, the DOE Lab-to-Lab
effort has already begun to show results. - Starting from scratch in mid-April 1994, the
Lab-to-Lab cooperative effort was already installing MPC&A improvements at the
Kurchatov Institute by November-December. An Arzamas-16 proposal should permit the
cooperative program to expand soon to other facihnes. :

The annual fundmg levels for the Gov- to-Gov and Lab-to-Lab MPC&A efforts at
existing facilities in Russia are shown in Table 4. The DOD-administered program to
upgrade the four to six high risk sites likely will soon to be transferred from DOD to
DOE so that thctwoprogramscanbemtcgrated. ‘ ‘

Why is the Lab-to-Lab effort working when the DOD admm:stered Nmn -Lugar

'effortfailed? Webehevethcfollowmgareamongthepnmaryreasons , :

a) mmgeuatDOEandthehboamchgruterimponancetohnrlngthe
success of their effort and have made it a higher priority; DOE and the labs take
the program more seriously, want it to work, and are striving to insure its

b)'compandtotheDODadministemde—Lngnreﬂoﬁ,thenaﬁomlhbshnve
greater nenbﬂitytospendmoneyinknssiamdmleu encumberedby '

pmclmement bureaucmcy;

‘ In April 19,4994mmmm¢m«ﬂmmurmamm~wsﬂm '
Commitiee, NRDC cited the failure of the Nunn-Lugar effort with regard to improving physical security and MC&A in -~ -
Russia, and the need for a joint lab-to-lab R&D effort related to the verification of the nuclear warhead dismantlement

mWeMmmMMDOE(UWmDOD)uMMMh‘ o

policy development and implementation of safeguards over warhead dismantiement and fissile material control-—-arcas
responsibility that traditionally have beea the purview of DOE and Minatom. Weﬁommmendedthll(lonye-
WMBMSlmNliMMMMMMWhWM

mmhlmmlm A
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c) there is a camaraderie among scientists at the Russian and U.S. labs that are
working together on the program;

d) the Lab-to-Lab effort has not been stifled by the interageacy decision-making
process managed by the NSC; and : ‘

¢) Minatom Minister Mikhailov received his Ph.D from, and worked at,
Arzamas-16. Wearing two hats, Mikhailov is also the Scieatific Director of

- Arzamas-16. Hehuastmngpenonnlndiutitnﬁonalintuutinpmmoﬁng
Lab-to-Lab cooperation.

V. Proposed New Direction.

Despite showing remarkable progress in the last few months, the DOE .
administered Lab-to-Lab effort will not succeed unless there are sngmﬁcant changes made
in the scope of its mlssxonandthclcvelofflmdmg.

The current ob_)ecnve of the DOE administered Lab-to-lab MPC&A effort is “to
make rapid improvements in the protection, control, and accounting of nuclear materials,
especially weapon-usable materials (separated plutonium and highly enriched uranium),
by working directly and cooperatively with Russian laboratories and institutes. -
Implementation at operating nuclear facilities in Russia, many of which are highly
sensitive and inaccessible to foreigners, will be carried out by the Russian laboratories,

- with technical cooperation from uUs. laboratories.”

To appreciate a major shortooming of this mission, it is useful to recall that shortly
after the passage of Nunn-Lugar, Minatom Minister Mikhailov was attacked by Russian
hard-liners for giving the Americans access to Russia’s defense secrets. They were
referring to conditions contained'in the Act and in the subsequent U.S.-Russian
framework agreement, which states that the United States “shall have the right to
cxammetheuscofanymatenal,trmnmg,orotherscmm that it might provide under
the Nunn-Lugar assistance program. In December 1992, Minister Mikhailov publicly
defended himself by noting that the Nunn-Lugar provisions provided no real access to, or
information on, Russia’s nuclear weapon activities.* Ever since, Mikhailov has had to
make sure the cooperative effort carried no national security disadvantage to Russia.
Consequently, to be effective and to gain access to sensitive Russian nuclear weapon

‘ ’Wmmnmmemwmmnmmm :
Control, and Accounting,” Revision 1, memeumuwmsmcmp.mwao.lm

' ‘mnmmmnmwmmmmmwd '

Nuciear Technology,” in. Controlling the Atom in the 215t Century, edited by David P. O'Vay,crhtq:lﬂﬂ.l’aine,md
: MWWWWMMIM};“ :

e
/



9

facilities, the cooperative MPC&A program must be viewed by Russia as completely
reciprocal both in its mission and its implementation. Moreover, as presently defined,
the mission has no ultimate goal, and no quantitative means of measuring progress or
success. This will result in the program beccxuiing budget-limited. The available budget
wiﬂdeﬁnewhatcnnbeaceompﬂshed,insmdoﬂheobjecﬂwdeﬁningthebndget

We believe these major deficiencies in the cooperative MPC&A effort could be
overcome by revising the mission of the Lab-to-Lab program. The expanded mission
should be cooperatively defined by a directive issued Jomtly by President’s Clinton and
Yeltsin, for example:

© “We [Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin] have requested that our respective national
laboratories jointly research, develop, and demonstrate, on a bilateral basis, a
monitoﬁngndnlegunrdsngimethntwmdwdurmmdwnpm
usabkﬁssﬂematembinthemponmtes” '

Onlythenwilltheparuesbeforcedtoaddressmethodsforadequatelysafeguardmgthe
most sensitive facilities and materials in both countries. This RD&D effort could be
done without making a political commitment to adopt the bilateral, or multilateral,
safeguards program once demonstrated. Do the RD&D first; then have the political
debate over whether the program should take on treaty status. The following are a few
observations concerning this proposed expanded mission:

a) This expanded mission should have complete reciprocity. U.S. and Russian
specialists would have equal access to each other’s facilmes.

b) mdlncﬁveshonldmmeﬁomthetwopruidenuinmﬂertogiveneeded
poliﬁmleovertoknssianminisﬁyndinsﬂtuteofﬁchls,mdtoobuinthe .
coopemtion ofthe U.S. Navy.

c) Bymﬁngaﬂwmpou-usabkﬁ&uhmatenakudwdurwapms,spedal
interests, e.g., Minatom, and the U.S. Navy, cannot exclude coverage on the basis
thattheirmterialtorhdliﬁumtoosenﬁﬂn. _

) leentheubshnﬂalnudearpnﬂifmﬂonmhtoday,buﬂdingmnl-
comprehensive non-discriminatory safeguards regime that covers the weapon
states should be a high priority in its own right. Had this program been initiated

© & year ago, even on a bilateral basis, we would have improved our chances of

- achieving an indefinite extension of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) As
shown in Figures 1 and 2 most of the weapon-usable materials in the worid are

" not covered by any international safegnards. The recent weapon-usable material
thefts occurred in a weapon-state (Russia), not facilities now under JAEA
“fm e . . . oo
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¢) RD&D om safeguards applicable to the weapon states should begin initially on

a bilateral basis with Russia in order to move more quickly to improve MPC&A
in Russia, and becanse the Rugsizas do not want the IAEA at their weapon
facilities at this time.

f) If we are to achieve deep reductions in the global nuclear weapon arsenals, a
safeguards regime covering the weapon states is essential (Figure 3). We should
initiate the RD&D for such a regime now. To convince other weapon states to
reduce their own arsenals significantly, they must be convinced that weapons
retired under current and future arms agreements have been dismantled and all
weapon-usable materials are accounted for. If we fail to implement todaya
comprehensive verification regime over the nuclear stockpile reduction process

. and fissile material inventories in the U.S. and Russia, this failure may constrain
inthemmnhowfarmmgoinndndngglohlamnnllndendingmrther
proliferation of nuclear weapons.




Table 1. Diversions of Significant Quantities of
Weapoa-Usable Fissile Material from Institutes in Russia.

. Oct. 1992: an employee of the Luch Production Assocumon, which S
manufactures nuclear space reactors, in Podolsk was apprchended at
the Podolsk train station with 1.5 kilograms of HEU in his suitcase.

May 1993: 27 crates containing 4 tonnes (t) of beryllium (Bc) ‘metal and a small
, quantity of HEU were discovered in a bank vault in Vilnius,

Lithuania. The DOE claims there were 2 kg of U-235 mechanically
implanted in the beryllium. The Lithuanian Nuclear Power
Authority (VATESI) claims there were 3860 kg of pure Be and 140
kg of a Be alloy containing 150 g of uranium enriched to 50 percent.
The CIA account is consistent with that of claim of VATESL and
differs from DOE’s. Apparently, the beryllium was intercepted as it
was being shipped from the Minatom Institute of Physics and Power
Engmeermg (IPE) in Obninsk, by a company called AMI (two
mobsters) in Zarechny, Sverdlovsk region (Y ekatennburg), to an

organized crime group in Lithuania.

Feb. 9, 1994: 3 kg (90% U-235) HEU stolen from the Elektrostal plant near
Moscow. A St. Petersburg butcher was apprehended in an attempt
to sell it.

Aug. 10,1994: . German authorities intercepted 0.5 kg of material in a suitcase at
l the Munich airport after arrival by plane from Moscow. Of this, 0.3-
- 035 kg were Pu-239 (87.5% Pu-239). The Pu was a peculiar
' mixture of oxide powders similar to mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel. The
suspected couriers, two Spaniards-and a Columbian were arrested.
Also in 1994 (on May 10, June 13, and August 14) German
authorities intercepted smaller samples of plutonium and HEU.

Dec. 14,1994 3 kg of HEU (87.5% U-235) were seized by Czech authorities in
| |  Prague. |



A. Warhead Transport and Emergency Response

1)

2)

3)
Subtotal

Table 2. Annual Nunn-Lugar Funding
- 4

FY 1992 $ 182M

FY 1993 288 M -
FY 1994 400 M
FY1995  _400M

Total $1,270 M
Table 3. Allocation of Nﬁnn-Lugar ‘Funds
for Fissile Material and Nuclear Warhead Security.

$ 5M for delivery of 2,500 Keviar armored blankets;
$20M to:mprovcthcsecnntyofmﬂcarsfornuclcachaponstransport;

$I5SM for emergency response equipment and tmmmg

§ 40 M

'B. Fissile Material Storage:

1)

. '2).
Subtotal

C. Improvemcnt in MPC&A at Enstmg Facilmes

1)

2)

3

Subtotal .

Total: '

Cs21M

$16 M for the design, and
S$TSM for the construction, of one or two fissilc material storage facilities i in
Russia; . '

$50M ‘worth of fissile material storage containers;

S141 M

$10M A toasslstRussxamnnprovmgMPC&.A(ongmaﬂyfonmprovememsat S

fo Elektrostal); SERE
$I0M forMC&AassocmtedvmhblcndmgHEUtoLEUforsaletotheU.S and
g_m_M forMPC&Aqmckfixesatsclectedfacihnes :
30 M

€ 'A




FY-1994
FY-1995
FY-1996 (proposed)

Total
FY 1995
Gov-to-Gov -

Lab-to-Lab

FY 1996:

" Gov-to-Gov -

Iau-‘O'].ab

Additional

Table 4. Annual U.S. Funding Levels for the Government.
to-Government and Lab-to-Lab MPC&A
Efforts for Enmng Facilities in Russia.

Gov-to-Gov
S1M
$29 M
$30M

$60 M

$29M

Lab-to-Lab. Total
$2M _ $2M
$S1I5M $45 M
$oOM $70M
$STM | |

' ThesourcesfortheFY1995andFY1996fundmgare

'- _ Prior year NunnoLugar funds: $10 M originally for Elektrostal

(of which $1 M alrcady spent); plus $20 M added ($10 M for

~ blending plus $10 M for quick fixes).

$ISM

moncyshxftedfromDODtoDOE, or if this fails it will come
from reprogrammed DOE funds; $7 M has already been

. advanced by DOE Office of Nonproliferation -

$30M

Fundmg requirements have not been identified for activities -
beyond upgrades at the four sites in FY 1995; currently within
thcmteragencyprocessDOElsseehngsttocxtendthe :

-Govto-Govprogram

'$40-M.

$25M

- Money irom DOE sources (in DOE budget submissfon)

Undifferentiated funding for
Nonproliferation (including N.
* Korea) .



FIGURE 1. CURRENT SAFEGUARDS
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FIGURE 2. FISSILE CUTOFF FOR WEAPONS AND EXCESS STOCKS UNDER IAEA SAFEGUARDS

WEAPON STATES - NON-WEAPON STATES
DECLARED UNDECLARED :

MILITARY:
Warheads:

~ Operational
Reserve
Retired

. Fissile Material:
In Warheads
Reserved for Warheads
Declared Excess

Facilities:

Weapon Production
Material Production
Excess Material Stora.\gel

NAVAL FUEL CYCLE:

Facilities

Fuel

ICIVIL. NUCLEAR:

Reactors

Fuel Cycle Facilities

HEU/Pu |

| LEU

Spent Fuel




FIGUHE 3. A COMPRESENSIVE SAFEGUARDS REGIME FOR THE 21ST CENTURY
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