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International Affairs 

Otfice ot Management and MR. J. STAPLETCN RCY 
~xecutive Secretary 
'epartment of State 
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Executive Secretary 
Department of Defense 
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Departmenc of Commerce 

MS. ANN LAVIN 
Director, Executive secretariat 
Department of Energy 

Budget 

COLONEL GEORGE ~. S~MRA~~, ~~. 
Administrative Assistant tc 

the Chairman 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 

MS. BARBARA STARR 
Executive Secretary 
Arms Control and Disarmamen~ 

Agency 

SUBJECT: Arms C~~~rol CW PCC Meeting on December 14, 1990 (~) 

The Arm~ Control pec will mee~ on Friday, December 14, 1990, 
lO:O~ a.rn. co noon, in Room 474, Old Executive Office 
Building. ... -

Insoect:ic1 Protocol issues,,'wl11 be discuss-ad. The National 
securit.::-, Council sea!·! w:dl circulate a dl.scussion paper. _ 

/ 

The meac~ng will be limited to princip 1 plus one. Please call 
in names and birthdates of attendees Q M hael Fry (395-5010) 
NLT COB December 13. (0) 
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December :3, 1990 

The attached paper will be discussed at the Arms Control CW pec 
meeting, December ~4, 1990 at 10:00 a.m. 

Attachment 
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KA~OR CW INSPECTION PROTOCQL I~3UI§ 

There are several unresoived issues in the Inspection Protocol. 
Some reflect su~stantial differences on major issues that will 
not be resolvable unless one or both sides change their positions 
si9nificantly. This raises the prospect that the Protocol will 
not be completed on time (the June Destruction Agreement says 
that the parties "shall work to complete this document by 
December 31, 1990 11

), which in itself could become an issue for 
consideration. The prinCipal issues in the Protocol negotiation 
are use of CW production facilities, sampling, and destruction. 

USE Qf eft ~RQPYCTIOH fACILITIES. 

The U.S. position is that fOlmer CW production facilities should 
be completely inactivated. The Soviets want to use such 
facilities for civil industrial activities that are not related 
to CWo The Sovictc have provided very little information about 
the specific facilities and activities they have in mind, but 
they apparently include both current activities and planned 
activities that have not yet started. The issue is complicated 
by a Soviet statement made in Houston which indicates they want 
to change the ewe rolling text on eN production facilities (which 
currently calls for destruction) to permit their retention and 
use, and wlli seek our support for the change. 

Inactivation would not affect U.S. facilities because we plan to 
do so anyway. It would facilitate monitoring declared Soviet 
production facilities, although it would not preclude clandestine 
production there or, more likely, at undeclared sites. It would 
be more consistent with our ewe position that production 
facilities should be destroyed. The S~viets argue that their 
economic situation does not allow them to waste any production 
capaci ty, and say they are will::in-g to provide extensive access to 
assure us that ew productiD~'ls not taking place (such a regime 
would be extremely int_r'usiVe and expensive and only useful for 
known sit~~). This posi~fcn may also reflect an internal 
domestic politics debate. 

The U.S. could hold to our current position, accept the Soviet 
position, or seek a compromise. A general compromise could be 
along the lines "no production activities except as specifically 
agreed in advance on a case-by-case basis.1I This would provide 
more time to resolve the issue but would not address the basic 
differences in our two positions. A specific compromise could 
include elements related to: 

-What activities would be permitted/prohibited (e.g. 
agreement on specific facilities fgz J~$pecific purposes, 
removal/destruction of CW related-, eq'uipme-nt, use only of 
empty buildings, convert:edfaciliti'aS ,.m,usct not differ from 
other facilities performing ~he same function}. 
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-Timing (e.g. Soviets must provide details of all converted 
facilities by a date certain, no facilities converted after 
entry into. force, facilities could only be operated for a 
period of time or until the ewe is signed or Phase II). 

-Monitoring (e.g. use of whatever seals or other equipment 
we mi9ht want, frequent unimpeded short-notice inspections, 
inspections CO$ts to be paid by the Soviets). 

-ewe (i.e. a specific commitment that the USSR would not 
attempt to change the ConVention requirement to destroy CW 
production facilities). 

iampling. 

The biggest sampling issue is whether parties will have the right 
to take samples out of the host country. The U.S. position is 
that we must have the right, the Soviets inSist that all samples 
be analyzed in the host country. The U.S. position implies that 
we have no objection to the Soviets collecting samples here and 
taking them out of the U.S. Batsanov has recently indicated that 
they might be willing to allow a sample from a production 
facility to be exported in some unusual unspecified circumstances 
(perhaps a compliance concern) if we accede to their position on 
production facility use. 

Our technical analysis generally sU9gests that known agents can 
be identified by mobile equipment we could take into the Soviet 
Union. Analysis and confirmation of unknown compounds require 
capabilities that cannot be configured into a mobile laboratory. 

Destruc:tign. 

The proble~ is the likelihobd that the Soviets will be unable to 
meet the schedule in the/.Destruct10n AgreeMent. The U.S. 
interprets the requirement to begin destruction by the end of 
1992 to mean the practical destruction of a credible amount of 
agent (i.e. 100 tons). The Soviets seek agreement that 
neutraliza~ion of lewisite into an immediate ew precursor and the 
destruction of small amounts of agent in 1992 will constitute the 
beginning of destruction. They argue that they must use 
neutralization techniques in the short-term, and that the amount 
of 100 tons adds a new requirement not included in the 
Destruction Agreement. 

Reducing pressure would be counterproducti~e in getting the 
soviets to begin destruction, but gettin.g,,'tJ'l,~m to agree to a 
specific target they ar'e likely to mris'p-,'co}lld ·tend to undermine 
the agreement. The fur:dam:;:nt,al iS~\te is- -w!\e,~her the agreed 
overall destruction schedule (beginning bY"1992, at least 1000 
tons by 1995 and thereafter, one.-na~f, th,e .a..g"gr'egate stockpile by 
the end of 1999, etc.) needs to be 'reeva~uated. 
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