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Part I: Background and Policy Issues
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[-0.0 Introduction to Part |

Since the 1970s, the United States and the Soviet Union, and now the United States and Russia, have
negotiated and implemented several nuclear arms control agreements. Téeseaty have limited,
reduced, and even eliminated categories of nuclear weapons spanning categoriesadfiateerange to
strategic forces. By most accounts, these treaties have achieved suodegses/ing strategic stability

and enhancing national and international security.

The one category of nuclear forces that remains uncovered by formal arms consugleseatactical
weapons. When experts use the term “tactical’ to describe a category of farclesyr most readers
intuitively understand the reference. However, while the Intermediate NudezsKINF) Treaty and
the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) explicitly define thestyaveapon systems covered by
those agreements, a working definition of tactical nuclear weapons (TNWSs) has plusige. A
working definition is explored in more detail below. The simplest definition is to asgcal” to
describe all sub-strategic forces not covered by the INF Treaty. There avars#,anany additional
factors as discussed below, that make this category of weapons unique.

In 1991, the United States and the Soviet Union issued unilateral, but very similartaeddoareduce
and restrict elements of their tactical nuclear weapons. Russia egltarat expanded its commitments
in 1992. This, as former Russian arms control diplomat and current senior researciteagstice
Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of InternationdieStNikolai Sokov put

it, “Was a relatively rare time when the objectives and interests of the twaieswwith regard to TNWs
coincided almost perfectly.”The arms control community welcomed these initiatives, but since they
have never been formalized there remains little transparency into the reductidmsitations
themselves. Although substantial data may be gleaned from open sources and pub&otstatee by
officials, Russia and the U.S. have yet to formally declare TNW numbers, locatidrdispositions.

By most estimates, Russia possesses thousands of active-duty tacticalvmegpems, with thousands
more in reserve. Russia asserts many legitimate reasons for retaitiraglsgh TNW force structure.
First and foremost, the decline in Russia’s conventional military forces an@pipairent inferiority to
NATO and Chinese forces compels Russia to rely on battlefield nuclear munitm&k@snent of its
deterrence against aggression. Military exercises conducted by thenRvBs&iry of Defense (MOD)
in recent years suggest that Russia would be unable to challenge massive invatsonsstérn or far
eastern fronts without resorting to nuclear weapons.

But there is a paradox in Russia’s military decline: the deterioration afitentional forces means
Russia must rely more heavily on its TNWs; and yet, the deteriorated statevofitdug’s morale,
readiness, and reliability means that there is an increased internal thiteato€idental or unauthorized
launch, or the proliferation of a nuclear weapon. The troops associated with TNW saigtyy,s
transportation, and storage can not be completely isolated from the general deRlissiafs military
complex. There are, after all, a finite number of “elite” troops available, andrdtedic Rocket Forces
(SRF) and several other services likely take priority.

Nonetheless, most analysts believe that Russia is complying with its w@ife84/1992 commitments.
As noted by a prominent Russian government official, “Taking into account obligations utidks YAr
of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT), Russia takes consistenttstegsis the final objective -
the complete nuclear disarmament. However, as we have already more than onceed)phissi

! Nikolai Sokov, “Strengthening the 1991 Declarasiovierification and Transparency Components,” im&igusiluoto,
editor, Tactical Nuclear Weapons : Time for Coniroinited Nations Institute for Disarmament ReseatddIDIR/2002/11,
2002, p. 96.
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necessary to move in that direction step-by-step on the basis of a complex approach padigifiation
of all the nuclear powersg.”

This is the first component of a two-part report. In Part I, we discuss the generpigsles

surrounding Russia’s tactical nuclear weapons. We address Russia’s nuckeatrémtare, including

what is openly known about its TNW developments since 1991. We then assess Russia’s fargjgn pol
national security blueprint, and military doctrine, as published in 2000 and as theyordlsit@/s. This
section also includes a review of the threats currently facing Russia and hoWeabeRassia’'s TNW
requirements, concluding with a section on the implications for Russia’s neighborsadegicspartners.

Part Il of this report, to be published separately, will focus on the technical isst@ssling Russia’s
tactical nuclear forces. It will begin with a review of what is known about the reaeag of Russia’s
current TNW force structure, including operational and reserve forces, command aonbissumds, and
modernization. We will discuss how consistent the operational TNWs are with theussiarRmilitary
doctrine and technical issues such as safety, aging, and manufacturing cepabitiigional sections
will be dedicated to the security of Russia’s tactical warheads, TNWiatssbpersonnel issues, and
tactical warhead dismantlement. Finally, we will conclude with policy recamdations for Russia, the
United States, other nuclear weapon states, and interested non-nuclear weapon states

I-1.0 Russia’s Nuclear Weapons Force Structure

I-1.1 Total Scope

A nuclear weapon is considered to be an entire system containing both the warhead awents del
system. In Russia, as in all nuclear weapon states, warheads are eitheo meligdriy vehicles or are in
reserve. Reserve warheads may be found in several basic states: undergoinly assisassembly at a
Russian Ministry of Atomic Energy (MinAtom) facility; in storage at aglithh Main Directorate national
stockpile site of the Ministry of Defense; in storage at a site near the d&pboges; or, in transit
between one of these sites. Those warheads in transit or in storage at any adethasgydie either
destined for dismantlement or for deployment.

Delivery systems consist of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, demrtiExisting arms control agreements
provide for the accounting of strategic- and intermediate-range deliverynsydtet not the warheads
themselves. As described below, such agreements may assign a fixed number cdlalecoarteads to
specific delivery systems. Therefore, since no international regimdsrcthie counting and verification
of individual warheads, it is not feasibly possible to know how many or what type of warhesals ex
Russia. Instead, a range of estimates is given in section |-2.0.

As will become apparent below, these issues are critical when assessia(sRastscal nuclear
weapons. Most delivery systems for TNWs may be used in either a conventional or rolele@he
dual-use nature of the delivery systems suggests that such items would be ncotetdiffescribe in a
legally binding treaty than those used for strategic systems. Thereforessbrd learned from existing
arms control agreements may have only limited applicability to tacticataruskeapons. Instead, any
attempts to formalize the control of short-range nuclear forces will likglyire the counting and
verification of the warheads themselves. This would be a new feature of arms codtsshce@ many of
Russia’s warhead storage sites co-locate all types of warheads, it would Rggsia to open access to
its entire inventory. Nonetheless, it is useful to describe the entire range @& Russlear forces in
order to understand where TNWs fit into the spectrum.

2 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Fedeoati"Statement of the delegation of the Russian Reiter at the First
Session of the Preparatory Committee for the 20B% Review Conference under Article VI of the Tre@tiew York, April
11, 2002)," Information and Press Department, Didiéyvs Bulletin, 24 April 24 2002.
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I-1.2 Strategic Nuclear Forces

Strategic nuclear forces are those weapons that have intercontinental delpegnilities. Such weapons
were previously covered by the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT), mndaav covered by the
Strategic Arms Reductions Treaty and the Strategic Offensive Reducteaty TSORT). These treaties
address the delivery vehicles, but not the warheads. According to the most recent/g&mBRndum
of Understanding (MOU) data exchanges, Russia possesses a total of 5,436 attrdietpd wiarheads
deployed on 1,101 delivery systems (ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bonib@sse force levels are down
from the initial START MOU exchange in 1994, when Russia reported 9,568 attributegdistrate
warheads deployed on 1,956 delivery systems. All START required reductions were metdgnthBr
2001.

On 29 May 2002, U.S. President Bush and Russian President Putin signed the Strategve Offens
Reductions Treaty. It requires the parties to reduce their strategic slyggems to 1,700 - 2,200 by 31
December 2012. Although START Il had been negotiated and signed, and although the U.S. and Rus:
had continued to reduce their forces in accordance with its terms, the treaty wdslheraified and

has now been supplanted by SORT. SORT entered into force on 1 June 2003.

[-1.3 Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces

On 8 December 1987, the United States and the Soviet Union signed the Intermediate Riaage Nuc
Forces (INF) Treaty. It was the first treaty to eliminate an entigsaf weapons, and also included
strong verification provisions. Under INF, the Soviets destroyed approximately 2,000 granoddd
ballistic and cruise missiles with ranges of 500 - 5,500 kilometers. Although theatlons were
completed within three years - by 1 June 1991 - the treaty itself is unlimited irodur&bllowing the
break-up of the Soviet Union, Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Belarus, Turkmenistan, and &lzbekist
became legacy treaty parties.

Since sub-strategic forces include both intermediate- and short-range weapouis obuiefining tactical
forces would appear simple. That is, since all ground-based intermediate-raegehfore been
eliminated, those not covered by INF would by default be considi@cédal. As it turns out, this is only
partly helpful.

[-1.4 Tactical Nuclear Forces
I-1.4.1 Definitions

Arms control treaties fastrategicnuclear weapons in Russia and the United States (START), as well as
for intermediaterangenuclear weapons (INF) provide exact definitions of the nuclear weapons covered
by their provisions. These definitions are essentially based on the deliverysgéitarated to the nuclear
warheads. In contrast, there exists no generally accepted definitactio&l (TNW) or non-strategic

nuclear weapons.

Trying to define TNW byange only, i.e. encompassing weapon systems with some maximum delivery
capability—500 kilometers, for example—have invariably failed in spite of e&elynpts by the U.S. and
NATO to do so during the cold war period. As noted by Andrea Gabbitas, a doctoral candidate at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology:

% Bureau of Arms Control, "Fact Sheet : START | Aggate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms (as af@iuary 2003),"
U.S. Department of State, 1 April 2003.
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The main problem with a range-based approach is that there is a significant gray area
between strategic and non-strategic weapons and their associated delivery Vehicles.

Furthermore, some classes of weapons traditionally thought of as non-strategithgtukentited range of
their delivery systems can still have yield characteristics sitaildrose of strategic weapons.

Attempts to define them by (lowjeld, intended for battlefield use only, have fared no better than trying
to define them by range. For example:

In the U.S. arsenal, the highest yield of weapons considered to be non-strategic nuclear
weapons are a variant of the B-61 bomb at 170 KT and the nuclear SLCM with a yield of
150 KT. By contrast, U.S. strategic weapons have yields as low as 5 KT for air-launched
cruise missiles (ALCMs) and 100 KT for ballistic mis3ile.

Since TNW are often associated with targets of tactical value, usualnpmsthe battlefield or
intimately connected with actual combat in other ways, one could try to define thangdtg. But,
“most of the unambiguously non-strategic weapons that once existed in the U.S. and Reesséds a
have been retired,” and that the remaining “non-strategic nuclear weapons nytydask like strategic
weapons.® Another problem is that the same target can be considered as being tactietegicsor
even be transferred from one category to the other, depending on how a particular conikst evol

Efforts to categorize them by tle&clusion principle-as systems not covered by an existing arms control
treaty, such as START or INF-have also failed. While definitions based on the exgtisciple are not
burdened by any ambiguity, objections can be raised as to the suitability of including weepan
systems with intercontinental ranges in countries other than Russia or the U.Ss-Guafeaunder the
heading of TNW.

Classifications based atelivery vehicleshave proven to be a useful tool in previous strategic arms
treaties between the United States and Soviet Union. The main problem with dettenyssas a basis
for a definition of non-strategic nuclear weapons is that they are often dual cajraylean be used to
deliver nuclear warheads as well as ordinary conventional munitions. Furthermorerdiethcsand
non-strategic nuclear weapons can be launched from the same aircraft, or, assa di¢reaUnited
Kingdom, from the same strategic nuclear ballistic submarine (SSBN). dxsaquence, delivery
systems are not likely to form a suitable starting point—at least not ineseitdr a comprehensive and
universal definition of TNW.

Non-strategic nuclear weapons may also be categorizeaapilities, national ownershipsor
locations. None of these methodologies, however, are sufficient in isolation to constitute aeduaisibl
for a comprehensive definition of TNWSs.

If a future TNW related arms control and disarmament treaty is to be nedjotiegalefinitional problem
will need to be addressed and resolved. For our purposes, we will utilize the definitiongaf nucl
weapon systems offered by a senior Counselor in the Russian Ministry of Foreigs (AiaA),
Vladimir Rybachenkov:

* Nuclear weapons in the armed forces of the Russian Federation are understood to mean an
aggregate of armaments that include nuclear charges, nuclear munitions, nibamslefivery to

* Andrea Gabbitas, “Non-Strategic Nuclear Weaponsblems of Definition,” in Jeffrey Larsen and Kilingenberger,
editors,Controlling Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons : Obstacind Opportunitiesnstitute for National Security Studies,
United States Air Force, July 2001.
® |bid. See also, “U.S. Nuclear Forces, 200the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientisiday/June 2003, pp 73-76.
6 .
Ibid.
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the target and control means;

Nuclear munitions are the combat parts of missiles, torpedoes, air bombs, amyg prajectiles
that have nuclear charges;

A nuclear charge is a device in which a nuclear energy release explosive pomtgss
A weapon-delivery vehicle is a means to carry and deliver a nuclear munitions t@éte ta

A nuclear weapon system is a complex of functionally associated means for easthioized
employment of munitions-delivery vehiclés.

The Russian MFA then categorizes its nuclear forces into two large categori

Strategic nuclear weapons are a class of nuclear weapons designed to engesye titgec
geographically remote strategic areas (over 5000 kilometers) with the purpzs®wiplishing
strategic missions. The strategic nuclear weapons are in service witlatbgis nuclear forces;

Non-strategic nuclear weapons are all nuclear weapons not covered by the clastratiettie
nuclear weapons.

The Russian MFA further segregates non-strategic nuclear forces in tivariglimanner:

Tactical nuclear weapons are a class of nuclear weapons designed to engagédbtactical
depth of enemy deployment (up to 300 kilometers) with the purpose of accomplishing a tactical
mission. Under certain conditions, tactical nuclear weapons may be involved in the
accomplishment of operational and strategic missions;

Operational nuclear weapons are a class of nuclear weapons designed to engage tigect
operational depth of the enemy deployment (up to 600 kilometers) with the purpose of
accomplishing an operational mission. Under certain conditions the operations nualeansve
may be involved in the accomplishment of strategic missions and, in exceptionalrcéses
accomplishment of tactical missions;

Operational and tactical nuclear weapons are in service with the general porpese f

[-1.4.2 Tactical Nuclear Force Deployments and Reductions Prior to 1992

By the early-1980s, Moscow had deployed large numbers of TNW delivery systems throhgl®atiet
Union and Eastern Europe. The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) also believed at thattthree
Soviets had stockpiled additional warheads for the delivery systems, providing ttrearelitad
capability’® By adapting land missiles, artillery, aircraft, and naval missiles tp bath conventional
and tactical nuclear payloads, the Soviets relied heavily on dual-capable delsterys

By the mid-1980s, Soviet TNW systems had undergone generational improvements. Operfatsbnal
SS-23s, with a range of 400-500 kilometers, were delivered to a brigade in the Belatis$sa in

" Vladimir Rybachenkov, “Nuclear Strategy of Russ@ounsellor [sic], Ministry of Foreign Affairs dhe Russian Federation,
Lecture at the NATO Sche@bberamergau, 1 March 2001.

8 Ibid.
® Ibid.

19y.S. Department of DefensBoviet Military Power1981.
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1985 These systems replaced the SS-1¢/SCUD B by improving accuracy anifr&megsoyments
expanded west and into East Germany. However, the Soviet Union eliminated thedirsrénind 150
tactical nuclear weapons during 1988 - 1989 after its leadership decided in 1987 to includ®©g§-23 (
missiles under the INF Treaty.

In 1987, NATO estimated that the Warsaw Pact had deployed 1,360-1,365 short range nucleaiimissi
Eastern Europ& In 1988, Soviet Premier Gorbachev and, in 1989, Soviet Foreign Minister
Shevardnadze announced the unilateral removal of 400 tactical nuclear weapons froeriaasty GL60
for frontal aviation and 240 for missile troops and artillery). Although many westpentexonsidered

the Soviet proposal to be aimed at mitigating Washington’s plans to modernize thetAl&it@l nuclear
forces, this effect was not realized and the Soviets proceeded with their planstTraravith Soviet
tactical nuclear weapons was dispatched from Germany to Russia in late June 188y elimemating

all TNWs from the territory of Warsaw Pact member countifes.

By the late 1980s and early 1990s, following the political and social upheavals in Easteemtiatl C
Europe and the USSR’s impending dissolution, the Soviet and Russian leadership decidéer#&beacce
the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from the former Soviet Reptiblidsis was mostly carried out
from 1990-1992, under difficult conditions. As explained by a retired Russian general who s¢head i
Nuclear Munitions Support Troops and MOD'’s Twelfth Main Directorate, Vitaliyovéev:

Problems of an environmental and sociopolitical nature and national-ethnic

contradictions that had accumulated over decades developed into disintegration processes,
and in a number of cases into interethnic conflicts accompanied by armed clashes ...
Alarming reports appeared in domestic and foreign mass media in this period about the
presence of tactical nuclear weapons in Chechnya and $d on.

1-1.4.3 1991/1992 Unilateral Presidential Nuclear Initiatives

In the fall of 1991, President George Bush decided to further eliminate or limit badyistiend tactical
nuclear weapons. The U.S. initiative was a surprise to many in both the Warsaw Pa&TandiNce
the early Soviet initiatives had not been enthusiastically received in Washinghaa decome clear,
however, that a nuclear exchange was less likely to commence due to militagsagygthan due to
either an accidental or unauthorized launch. These concerns were capped by the atbeim ptgaicst
Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev in August 1991.

Bush’s decision was followed by a similar pronouncement from Gorbachev. Still andtbepsklicly
announced nuclear initiatives to go beyond START occurred on 28 January 1992, when President Bus
presented his State of the Union address, and on 29 January 1992, when Russian PresidensiBoris Yel
spoke in a televised address from Moscow. President Yeltsin, whose remarks paredore

consultation with other leaders around the former Soviet Union (FSU), reiterated addaadde
GorbachevV’s earlier decisions.

' According to one report the SS-23s had been téstadange not exceeding 400 kilometers and thegefid not fall under
the INF treaty (Vitaliy Yakovlev, “History of Russn Tactical Nuclear Weapons Reductiovidderny Kontrgl29 January
2002, pp. 79-80 [FBIS-SOV-2002-0402]). Perhapsbse the Soviets included the SS-23 under INRJtBe Department of
Defense at the time listed the missile’s range0ét llometers irSoviet Military Power1987.
2 The SS-1¢/SCUD B had a range of 300 kilometers.
13 Unattributed and Untitled Articld)PA, Hamburg, 15 December 1988 [JPRS-TAC-89-001]; tribated and Untitled
Article, DPA, Hamburg, 19 January 1989 [JPRS-TAC-89-004].
4 vitaliy Yakovlev, “History of Russian Tactical Nlear Weapons Reductionyaderny Kontrgl29 January 2002, pp. 79-80
[FBIS-SOV-2002-0402].
15 vitaliy Yakovlev, “History of Russian Tactical Nlear Weapons Reductionyaderny Kontrgl29 January 2002, pp. 79-80
[FBIS-SOV-2002-0402].
1 Ipid.

12



Although some of the provisiotisof the strategic aspects of the 1991/1992 Presidential Nuclear
Initiatives (PNIs) were required when START | entered into force, and otheesneerporated into
START II, these initiatives also involved specific binding actions that are nafisp addressed by
START | or START Il. Unlike the initiatives for strategic nuclear weaponsgthoslertaken with
respect to tactical or non-strategic nuclear weapons solely involved polttmatitments.

President Gorbachev specifically announced the following:

* The USSR would eliminate its entire global inventory of ground-launched, short-rangarnucl
weapons, including nucleartillery shells, short-rangdallistic missile warheads, and nuclear
land mines

* The USSR would remove alrface-to-air missilenuclear warheads from combat units. All
such warheads would be stored at central locations, and a portion of them would be destroyed.

 The USSR called, on the basis of reciprocity, for the withdrawal of all nuclepong&rom
frontal aviation units and for their placement in central storage. This would include gravity
bombs and air-launched missiles.

 The USSR would remove alhval tactical nuclear weapons, including sea-launched cruise
missiles from its surface ships, multi-purpose submarines, and land-based caathl a
portion of these warheads would be destroyed, while the remainder would be centrallgistore
available if necessary.

In November 1991, the U.S. Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) issued a ddgsiémorandum that
discussed Gorbachev’'s TNW pledges. The memorandum, which reflected the combined opinion of the
U.S. intelligence community, noted the following impacts of the 1991 statement (esiphasginal):

* If Gorbachev'sunilateral initiatives to reduce tactical nuclear warheads are carried out,
almost 75 percent of Moscow’s inventory of these warheads wilblegiroyed or placed in
central storage;

» If Gorbachev'geciprocal proposals are implemented, all of the Soviet inventory of
tactical nuclear warheads will baestroyed or placed in central storage.*®

The DCI's memorandum also provided some insights into the motivations behind the Sostetesiti
Beyond the attempted coup’s repercussions, U.S. intelligence felt that the Seeretglacing a high
priority on nuclear security by removing the warheads from the non-Russian republicesteélli§ence
also concluded that Gorbachev was attempting to reassert his credibility wittSthes a reliable
negotiating partner. However, the memorandum assessed the Soviet presidentistodpéi! the
1991 pledges as “questionable.”

The U.S. intelligence memorandum reported the key provisions of Gorbachev’s proposals, and added
few “key judgments”:

A unilateral reduction on this scale will:

" For example: the cancellation of weapons sysgmgrams, the removal of forces from alert staans, cooperation on
command and control and nuclear weapons handling.
8 .S. Director of Central IntelligencB8pviet Tactical Nuclear Forces and Gorbachev’s BacPledges: Impact,
Motivations, and Next Steps (Interagency IntellgeeMemorandumNI 1IM 91-10006, declassified (formerly classidie
Secret/NoForn-NoContract-Orcon), November 1991ij.p.
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* Increase the amount of time the Soviet Navy will require to arms its ships,
submarines, and aircraft with nuclear munitions.

» Take at least several years to implement.
Reciprocal measures proposed by Gorbachev would, if implemented:

» Limit the air force’s quick-response tactical nuclear capability by placing
warheads in central storag®@.

President Yeltsin followed up on Gorbachev’s proposals in 1992 with several additional annoiisiceme
and provisions:

» Production forground-basedtactical missiles and nucleartillery shells andmineshad ceased.

* Russia would eliminate its stockpiles of nuclear weapons, including one-thircseéitsased
tactical warheads and one-half of its weaponstioface-to-air missiles. Russia also intended a
one-half reduction in itair force tactical stockpile.

* On areciprocal basis, the remainaigbasedtactical weapons could be removed from
deployment and centrally stored.

Perhaps the most important and intriguing element contained in the PNIs was thatfifst time, the
United States and Russia proclaimed their intentions to destroy nuclear warigtads jast their
delivery vehicles. The Soviet leadership reportedly announced the following warmeizcbns
schedule: naval warheads by 1995; antiaircraft missile warheads by 1996; nuclearyriif88; and,
nuclear warheads of tactical missiles and artillery shells by 2000.

[-2.0 Baseline Numerical Estimates

Since no official reports have been openly published on the number of TNWs in Russia’s aesanthl
aggregate and summarize the best available estimates. It is importantwth baseline numerical
estimates from 1991/1992, since all official Russian statements subsequentihoctihave generally
used the formula of reporting on progress by percentages of PNI implementation, as appesled t
numbers.

The open source estimates on the number of Soviet/Russian TNWSs that existed in 1991/19@2ary w
The following are some samples:

» At the time of the PNI statements, one Russian estimate provided the followmgaot Soviet
TNWs:
- 13,759 platforms
- 11,305 warheads
- This account estimated that at the conclusion of the unilateral reductions, \Rusisia
still possess 2,560 TNW-related aircraft and 3,100 bdmbs.

9 u.s. Director of Central Intelligenc8pviet Tactical Nuclear Forces and Gorbachev’s BacPledges: Impact,
Motivations, and Next Steps (Interagency IntellgeeMemorandumNI 1IM 91-10006, declassified (formerly classidie
Secret/NoForn-NoContract-Orcon), November 1991, p.
20Vladimir Belous, “Nuclear Warheads: What Do We B®@od Intentions and Harsh Realitiy&zavisimaya Gazeta7 June
1992, p. 2 [JPRS-UMA-92-026].
21 (|hi

Ibid.
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« “...about 20 thousand of sub-strategic nukes [$fc].”

* “Russia’'s 22,000 tactical weapons -- a number, by the way, | think that is substargfadlythan
official estimates but is a number that | believe based on Russian sdtrces.”

» “About 8,800 Soviet nuclear weapons are in service for tactical use by the Air Forcecand Gr
Forces, and another 3,400 for non-strategic use by the Kfaf#otal = 12,200]

«  “There were some 15,000 or 17,000 [TNWSs] spread across the former Soviet Union [in22991].”

Estimates openly available on the number of warheads slated for withdrawal andteimbased on the
1991/1992 initiatives also vary considerably:

“Gorbachev declared a similar Soviet initiative which produced 13-14,000 units of nuclear
weaponry for Russia to destros?”

“As a result of the unilateral and reciprocal initiatives, some 15,000 tacticabnuzhrheads
have been corrected [sic] in Russia.”

e “If carried out, the Russian tactical warhead reduction initiatives, announced in 1991 esolild r
in the elimination of a total of about 15,000 tactical warhe&ts.”

« The PNIs would require Russia to destroy approximately 8,000 tactical nucleaadsithe

* "In early 1992 there were an estimated 4,000 substrategic nuclear weapons slfus,Be
Kazakhstan, and Ukrainé®

« “Atotal of around 3,000 tactical nuclear weapons were removed from Ukfaine.”

More recent estimates have not reduced the ranges in estimates:

22 Yuri Fedorov, "Russia's Doctrine on the Use of ldac Weapons,Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affafrs
17 November 2002.
%3 Bruce Blair, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Studi®se Brookings Institute, “Russian Missile Detangg and Nuclear
Doctrine,” Hearing of the Military Research and Bepment Subcommittee of the House National Sgc@atmmittee,
Representative Curt Weldon, Chairman, provided éyeffal Information Systems Corporation, 13 March719
24 Edward Warner Ill, “Command and Control of Sowefclear Weapons,” Statement presented to the Defeakicy Panel
of the House Committee on Armed Services, 31 JA811p.3, cited in Kurt Campbell, et 8loviet Nuclear Fission: Control
of the Nuclear Arsenal in a Disintegrating Sovietidh, CSIA Studies in International Security No. 1, ¥ad University, p.
21.
%5 Graham Allison, Member Russia Task Force of ther&ary Of Energy Advisory Board, “Hearing on RassNuclear
Proliferation,” U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Cotter| Senator Jesse Helms, Chairman, provided adieillWorks, Inc.,
Federal Document Clearing House, Inc., 28 MarchL200
% Timur Kadyshev, "Tactical Nuclear Weapon@gnference Summary on The Future of Russian-US Redactions:
START Il and BeyondCo-sponsored by the MIT Security Studies Progaachthe Center for Arms Control, Energy, and
Environmental Studies at the Moscow Institute of$tts and Technology, Cambridge, MassachusettsF2{&ruary 1998.
% Claiborne Pell, Senator, “U.S. Plans and Prograegarding Weapons Dismantlement in the Former $tki®on,” Senate
Foreign Relations Committee Hearing, provided bgefal Information Systems Corporation, 27 July 1992
%8 Office of the Secretary of Defengeroliferation: Threat and Responsé.S. Department of Defense, April 1997.
29 Vladimir Belous, “Nuclear Warheads: What Do We B®@od Intentions and Harsh Realitiy&zavisimaya Gazeta7 June
1992, p. 2 [JPRS-UMA-92-026].
%0 Jon Brook Wolfsthal, Cristina-Astrid Chuen, Emiiyvell Daughtry, editord\uclear Status Report: Nuclear Weapons,
Fissile Material, And Export Controls In The Forntgoviet UnionNo. 6, A Cooperative Project of the Monterey itug¢ of
International Studies and the Carnegie Endowmaearinfernational Peace, June 2001, p. 33.
31 vitaliy Yakovlev, “History of Russian Tactical Nlear Weapons Reductionyaderny Kontrql29 January 2002, pp. 79-80
[FBIS-SOV-2002-0402].
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“By the end of 1996, Russia had 4,000-5,000 non-strategic warheads. This weaponry is stored i
Army, Air Force and Navy depots and under the custody of the Twelfth Main Directorbee of t
Ministry of Defense. Decommissioned tactical warheads are stored inlicedtdepots, as well

as in the depots of production and dismantlement plants, or are transported to liquidation sites
Under current projections, by 2003, no more than one thousand tactical weapons will remain,
though it is more likely that only several hundred will exiét."

In 1998, the U.S. Congress found that, “The 7,000 to 12,000 or more nonstrategic (or “tactical’”)
nuclear weapons estimated by the United States Strategic Command to be initre &sesal
may present the greatest threat of sale or theft of a nuclear warhead in theoday!®®

In 2002, “Russians have made tremendous progress in openness, but there are pockets of secr
that are completely out of step with the new environment, and the greatest zonecyfretaties

to tactical nuclear weapons. Our unclassified intelligence estimatesRfisis&a’s tactical nuclear
weapons arsenal is in the range of 12,000 - 18,000. That's way too many, and the range is
dangerously wide*

In 2002, “The current Russian stockpile is estimated to include ... about 3,500 operational tactic
nuclear weaponé® [Note: this estimate would not include warheads in storage.]

Throughout the 1990s, analysts in the U.S.-based Natural Resources Defense Council hadegprovide

periodically updated list of estimates on Russian nuclear forces. Their numbeevblaree as follows:

1996 2006 2002’
Launchers Warheads Launchers Warheads Launchers Warheads

Strategic Defense 1,100 1,100 1,200 1,200 1,200 001,2
Bombers & fighters 426 1,600 400 1,600 385 1,540
Naval

Aircraft 240 600 140 600 95 190

Cruise missiles -- 500 -- 500 n/a 240

Anti-submarine n/a 500 n/a 300 n/a 210
Total 1,766 4,300 4,200 3,380*

*An additional 8,000 - 10,000 non-operational stgat and non-strategic warheads may be in resera@/aiting
dismantlement.

For the purposes of this report, we will utilize the estimates provided by Alelzaicd, a member of the
Russian Duma. In 1999, Arbatov provided the following table of his own calculdfions:

% Timur Kadyshev, "Tactical Nuclear Weapon@gnference Summary on The Future of Russian-US Redactions:
START Il and BeyondCo-sponsored by the MIT Security Studies Progaachthe Center for Arms Control, Energy, and
Environmental Studies at the Moscow Institute of$its and Technology, Cambridge, MassachusettsF2{ruary 1998.
% “Russian Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons,” Public 188-261 Strom Thurmond National Defense Authorization Act f
Fiscal Year 1999H.R. 3616], Title XV, Subtitle A, Section 15047 Dctober 1998.
% Gen. Eugene Habiger, U.S. Air Force (Ret.), For@Bemmander U.S. Strategic Command, “The Treaty Betwthe United
States of America and the Russian Federation @tegic Offensive Reductions,” Committee on Senateign Relations,
provided by eMediaMillWorks, Inc., Federal Docum@earing House, Inc., 23 July 2002.
% Arms Control Association, “Fact Sheet: Soviet/RaisdNuclear Arms Control,” Washington, June 2002.
% Robert Norris and William Arkin, "NRDC Nuclear Natiook: Russian Nuclear Forces, 2000," Bulletirhef Atomic
Scientists, Vol. 56, No. 4, July/August 2000, p. 70
%" Robert Norris and William Arkin, "NRDC Nuclear Natiook : Russian Nuclear Forces, 2002," Bulletithef Atomic
Scientists, Vol. 58, No. 4, July/August 2002, pp-72.
% Alexei Arbatov, “Deep Cuts and De-alerting: A RiassPerspective,” in Harold Feiveson, edifbine Nuclear Turning Point
: A Blueprint for Deep Cuts and De-Alerting of Nest WeaponsThe Brookings Institutions, Washington, 19993 p9.
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Subject to
elimination in

To be eliminated

Total in accordance with
service USSR-Russian
Weapons in 1991 commitments 1997 (political) 2003 (technical)
Ground forces
Rocket forces 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Artillery 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
Corps of Engineers 700 700 500 700
(atomic demolition mines)
Air Defense 3,000 1,500 2,400 3,000
(ground-to-air missiles)
Air forces
Frontal aviation 7,000 3,500 6,000 7,000
(bombs, short range air-to-surface missiles)
General purpose Navy
Ships and submarines 3,000 1,000 1,000 3,000
(antiship, antisubmarine, land-attack)
Naval aviation 2,000 1,000 2,000 2,000
Total 21,700 13,700 17,900 21,700

Obviously, Russia has not completed its reductions as anticipated in 1991/1992. As Arbatos,explai
“Whereas in 1991 the USSR had about 22,000 tactical nuclear weapons, at present Russiaiceil
3,800, including 200 atomic demolition munitions, 600 air defense missile warheads, 1,000 gravity bon
and short-range air-to-surface missiles, and 2,000 naval antiship, antisubmarine, atthtkngeapons.

All those are in the depots of the air force, navy, and air defense or in central saoil#gesfof the
nuclear-technical troops of the Twelfth Main Directorate of the Ministry ééis=. Those that are
withdrawn from the active service are in the central storage facilitibee dfwelfth Directorate, in the
storage facilities of the production-dismantling plants, or in transit to these™Si

Russia’s official declarations are described in detail elsewhere iregostr To summarize here,
however, by utilizing Arbatov’s estimates as a baseline and Russia’s subsequmhtettlarations, we
estimate the following evolution in Russian TNW force levels:

Outside central Warhead
Total in storage in inventory in  Outside central Warhead
service 2000, 2001, 2000, 2001, storage in inventory
Weapons in 1991 & 2002 & 2002 2004 in 2004
Ground forces
Rocket forces 4,400 0 >0 0 0
Artillery 2,000 0 >0 0 0
Corps of Engineers 700 0 >0 0 0
Air Defense 3,000 unknown 1,500 unknown 1,500
Air forces
Frontal aviation 7,000 unknown 3,500 unknown 3,500
General purpose Navy
Ships and submarines 3,000 0 2,000 0 2,000
Naval aviation 2,000 0 1,400 0 1,000
Total 21,700 8,400 8,000

As depicted in this chart, it is not known how many air defense and tactical aviatiorr nuategons are
stored with forward deployed forces. We believe that these munitions ateptayedn the sense that
the warheads are mated to the delivery systems and on alert. Rather, we belmxenttizose warheads
that may be assigned to service-level units are in local storage (as opposedw@theads stored in
centralized sites). If Russia completes implementation of the PNIs asglarebelieve that Russia will
possess approximately 8,000 tactical nuclear warheads, available for eithemagploy elimination, in
its stockpile by 2004.

% |bid., p. 320.
17



1-3.0 1992-2003 Tactical Nuclear Force Developments

Following the attempted presidential coup in August 1991 and the transition from Soviet Union to
independent republics, Moscow began to make plans for the removal of all nuclear weapohs from t
newly independent states to Russian territory. The first to be returned to Russidevthe tactical
nuclear forces. These weapons were “presumed to be less closely monitored ... dreusox) anxiety

in Western general staffs, particularly if there are serious ethniclstisites ® Even at the outset,
Russia’s intention was to destroy the returning tactical warheads ratheméhstaridard practice of
recycling them back into the active inventory. However, in an interview with the Frezdib,rthe chief

of the nascent Russian Ministry of Defense, General Konstantin Kobets “dttiessao one yet has
adequate technology to eliminate these warhe#dsl& suggested the need for international cooperation,
and that the elimination of the warheads could take up to seven years.

In the Fall of 1991, U.S. and Soviet delegations met in Moscow and Washington. At those méetings, t
United States pressed the Soviets to disable and to consolidate its widely ditpetisal nuclear

weapons, which the U.S. believed posed the greatest danger as the Soviet Union disintBgiginhald
Bartholomew, the U.S. Undersecretary of Defense for International SecuatysAfurther stated:

It has been generally agreed here and abroad that the major danger from nuclear weapons
in the dissolution of the former Soviet Union comes from the wide dispersion of the
smaller, easily transportable tactical warheads. As | have said, a main objective of our
meetings in October and November in Moscow and Washington, and the main purpose of
Secretary [of State] Baker's December trip to the four capitals was to push for rapid
disabling and consolidation of these tactical nuclear weapons for dismantling. After some
initial resistance by military and civilian officials of the former Soviet Union, | eqort

that a large-scale process is underway inside the former Soviet Union to do what we
pushed fof*?

In a 1992 letter to United Nations Secretary General Boutros Boutros Ghali, Rr&mds Yeltsin
described Russia’s general plans for the consolidation of the USSR’s TNW:legacy

The former USSR’s weaponry of this kind is currently located on the territory of three
states - Russia, Belarus, and the Ukraine. In line with the agreement between the CIS
states all tactical nuclear munitions will be moved to Russia by 1 July 1992. Production of
nuclear warheads for ground-launched tactical missiles, artillery shells, and nuclear
landmines has been halted. Stockpiles of these tactical nuclear weapons will be eliminated
... Russia is eliminating a third of its sea-launched tactical nuclear weapons and half of its
nuclear warheads for surface-to-air missiles ... Russia will also be halving stocks of
airborne tactical nuclear weaporfs.

In order to accomplish the TNW withdrawals, Russia signed an agre@melint Measures With
Respect to Nuclear Weapongh Kazakhstan, Belarus, and Ukrainghis agreement called for not only
the transfer of all TNWs from the three republics to Russia by 1 July 1992, but alsoninhatedn of the
warheads by Russia. The debate within Russia over what to do with the warheads onatedepatr

j‘l) Jan Kraze, “General Kobets’ Surprising Serenityg"Monde 16 December 1991, pp. 1, 3 [FBIS-SOV-91-242].

Ibid.
“2 Reginald Bartholomew, Undersecretary of Defensérfiernational Security Affairs, “Dismantling oi€ Former Soviet
Union's Nuclear Weapons,” Hearing of The Senategshi@ervices Committee, Senator Sam Nunn, Chairpravided by
Federal Information Systems Corporation, Federaid\8ervice, 5 February 1992.
43 Boris Yeltsin, “Russian and the World,” LetterliéN Secretary General Boutros Boutros Ghali, Newky Bossiyskaya
Gazeta 31 January 1992 [FBIS-SOV-92-023].
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continued for some time. In one press interview, Marshal Shaposhnikov, then Commander-ai-Chief
the Joint Armed Forces of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) stated:

The future of these weapons is [not determined] ... We intend to reutilize [utiliziavat]
dismantle [razdelyvat] these weapons — in line with existing accords. Weapons-grade
plutonium and uranium are to be turned into nuclear fuel to be used for peaceful purposes.
Some Western states are offering a very long list of services here: transportatiage st
protection [sberezheniye], and, last, reutilization. But we have quite enough experience in
these matters. We have, after all, already removed nuclear weapons from Europe, from
the Transcaucasus, and from the Balfic.

In fact, Lieutenant General Sergey Zelentsov, then deputy chief of the Russiars M@&fth Main
Directorate, announced that the TNWs were removed from the Transcaucasiarrdg@i’t In 1992,
Russian Defense Minister Pavel Grachev affirmed that there were “reatamiclear weapons ... on the
territory of the Baltic states'®

The historical record of the TNW withdrawals from the newly independent repulilite stage for
many of the issues that continue to arise regarding these weapon systems. Jltersidarable
movement of TNWs from the territories of Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus to Rusaearly 1990s.
It appears that a variety of TNW types were deployed previously to the Ukrainian landsBe
republics: anti-aircraft missile warheads, aerial bombs for front-lncea#fi, torpedo and sea-launched
cruise missile warheads, nuclear landmines, and artillery shell waffeBgine estimate, “Over 4,000
tactic%nuclear warheads were withdrawn from Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakih®assia in early
1992’

Kazakhstan had “practically no” TNWs deployed on its territory at the time of indepe€”’

According to General Zelentsov, those few TNWs deployed in Kazakhstan had been quioklyd-@m
January 1992° Belarus was scheduled to return all of its TNWs to Russia by 1 July 1992. A much
smaller quantity of tactical weapons resided in Belarus than in Ukraine, but byryeiri@92 there was
already confusion reported in the media as to the progress of the withdrawals. Onsuggested that
the Russian president and the Belarusian foreign minister had claimed thattrawats of TNWs had
been completed by January 1992, but this was refuted by the Belarusian Defense Mimistrynevely
stated that the withdrawal was “coming to and efldUltimately, the last transfer of TNWs from Belarus
took place by the end of April 1992.

[-3.1 The Withdrawal from Ukraine

Regarding the withdrawal of TNWs, Ukraine was the most problematic of the malglyandent
republics. At the time of its independence, Ukraine possessed the largest stoCkiNE0f the three

4 Sergey Parkhomenko, “Marshal Shaposhnikov: ‘RusBi@sident’s Statements Are Political Statements Nezavisimaya
Gazeta 12 February 19992, p. 2 [FBIS-SOV-92-029].
4> Statements by Lieutenant General Sergey Zelentsrfax, 6 May 1992 [FBIS-SOV-92-088]. This is confirmieg
Vitaliy Yakovlev, “History of Russian Tactical Nuer Weapons Reductionyaderny Kontrgl29 January 2002, pp. 79-80
[FBIS-SOV-2002-0402].
6 News conference with Pavel Grachev, Raissii Network16 December 1992 [FBIS-SOV-92-243].
4" K. Belyaninov, “Kravchuk Probably Did Not Know Ewghing,” Komsomolskaya Pravd& May 1992, p. 3 [FBIS-SOV-92-
090].
8 Ashton Carter, Assistant Secretary of Defenserrtfen Soviet Union Cooperative Threat Reduction oty House Armed
Services Committee, Federal Document Clearing Hduase 28 April 1994.
9 Russian Foreign Ministry expethterfax, 7 February 1992 [FBIS-SOV-92-029].
%0 Vladimir Desyatov and Pavel Felgengauer, “Misshes in Place, Only a Canard Had Flown Away. Buti2e on the
Republic’'s Army Is Nothing But the TruthNezavisimaya Gazeta8 March 1992, p. 1 [FBIS-SOV-92-054].
* |gor Sinyakevich, “Belarus: Tactical Nuclear Weap@till Not Withdrawn From Republic. What Aboua&ments by
President Yeltsin and Belarus Foreign Ministry Reaivchenko?'Nezavisimaya Gazet8 February 1992, p. 1 [FBIS-SOV-
92-027]; Statement by Colonel General Anatoly KoktePravdg 11 February 1992 [FBIS-SOV-92-029].
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new nuclear states (which included Belarus and Kazakhstan). Initially, wHaemied to exercise “rigid
control to ensure the nonuse and nonemployment of nuclear weapons” on its soil, Ukraine planned the
removal of all TNWSs by 1 July 1992 and the destruction of the warheads in Russia B§ 1994.
Withdrawal of the TNWs from Ukraine began by at least January 1992, initially freiiév District.

In an interview given that month by the Kiev District’s military commander, &spondent noted that,

“The first nuclear warheads from tactical missiles and nuclear gridfamunition have already been sent
to the designated point [i.e., a Russian storage Site].”

This period in early 1992 saw considerable activity regarding TNW shipments. AagtodPavel
Felgengauer, a prolific Russian military analyst, the warheads assdowittighe Ukrainian TNWs were
manufactured at Arzamas-15.In accordance with standard Soviet methodologies, all warheads were
transported out of Ukraine by rail. By February 1992, one report claimed that “almost Sroé tiedf
TNWs in Ukraine had been withdrawh.Russian General Zelentsov reported that 57% had been
withdrawn by March?

However, Ukrainian authorities routinely delayed shipmehtshen, in March 1992 President Kravchuk
suspended the removal of TNWs from Ukraine. Kravchuk reported to a visiting U.S. congilession
delegation that he was not confident that Russia was destroying the warheads reomovesl territory.

He therefore ordered all shipments suspended until “reliable guarantees ailibeigent destruction
[could] be obtained>® Kravchuk went on to claim that Russia did not then possess sufficient facilities
for dismantling the warheads and therefore suggested that Ukraine required itartvadrdisassembly
plant. Ukraine’s assertions were not a surprise among western experts. In a 199anaemdry the

U.S. Director of Central Intelligence, the U.S. recognized then that, “the repwalrts greater say in

the Kremlin's nuclear decision-making’”

Kravchuk's solution was unacceptable to both Russia and western governments, since ibmwarkbty
provide Ukraine with the capability to manufacture warheads. During a U.S. congrelssenna in
July 1992, General William Burns, the lead U.S. negotiator on nuclear threat reductes) istayed the
American concerns with respect to Ukraine’s suspension of the nuclear transfers:

We did have some problems, as you know, in March where the government of Ukraine
stopped the withdrawal of tactical weapons. We made a very strong presentation to the
Ukrainian government, and | think they understood the seriousness of the act that they
were taking and backed away from them. At the same time, | think the Russian government
provided them with greater assurances of openness as to what was happening to these
weapons as they were being withdrawn. So, | think the process is wrking.

2 UKRINFORM-TASS'Kravchuk: Ukrainian Armed Forces Starts 3 Jagyied January, p. 3 [FBIS-SOV-91-003]; Aleksey
PetrunyaTASS International Servic8 January 1992 [FBIS-SOV-92-006].
%3\, Shvyrev, “Strictly According to Schedule - Tel Nuclear Weapons Are Being Withdrawn From theerifory of the
Kiev Military District,” Narodnaya Armiyainterview with Colonel A. Koryakin, 28 January9® p. 1 [FBIS-SOV-92-023].
> pavel Felgengauer, “Ukraine Seeks Nuclear Indegrered This Could Lead to Its International IsolafidNezavisimaya
Gazeta 14 March 1992, p. 2 [FBIS-SOV-92-051].
%> Russian Foreign Ministry expethterfax 7 February 1992 [FBIS-SOV-92-029].
% Vladimir Desyatov and Pavel Felgengauer, “Missies in Place, Only a Canard Had Flown Away. buti2e on the
Republic’'s Army Is Nothing But the TruthNezavisimaya Gazeté8 March 1992, p. 1 [FBIS-SOV-92-054].
" K. Belyaninov, “How Much Will its Own Arzamas-1706t Kiev?”Komsomolskaya Pravgd8 March 1992, p. 1 [FBIS-
SOV-92-054].
%8 Sergey Tsikora, “President Kravchuk Suspends RahwivTactical Nuclear Weapons from Ukrainkvestia 14 March
1992, p. 1, 2 [FBIS-SOV-92-051].
%9 U.S. Director of Central Intelligenc8pviet Tactical Nuclear Forces and Gorbachev’s BacPledges: Impact,
Motivations, and Next Steps (Interagency IntellgeeMemorandumNI 1IM 91-10006, declassified (formerly classidie
Secret/NoForn-NoContract-Orcon), November 1991j.p.
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A solution acceptable to Ukraine eventually was reached, however. The Russian BefeAtemic
Energy Ministries concluded several agreements with the Ukrainian Defenisérvl

* An agreement between Ukraine and the Russian Fede@uidime Procedure for Redeployment of
Nuclear Weapons From the Territory of Ukraine to Central Preplant Bases of the Russian
Federation With the Objective of Stripping and Destroying Them

» A protocol between Ukraine and Russia to the above agreement concerning the procedure for
verifying the destruction of nuclear weapons being removed from the territory ohelataRF
industrial enterprises; and,

* An annex to the protocol between Ukraine and the Russia concerning the processes aesl activit
for verifying the destruction of nuclear weapons at RF industrial enterftises.

The Ukrainian president was first to sign those documents, and then the Russian Defestisendeded

a little over two weeks to remove around 1,500 tactical nuclear weapons from Ukrairiiary f&r
Shipments resumed in April of 1992. By 6 May, the Russian MOD was able to announce that the last
TNW from Ukraine crossed into Russian territory at 0130 that moffiit@eneral Zelentsov noted that

the elimination of the Ukrainian-origin warheads would begin within a month and would lashenti

year 2000

[-3.2 Within Russia

Throughout the 1990s, officials continually claimed that Russia was implementingteatigiits
unilateral initiatives related to tactical nuclear weapons. At the April 2000RXdiferation Treaty
(NPT) Review Conference, Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs lvanov stated tha

Tactical nuclear weaporis.[had] been completely removed from surface ships and multipurpose
submarines, as well as from the land-based naval aircraft, and are stored at centralized storage
facilities.”

“One third of all nuclear munitions for the sea-based tactical missiles and naval aircraft [had]
been eliminated.”

* Russia wasabout to complete the destruction of nuclear warheads from tactical missiles,
artillery shells and nuclear mines.”

Russia haddestroyed half of the nuclear warheads for anti-aircraft missiles and for nuclear
gravity bombs.®®

In 2001, the Russian MFA’s Rybachenkov presented the following “Implementation of thenRussia
Unilateral Initiatives of the Reduction of the Tactical Nuclear Weapons”:

Foreign Relations Committee Hearing, Senator Claig®ell, Chairman, provided by Federal Informatystems
Corporation, 27 July 1992.
®1 vitaliy Yakovlev, “History of Russian Tactical Nlear Weapons Reductionyaderny Kontrql29 January 2002, pp. 79-80
[FBIS-SOV-2002-0402].
°2 bid.
%