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ANNOTATION 

 

The Russian-U.S. Agreement Concerning the Safe and Secure Transportation, Storage and 

Destruction of Weapons and the Prevention of Weapons Proliferation expires in June 2013. The 

agreement serves as the foundation of the Nunn-Lugar program, which has been running for over 20 

years now. Russia has declined the U.S. proposal to extend the program. Moscow says it has 

become obsolete and needs to be replaced with a new, more up-to-date format of Russian-U.S. 

cooperation. 

 

PIR Center President Vladimir Orlov and PIR Center researcher Aleksandr Cheban offer a number of 

ideas about a new arrangement that should replace the Nunn-Lugar program, and outline their 

vision for nuclear cooperation between Russia and the United States. These ideas have been 

condensed to 20 key points which the authors believe should form the foundation of reformatting 

the current mechanism of cooperation between Russia and the United States in reducing the threat 

of nuclear and other WMD proliferation. 
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The Nunn-Lugar Program was launched on June 17, 1992, when presidents George H. W. Bush 

and Boris Yeltsin signed the Agreement Concerning the Safe and Secure Transportation, 

Storage and Destruction of Weapons and the Prevention of Weapons Proliferation. The 

agreement was signed for an initial seven-year term, and was given two seven-year 

extensions in 1999 and 2006. It is now due to expire in June 2013. In 2012 U.S. 

representatives repeatedly proposed another extension until 2017 – but in October 2012 Russia 

announced that it would not pursue another extension of the program in its current form. 
 

The United States has expressed its understanding of Russia’s position; Washington is 

ready to take Moscow’s interests and concerns into account when negotiating a new 

arrangement to replace the existing one. Rose Gottemoeller, Acting Under Secretary of 

State, paid a visit to Moscow on February 12-14, 2013 to discuss the new format of 

Russian-U.S. nuclear cooperation. But it is too early to speak of any specific 

agreements being reached; this time around Russia has adopted a very meticulous 

approach to formulating any new arrangements so as to avoid a repeat of the 

miscalculations during the rushed adoption of the Nunn-Lugar program in 1992. 
 

The Nunn-Lugar program is closely linked to the Global Partnership Program, which aims 

to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and related materials. 

Global Partnership was launched at a G8 summit in 2002, when the leaders of the G8 nations 

and several other donor countries agreed to provide assistance to Russia and other post-

Soviet states in countering the threat of WMD terrorism. The program was adopted for 

an initial 10-year term (until 2012) - but the G8 leaders later agreed to extend it for 

another 10 years (until 2022). They also decided to redirect the financing allocated 

under the program from projects in Russia and the former Soviet states to other 

countries which are still facing unresolved nuclear security problems and the threat 

of bio-terrorism, or have chemical weapons stockpiles that need to be destroyed. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Financing provided by the largest donors under the Global 

Partnership program in 2002-2011. Source: Global Partnership Working Group –  

GPWG Annual Report, 2011. The graph has been amended by the authors. 

 

Listed below are 20 key points which we believe should form the foundation of 

reformatting the current mechanism of cooperation between Russia and the United 

States in reducing the threat of nuclear weapons and WMD proliferation. 

 

We are deliberately leaving aside the Global Partnership program and the prospects 

for reformatting that multilateral mechanism; for now, the post-Nunn-Lugar format 

of bilateral Russian-U.S. cooperation is a more pressing issue. At the same time, 

in some of our 20 key points we could not completely ignore multilateral cooperation 

issues, so they are briefly mentioned as well. 
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Let us begin with five general points. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Now let us move on to 12 points which specifically relate to possible areas of 

New Partnership - both geographically and in terms of actual projects. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Let us point out that the only foreign country which has financed projects to 

improve the security of nuclear ammunition storage facilities is the United 

States, which provided 2.4 bn dollars for these purposes in 2002-2012. According 

to the 2011 annual report of the Global Partnership Working Group, U.S. financing 

has helped to improve the security of nuclear warheads storage at 50 nuclear 

facilities operated by the Russian Navy, 25 facilities operated by the Strategic 

Missile Troops, and two Rosatom nuclear weapons facilities. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Let us point out that the only foreign country which has financed projects to improve 

the security of nuclear ammunition storage facilities is the United States, which provided 

 

Point one. Russia and the United States should make simultaneous statements to the effect that 

over the past 20 years the Nunn-Lugar program has played an important role in strengthening global 

security. It was instrumental – especially in the 1990s – for the destruction of Russian chemical 

weapons stockpiles; disposal of nuclear submarines; and augmenting the security of nuclear 

materials by strengthening physical protection, accounting and control measures. 
 

Point two. Russia and the United States should simultaneously recognize that the program was launched in 

a different historical era, and has since become obsolete. It needs to be dismantled - including legal 

mechanisms and actual implementation. But there should not be a gaping hole left in the place of that program, 

even for a short time. Both sides must state that any time gap between the Nunn-Lugar program and its eventual 

successor would be detrimental for the international nuclear nonproliferation regime and nuclear security. 
 

Point three. The Nunn-Lugar program needs to be replaced with a new Russian-U.S. program, limited 

to a 10-year term (with a possibility of extension) and much more compact in terms of its 

financing and the number of actual projects. 
 

Point four. The main principle of New Partnership – i.e. the new Russian—U.S. program which should 

replace the Nunn-Lugar program - must be equality: from patronage to real partnership. Such a 

principle abolishes the distinction between the junior and senior partners, or between the donor and 

the recipient. This should apply to the selection of projects, financial arrangements, and legal issues. 
 

Point five. The specific projects pursued in the New Partnership framework should be in Russia's 

national interests to the same extent that they are in the interests of the United States. The program 

should pursue only those projects in which the interests of the two countries overlap. No more than 10 such 

projects can be identified in 2013. In fact, we could well limit ourselves to as few as five - but they should 

be the kind of projects which the Russian political leadership will see as truly advantageous for Russia 

from the military, foreign-policy (use of soft power in third countries) or commercial point of view. 

 

Point six. Efforts in the area of chemical weapons elimination must continue in a bilateral and 

multilateral format. The Russian chemical weapons elimination program is nearing completion, and 

it is being financed by Russia itself. Russian-U.S. cooperation in this area would be useful in third 

countries such as Libya and Albania, where Russian expertise could be applied to great effect. 
 

Point seven. The nuclear ammunition security segment of the program has run its course and should 

now be ended. Its objectives have already been achieved, and there is no need to return to that 

issue. Projects to improve physical protection measures at nuclear ammunition storage facilities 

were completed back in 2008; at present the United States is providing assistance for security 

systems maintenance training programs. These training programs are due to end later this year. 
 

Point eight. The segment of the program focusing on augmenting nuclear security at Russian nuclear 

industry facilities is no longer required; Russia can address the existing problems without U.S. 

involvement. The Rosatom state-owned nuclear corporation is undertaking energetic efforts to ensure 

proper physical protection of nuclear materials and facilities, augment security arrangements, and 

prevent acts of terrorism. Many of the problems with nuclear security that existed in the past 

have already been resolved with the help of donors’ assistance, so there is no longer any need to 

make large financial contributions for these purposes. 
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2.4 bn dollars for these purposes in 2002-2012. According to the 2011 annual report of the 

Global Partnership Working Group, U.S. financing has helped to improve the security of nuclear 

warheads storage at 50 nuclear facilities operated by the Russian Navy, 25 facilities 

operated by the Strategic Missile Troops, and two Rosatom nuclear weapons facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Financing received by Rosatom facilities from the United States (total of 729.8 mln dollars). 

Source: V.V.Erastov, Global Partnership: cooperation in the area of improving physical protection at 

Rosatom sites.– Materials of International Conference “The G8 Global Partnership: Assessment and Option 

for Future Programming in the Field of Nuclear and Radiological Safety”. Moscow, November 21 – 23, 2012. 

 

Apart from the United States, large contributions to improving security at most 

of these nuclear facilities have been made by Canada (63.1 mln dollars), Britain 

(11.54 mln pounds), and Germany (63.4 mln euros). 

 

 

 

 
 

Bilateral Russian-U.S. cooperation could prove especially effective in Central Asia 

because the two countries already have some experience of joint initiatives in the 

region. At the Nuclear Security Summit in Seoul in March 2012 the American, Russian 

and Kazakh presidents made a joint statement on trilateral cooperation at the former 

nuclear testing range in Semipalatinsk. Russia and the United States have also worked 

together in Uzbekistan to resolve the problem of research reactors; spent fuel from 

those reactors was removed to Russia. It has to be said, however, that Russia is 

clearly lagging behind the United States in terms of implementing nuclear projects 

in Central Asia. Nevertheless, it is not yet too late for Moscow to step up the pace. 

 

Another country where the United States and Russia could work together very productively 

on a broad range of nuclear projects is Ukraine. Russia's positions in Ukraine are even 

weaker than they are in Central Asia; for many years now Kiev has been implementing nuclear 

projects in cooperation with the United States and other Western countries. Nevertheless, 

the resolution of nuclear and radiation security problems in Ukraine could take until 

2020 at the very lest, so Russia's involvement in these efforts could be very useful. Figure 3 

on page 5 gives an idea of the scale of the projects than need to be implemented in Ukraine. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

The rules of the game for projects in third countries should be decided in a spirit 

of cooperation and equality by Russia and the United States. Apart from the CIS 

countries, the geographic scope of these joint efforts could include the Middle 

East (especially Iraq and Libya; perhaps Syria at some later point; and Iran, in the 

much longer term); as well as Afghanistan, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Southeast Asia. 

In the longer term the list could also include Pakistan and North Korea. 

Point nine. New Partnership must be refocused towards Russian-U.S. cooperation in strengthening nuclear 

security in third countries, especially such CIS nations as Ukraine, Kazakhstan and other Central Asian 

states, and at some later point the republics of the South Caucasus (including Georgia). 
 

Point ten. Using the positive experience of the Nunn-Lugar program during the implementation of New 

Partnership projects in third countries must become a priority. By ending American assistance 

programs in Russia, Moscow not only eliminates what has become an anachronism, but also 

automatically resolves such contentious problems as liability for damage, immunity, etc. 
 

Measures to improve
physical protection,
accounting and control

Projects for improving
infrastructure

162,8 mln doll. 

(22.3%) 

567 mln doll. 

(77.7%) 
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Figure 3. Radiation sources in Ukraine: the location of the largest sources. 

Source: M. Proskura. Projects to reduce the radiation threat as part of Global  

  Partnership n Ukraine. International conference. Moscow, November 21-23, 2012. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

In Iraq, Russia and the United States could join efforts launched in 2010 by the EU 

to decommission the nuclear facilities built during the rule of Saddam Hussein: 

the Karama industrial complex in the Waziria district of Baghdad, and the Ibn-

Firnas industrial compound in the town of Rashidiya, 20km north of the Iraqi capital. 
 

Libya also needs to augment the security of the IRT-1 research reactor, which was 

built in Tajura by Soviet engineers. Russian expertise is especially important 

for this project because in 2009 Russian specialists completed the removal of 

spent nuclear fuel from that reactor to the Mayak plant in Russia. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

International cooperation is the only way of achieving meaningful results in 

preventing bioterrorism. A U.S.-Russian initiative for Africa as part of New 

Partnership could be an important new step in this area - a step initiated by Russia. 
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Point eleven. In the Middle East, Russia would be interested in participating in such projects as re-

training the nuclear, chemical and biological weapons scientists from Iraq and Libya to enable them to get 

civilian jobs. It must be said, however, that the United States has already achieved significant progress 

in that area without Russia’s involvement. But on the other hand, Iraq and Libya have yet to resolve the 

kind of problems with chemical weapons disposal and nuclear security which Russia itself was facing not so 

long ago. That is why Russian expertise in these areas could prove very useful. 
 

Point twelve. In Sub-Saharan Africa, the United States and Russia could cooperate in the New Partnership 

framework on preventing biosecurity threats, i.e. natural and manmade epidemics. For example, a medical 

research center in Kenya and a virus research institute in Uganda are involved in dual-purpose research 

programs; both are suspected of developing biological weapons on the basis of such pathogens as the Ebola 

virus and anthrax. Besides, Africa has long been facing a serious threat of terrorism. Al Qaida is active 

in Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, and especially in the Sahel region (Mauritania, 

Mali, Chad, Niger, Senegal, and Burkina Faso). Islamist groups have already shown interest in the 

possibility of acquiring the Ebola virus. 
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In addition to the already outlined formats of cooperation in this area, there 

are two other possible projects: 1) joint assessment of cyber threats to the 

security of nuclear facilities; and 2) countering the financing of WMD-terrorism 

and proliferation in the framework of the already existing decisions made by FATF 

(Financial Action Task Force on Money Laundering). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The IASIP could establish productive cooperation with Skolkovo in developing high-tech 

solutions for the prevention of global threats. The agency could serve as a pre-Skolkovo; 

in other words, it could facilitate the implementation of projects at their most risky 

phase, the phase of R&D. Once R&D has been completed with the financial assistance of IASIP 

member-states, Skolkovo could step in to commercialize the newly developed technology. 
  

 

 

 

 
 

 

Russian and U.S. research centers have accumulated valuable experience in recent years; 

there is sufficient intellectual potential to nurture a new generation of specialists 

in the New Partnership framework. Such an opportunity should not be missed. 

 

Point thirteen. In Southeast Asia, areas of particular interest include combined efforts to strengthen 

nuclear security and train the local nuclear specialists. The problems which the United States and 

Russia will have to address may arise in the wake of the announcement by several countries in the 

region (Indonesia, Malaysia, Vietnam, and Thailand) of their intention to develop a nuclear energy 

industry, even though they lack the necessary expertise and specialists. Russia and the United States could 

cooperate in building nuclear reactors and removing spent nuclear fuel from these countries. Another 

potential area of cooperation is the storage and disposal of numerous sources of radiation that are 

present in Indonesia and Vietnam. 
 

Point fourteen. Joint programs could prove particularly useful in Pakistan, where the United States has 

been working for a long time now. According to the 2011 annual report of the Global Partnership Working Group, 

in 2002-2011 the United States spent 72 mln dollars in Pakistan on programs to prevent theft of nuclear 

materials; more money will be spent this year. In Afghanistan, Russia would be interested in working 

with the United States to provide training for export control and second line of defense specialists. 

Russia and the United States could also work to improve radiation monitoring on the Afghan border, and to 

implement programs of prevention of theft of nuclear materials in order to counter their illegal transit via 

Afghan territory. Russia's experience with its Yantar radiation detectors could prove very useful here. 
 

Point fifteen. Prevention of nuclear terrorism, threat assessment and threat modeling should also 

become an important element of New Partnership. The outlines of cooperation in this area are quite 

clear. One of the most effective instruments of cooperation here is the Global Initiative to 

Combat Nuclear Terrorism (GICNT), which was announced in a joint statement by the Russian and U.S. 

presidents in St Petersburg on July 15, 2006. Some 85 countries have since joined the initiative. 

Russia and the United States will remain the co-chairmen of the GICNT until 2015, which opens up 

excellent opportunities for bilateral cooperation. Examples of such cooperation include joint 

meetings by the GICNT member states' secret services to discuss the prevention of nuclear 

terrorism (Khabarovsk, 2007); joint workshops; and especially the Sentinel-2012 international 

demonstration exercise, which was held in Moscow and Dmitrov on September 27-28, 2012 to exchange 

experience in preventing the trafficking in nuclear materials and radiation sources. 
 

Point sixteen. The International Science and Technology Center (ISTC) should be replaced by a new 

international organization, the International Agency of Science and Innovation Programs (IASIP), 

which would take into account the new realities and Russia’s interests. All ISTC member states 

recognize the need for a reform of that organization, which was set up in a completely different 

historical context; they await Russian proposals in that regard. If a new organization (IASIP) is 

set up to replace the ISTC, Russia could join it (speaking in private capacity, Russian diplomats 

have said that such a possibility is not being ruled out). The main difference between the IASIP and 

the ISTC should be the principle of equality; member-states should not be divided into donors and 

recipients. The new organization should be based on roughly the same principles as the IAEA. 
 

Point seventeen. The establishment of a joint Russian-U.S. Master’s program “Nonproliferation and Global 

Security”. The best way to go about this would be to establish a joint Master's program at Russian and 

U.S. research centers and universities, or to set up a joint training center. The program should be aimed 

at training specialists not only from Russia and the United States, but from third countries as well. 
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Let us now move on to the three final points which would be relevant for a 

transition from the Nunn-Lugar program to a new format of cooperation. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

However, over the next few years Moscow should not aim to match the United States 

in terms of financing because it still needs to spend a lot of money on addressing 

the remaining problems with chemical weapons disposal and nuclear security in Russia 

itself. It would make sense for Russia to limit its contribution in third countries 

to expertise and technical assistance. In addition, the disparity in the financing of 

projects in such regions as the Middle East could result from the different Russian 

and U.S. priorities. The United States has already been a victim of terrorist attacks 

instigated from the Middle East, whereas Russia does not feel a terrorist threat to 

itself from that region. It would therefore make sense for the United States, which is 

the more interested party, to pay more for the prevention of WMD-terrorism in the Middle 

East, whereas Russia should limit its contribution to technical assistance and expertise.  
 

On the other hand, Moscow itself could use the expertise and technical assistance of 

the United States and other Western partners in the project to raise sunken nuclear 

objects in the Arctic, while at the same time providing the bulk of the financing for 

this important endeavor. To summarize, during the early stages Russia and the United 

States could pursue bilateral cooperation in third countries based on the principle 

of asymmetric financing (i.e. the party that is more interested in a specific project 

provides the larger financial contribution). In the long term, however, the two 

countries should aim to provide roughly equal amounts of financing; that would help 

them to develop their bilateral relations in a spirit of equality and partnership. 
 

In many of the third countries the issue of financing could actually be resolved 

without Russian or U.S. participation. For example, many Southeast Asian nations 

have ambitious nuclear energy plans, and are rich enough to pay for the nuclear 

infrastructure and training projects involving Russian and U.S. specialists. These 

countries represent large markets for nuclear services; Russia and the United States 

could cooperate in pursuing their commercial interests on these markets in a spirit 

of equality and mutual benefit. 

 

 

 

 

Point eighteen. All the projects that are still ongoing in the Nunn-Lugar framework must be allowed to 

reach their scheduled completion. They should not be ended prematurely - but neither does it make any 

sense to start new projects, or new phases of the existing ones. This follows from the Russian-U.S. 

agreement of June 17, 1992, which still remains in effect. Article 14 of the Agreement stipulates that 

after the expiration of that Agreement, Articles 6, 8 and 12, which make it possible to complete the 

projects that are still ongoing, will remain in effect, unless the Parties agree otherwise in writing. 
 

Point nineteen. The Russian industry and business community should become one of the key driving forces 

of New Partnership projects, in the same way that the Nunn-Lugar program has always relied on the 

American companies which enjoy close relations with the Pentagon and the Department of Energy (Raytheon, 

Parsons, Halliburton, Bechtel, etc.) The American business community continues to act very proactively; 

it is important for Russian companies not to lag behind. Russia needs to develop the principles of 

private-public partnership in order to augment its capability to finance projects in third countries. At 

some point in the future Russia must be capable of being a 50-50 partner with the United States in third 

countries – and that includes financing as well. Without such capability, the very idea of a partnership of 

two equals will be compromised. Appropriate levels of financing, if allocated by the Russian government 

for New Partnership projects, should be able to get the attention of the Russian business community. 
 

Point twenty. Russia and the United States should aim to lay the foundations of New Partnership 

over the next six months. It would make sense to select five of the most promising initiatives, 

and to offer them for the consideration of presidents Putin and Obama in time for the upcoming 

summit in the autumn of 2013. 
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