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there was to be equivalence between Russia on the one hand and the vk and us
jointly on the other, or whether the three would be treated equally. In any case,
regardless of the original intention, the number of sites of legitimate concern in
Russia would eventually have created an imbalance in the process.

In order to accommodate the time needed to travel within both the us and
Russia, each visit was to be on 24 hours’ notice, but this was so short that for the
inspected facility the visits were effectively no-notice inspections. (In practice,
because of transport difficulties, a longer lead in time was sometimes provided,
usually by giving notice on the Friday preceding a visit scheduled for the following
Monday.) An ‘expression of concern’ formally delineating non-compliant features
was to be provided by the visiting side at notification and on arrival at the site.

The trilateral working group on visits negotiated a proprietary rights agreement
by 12 May 1993 which defined the visits procedure further. It required the receiving

side to:

» arrange a bricfing about the site by representatives of the facility, including on
its current activity, the products manufactured and the rescarch undertaken;

» ensure that staft were present and authorised to discuss past activity; and

« provide information on the site with reference to hazard and safety and medical

requirements.

The agreement also defined limitations on the use of audio and video recording
and sampling. The principles of ‘managed access’ were introduced, imposing

significant limitations on the investigations.

The visits

Curiously, the first initiative under the Trilateral Agreement was not a visit to a
facility but an invitadon for the uk and the Us to observe the Russtan Comimission
of Inquiry into the work at the Institute of Ultrapure Preparations,

The commission was undertaken on the orders of President Yeltsin after adémarche
by British Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd and American Deputy Secretary of
State Lawrence Eagleburger on 22 August 1992, following the receipt of further
defector information on non-compliance and the involvement of the Institute.
It met from 18—21 November 1992 and comprised senior Russian academics. The

stated objective was to analyse the activities to see if any are in violation of BwcC'.
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In the event it was the American and British observers who actually asked the ques-
tions, while the Russian inquirers observed. The Russian observers from Biopreparat,
the Ministry of Public Health and the Ministry of Defence played a passive role.
The Commission of Inquiry concluded that nothing untoward was currently being
done at the institute. The observers, on the other hand, were deeply frustrated at
the nawure of the work that was continuing at the institute and the superficiality of
the inquiry.

Actual visits to Russian facilities were made in 1993/94 to:

« the All-Union Scientific Research Institute of Veterinary Virology, Pokrov;

» the Chemical Plant, Berdsk;

e the Chemical Plant, Omurtninsk; and

« the All-Union Scientific Research, Institute of Microbiology, Obolensk (for the

second time).

The sites were visited in pairs in October 1993 (Pokrov and Berdsk) and January
1994 (Omutninsk and Obolensk). The visits in January 1994 immediately preceded
a summit meeting between American President Bill Clinton and Russian President
Yeltsin, and their focus—particularly that of the visit to Obolensk—was to detect
evidence of change, especially dismantlement and change of use.

Since the parties were entitled under the agreement to visit only four sites, a problem
immediately arose, with regard to three of the four sites, as to how to define them.
The facilities at Berdsk and Omutninsk shared locations with other organisations
of concern. Ultimately a legal rather than geographic or functional determination
prevailed, effectively denying the American—British observers the opportunity to
fully explore contiguous facilities. Pokrov’s relationship with an associated research
institute was also denied. The Russians were prepared to allow access to contiguous
sites but only if other sites were sacrificed.

Despite these restrictions, the visits to Pokrov, Berdsk and Omurninsk all revealed
evidence of biological activity since 1975, such as large-scale production in hardened
facilities, aerosol test chambers, excessive containment levels for current activity
and accommodation for weapons-filling lines,

During their visits the American—Bricish teams provided reports only to Washingron

and London, not to their Russian hosts. Final reports were made after departure
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from the country. No assessment was made in-country by any of the three parties
during visits. The reports on the visits, which are the only records of the process,
were compiled in different ways. Before the Trilateral Agreement they had been
compiled by ‘rapporteurs’ who were familiar with Soviet non-compliance and
were able to provide 2 politically and technically focused account based on verbal
accounts provided by the ‘visitors'. After 1992 the team leaders wrote the reports,
basing them on contributions from delegated team members. The products of both
processes remain classified-but were of good quality and remain valid roday.

Return visits were made by the Russians to the us in February 1994 to:

o Pfizer us Pharmaceuticals, Vigo, Indiana;
» Pfizer us Pharmaceuticals, Groton, Connecticut; and
« the us Department of Agriculture’s Plum Istand Animal Disease Center, Green-

port, New York.

In March 1994, they visited Evans Medical Limited in Liverpool in the uxk,

The visit to Vigo confirmed that at the end of World War 11 the us had established
capabilities for large-scale fermentation (for anthrax) and weapons filling, but the
archaeological evidence was clearly of 1940s vintage. The facility had long ago become
been dilapidated (although, unfortunately, it was not destroyed because of the cost
involved). The visit to Pfizer Groton was undertaken the following weck. Both
visits were conducted on 48 hours’ notice.

Although challenging and uncomfortable, the visits were unlikely to compromise
commerdial interests, but they created controversy which has had long-term ramifica-
tions. Phzer was so concerned about the protection of commercial proprietary
information at both locations that it took the personal interventon of Vice-
President Al Gore before it would permit the visits to proceed. This raised the
profile of the visits markedly and sent shock waves through the American pharma-
ceutical industry which still resound today.

The visit to Evans Medical was justified by Russian concern that it made anthrax;
in fact it packaged anthrax vaccine produced elsewhere by another agency for use
by British troops during the 1990~91 Gulf War, but was not doing so at the time
of the Russian visit. The company, assisted by a joint team of advisers from the

British Foreign and Commonwealth Office and Ministry of Defence, was able to
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had little arms control verification experience. The pre- and post-trilateral teams
were limited to 15 individuals, including linguists and logistical support. Forging
individuals with varying diplomatic, technical and intelligence expertise into a
balanced and effective team was a challenge.

The teams provided by the Uk and the us were capable of undertaking preliminary
evaluation, but follow-up required a broader range of expertise and logistic support.
The conditions encountered in the course of the visits were sometimes harsh and
teams needed to be physically fit.

Key inspectors from all three countries were to become crucially involved in
UNSCOM’s attempt to disarm Iraq. The experience gained in the trilateral process
by all of the parties proved invaluable in dealing with Irag’s wilful resistance to

giving up its illicit weaponry.

Conclusions

The Trilateral Agreement is effectively dead and unlikely to be resurrected in its old
format. In hindsight it was too ambitious; its disarmament objective deflected by
issues of reciprocity and access to sites outside the territories of the three parties.
Many subsidiary aspects were never addressed, especially those of benefit to Russia,
like facility conversion and technical co-operation.

Russia’s refusal to provide a complete account of its past and current Bw activity
and the inability of the American—British teams to gain access to Soviet/Russian
military industrial facilities were significant contributory factors to the failure of
the trifateral process. Biopreparat was at the periphery of the programme, providing
an external vencer of respecability, as well as expertise, insight and resources and
an ability to transfer technology into the military programme. An extensive account
and appraisal of Biopreparat and its activities is still outstanding,

The political cost of the Trilateral Agreement was high. It demanded attention
when the Us and Russia were busy attending to other political consequences of the
demise of the Soviet Union. It will require poliucal pressure at the highest level for
any Russian Bw transparency and/or disarmament process to recommence, whether
with the Uk and the us or with the un or some other international organisation.
Convincing new intelligence will be required to rekindle political interest and impetus

for resolving the Russian Bw issue, although earlier intelligence still stands.
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Covert non-compliance with the Bwc is easy because verification procedures are
not in place. Any attempt to develop Bw verification procedures involving field
and facility investigations should address the issues raised by the investigations in
Russia, as well as initiatives of the 1sTC in Moscow, the UNscom experience and
inspections undertaken by other arms control agencies. Site access dilemmas, comm-
ercial confidendiality and legitimate defence requirements will have to be taken
into account and managed access procedures refined to ensure that assessment of
site activity can be made with confidence.

Other initiatives, particularly those aimed at redeploying weapons technicians
to civilian industry, are useful in reducing the opportunity for Russian development
and production of 8w but do not provide information of the quality and range
required to make it possible to certify compliance. It is of considerable concern
that the senior research directors of facilities that contributed extensively to the
Soviet/Russian programme remain in control.

In certain respects the investigation of the Soviet/Russian programmec parallels
that by unscom in Iraq. Both countries wholly denied non-compliant activity
and undertook concealment and deception until a significant defector provided
credible accounts of an illicit programme. Thereafter a partial acknowledgement
of a programme was made, but serious concerns about retained capability remained.
It 1s remotely possible that both countries have truly rerminated their programmes,
but failure to co-operate fully and account for past and current activities, particularly
at military installations, ensures that distrust remains.

The trilateral process could be resurrected but would require considerable refocus-
ing and modification, and its adversarial legacy would not be conducive to progress.
It is far more probable that an American—Russian bilateral arrangement could be
put into place.

Should a verification mechanism or protocol for the Bwc eventually be established,
the portents are that it will be incapable—ar least under any investigative procedure
devised so far—of determining whether Russia has permanently relinquished sw.
An attempt could be made to have the un Security Council authorise an inquiry
under Article v1 of the swc, although it is likely that Russia would veto that. After
the experience of UNscoM, with its remarkably intrusive inspection regime, there

is lictle prospect that even a remotely similar regime could be established for verifi-
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cation of a Russian Bw programme. It really rests with Russia to demonstrate
compliance to an international audience through the uncomfortable process of
total admission of past and current activities.

The trilateral process achieved many successes but was not allowed to take all the
steps which could have dispelled suspicions and uncertainties about Russia’s Bw
programmes. The precedent has been important, but if similar circumstances ever

arise again the states concerned know that they will have to do berter.

------------------------------------------
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in many nspections in Iraq from 1991-98 This chapter represents the author's views only
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Endnotes

" These open-air testing sites were used to evaluate dissemination of potenual Bw agenes and were part of
defensive efforts in the context of the 1990-g91 Gulf War.

2 The text is available at hrep.f/projects.sipri.sefcbwidocs/cbw-trilateralagree. huml.

3 Form ¥ relates to past activities in offensive and/or defensive biological R&/D programmes after 1 January
1946. The confidence-building measures were agreed at the Third Bwc review conference in 1991.

* The primary objective of the Internarional Science and Technology Center (15TC) is to give weapons
scientists and engineers, particularly those in Russia who possess knowledge and skills related to weapons
of mass destruction or mussile delivery systems, opportunities to redirect their talents to civilian activizies.
The centre was developed to counter the threat of a ‘bramn drain’ from the Sovier Union 1o countries
wishing ro acquire nuclear, b_igloglcal or chemical (NBC) weapons.

% See Marie Chevrier, “The Biological Weapons Convention. the protocol that almost was’, in Trevor Findlay
and Oliver Meier {(eds), Versfication Yearbook 2001, The Venfication Research, Training and Information
Centre (VERTIC), London, December 2001, pp. 79-97.

% For his memonrs see Ken Alibek (with Stephea Handelman}, Brohazard. The Chilling True Story of the
Largest Covert Biological Weapons Pragram 1n the Warld Told by the Man Who Ran ft, Arrow Books, London,
2000.

" Technically, the Western European Union (WEU} was the first to conduct such ispections (rechnical
information visits), in West Germany durning the 1950s and 1960s under the 1948 Brussels Treaty (amended
1954). See Stockholm [nternational Peace Research Institute (s10R1), The Problem of Chermmical and Brological
Warfare CB Disarmament 19201970, vol. 4, Almgvist and Wiksell, Stockholm, 1971, pp. 224-225
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