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Dear Reader:

For the past ten years, quietly, professionally, effectively, American and
Russian inspectors have been monitoring the elimination and destruction of
intermediate and shorter-range missiles under the INF Treaty. More than 800
on-site inspections have been conducted. More than 2,600 missiles have been
destroyed. At the portals of a missile factory site in each nation, on-site
inspections have been conducted continuously, 24 hours-a-day, 365 days-a-year
for the past nine years. An account of this remarkable effort has been told
in a narrative history.

Please accept this copy of On-Site Inspections Under the INP" Treaty. It
narrates, using American and Russian sources, the story of how treaty
inspectors carried out the precedent-setting on-site inspections at remote,
restricted military sites in the United States, Europe, and the Soviet Union.

This book also relates the interesting history of a new Department of
Defense agency, its origin, growth, and subsequent development. Today, the
On-Site Inspection Agency has the mission of conducting, planning, and
preparing for the monitoring of a series of international arms control
treaties: Intermediate and Shorter-Range Nuclear Forces, Conventional Armed
Forces iIn Europe, Strategic Arms Reduction, Threshold Test Ban, and Open Skies
Treaties, and the Chemical Weapons Convention.

As we prepare for these new treaty missions, the recent past becomes
prologue for the near future. We hope that you find this book informative and
interesting.

Sincerely,

0. Hladond

oseph P. Harahan
Historian
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FOREWORD

For the past decade Europe has been in transformation. For more than four decades the Euro-
pean continent had been divided into two heavily armed military alliances. That sharp division soft-
ened after 1986, as old forms of government were cast off and new nations emerged. Within a few
years, across the length and breadth of Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals, nations assumed new
responsibilities and rights under a series of new treaties, agreements, and international accords. The
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty played a pivotal role in this transformation. This
history details the implementation of the CFE Treaty. In doing so, it contributes to our understanding
of contemporary Europe.

In the American constitutional system, the government is accountable to its people. This his-
tory, the second in a series by agency historians, tells the American people about a significant treaty
mission undertaken by their national government. Itis based on extensive research in government
documents, treaty records, inspector and escort interviews, and statistical reports. The result is an
interesting history, one that will be used in treaty courses and disseminated widely to the public and
national agencies throughout Europe and the United States. We hope that you will enjoy reading and
learning how the United States conducted "On-Site Inspections Under the CFE Treaty."

Thomas E. Kuenning, Jr.
Brigadier General, U.S. Air Force
Director
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PREFACE

When the Cold War ended suddenly in 1989-90, the signposts were dearly visible. Communist
governments collapsed in Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Ro-
mania, and Bulgaria. The Berlin Wall fell in November 1989. Germany was unified in October 1990.
In the same period, the Soviet Union announced that it would withdraw, within four years, all of its
680,000 stationed troops from Eastern Europe. The United States countered by declaring major
withdrawals of its forces from Western Europe. Against this background of political revolution,
unification, and massive military force withdrawals, the leaders of Europe, Canada, the United States,
and the Soviet Union signed the Peace of Paris in Novem ber 1990. Two multinational agreements
constituted the heart of that peace: the Accords for the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE) and the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty.

Following national ratification, the CFE Treaty entered into force in July 1992. By then the
Soviet Union had collapsed as an empire and eight new republics had emerged to become treaty
signatory states. In all, 30 Atlantic-Eurasian states implemented the CFE Treaty. On-site inspection
played a critical role in monitoring treaty compliance. Every treaty state established new, or ex-
panded existing, verification agencies and staffs to conduct and host on-site inspections. This history
narrates the efforts by the United States and other nations to plan, staff, train, equip, and conduct
on-site inspections under the CFE Treaty.

The book begins with the CFE Treaty's signature in November 1990, and it concludes with the
signing of the Final Document at the First Review Conference in May 1996. Between those years, the
treaty nations collectively reduced more than 50,000 conventional weapons-tanks, artillery, ar-
mored combat vehicles, fighters, and helicopters. Hundreds, if not thousands, of on-site inspectors
monitored these reductions in accordance with the protocols of the treaty. Inspection standards were
established and sustained across national borders. A rule of law was replacing the rule of force.
Many of the inspectors had been soldiers of the Cold War; now they were monitoring force reduc-
tions under a complex peace treaty. Quietly, professionally, effectively these inspectors and their
respective governments ensured that the new rule of "law," as detailed in the CFE Treaty, was being
enforced.

Agency support for the research and writing of this history was directly attributa ble to the sup-
port of Brigadier General Thomas E. Kuenning, Jr., USAF, OSIA Director (1995- ), and Brigadier
General Gregory G. Govan, USA, OSIA Director (1993-1995). Dr. Joerg H. Menzel, OSIA's Principal
Deputy Director, took a personal interest and shepherded the project from the sharp knives of those
hostile to major long-term efforts. Colonel Paul H. Nelson, USA, OSIA's Chief of Staff, read the
manuscript and encouraged the authors at every step along the way in the final two years. Colonel
Lawrence G. Kelley, USMC, OSIA European Operations Command, read every word, wrote incisive
comments, and then discussed each comment with us persona Ily. His intellect and professionalism
strengthened the final book in numerous ways. Colonel Kenneth D. Guillory, Commander of the
OSIA's European Operations Command , contributed his support to the project in its final year.

We would like to acknowledge the assistance and helpful suggestions of all of the people of
OSIA's European Operations Command. We interviewed many of the team chiefs, inspectors, plan-
ners, logisticians, and commanders; their opinions and insights helped straighten out the often con-
fusing references to treaty protocols, tables, paragraphs, and subparagraphs. In particular the follow-



ing NCOs and officers shared their time and experiences: Stephen Barneby, Mark Bumala, David
Carter, William Chesney, Joe Drach, Tom Dudley, Ed Gallagher, Les Garrison, David Gessert, Jan
Karcz, Gary Karstens, Michael Lukes, Jack Monahan, Keith Oatman, Richard O'Shea, George Par-
tridge, Ken Periman, Tom Regan, Larry Schultz, Mike Slifka, Bill Smith, and Ron Tait. In the review
process, senior officials in the JCS, OSD (Policy), and OSD(Acquisition) read and critiqued the manu-
script for policy and operations considerations. In that process, Mary Margaret Evans, OSD, Acquisi-
tion, was especially helpful.

When it came time for assembling the final book in all of its parts-the tables, charts, appendi-
ces, bibliography, and fact checking-we are indebted to David Willford of the History Office. His
diligence and intelligence made it a better history. Stephen Jimenez contributed to the chronology and
appendices. Rolen Maddox helped cross-check every name, place, figure, and bibliographic reference.
Bob Coleman and Tom Pearlman developed the cover art and maps, and assisted with other photo-
graphs throughout the book. At EEI, Judy Cleary and Gayle Dahlman guided the book through
production, Baiba Seefer edited the manuscript, and Jennifer Whittington created the design and
layout, with the assistance of Lynn Whiteley. Rey Ovalle steered the finished design through the
government bureaucracies to final publishing. Everyone knows that publishing a textbook of this
nature is both an individual and a collective work. Individually, the authors researched and wrote the
book, and they are credited on its cover and title pages. Collectively, the contributions of the others
are mentioned only here. This fact obscures the appreciation we hold for their work and contribu-
tions. We simply could not have completed this history without them.

Joseph P.Harahan
John C. Kuhn, 111
July 24, 1996
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Chapter 1
THE TREATY

President Bush and the leaders of 2 1 nations sign the CFE Treaty in Paris, France, on N ovember 19, 1990.

n Novem ber 19, 1990, the leaders of Western Europe, the

United States, Canada, the Soviet Union, and Central

Europe gathered in Paris to sign the Conventiona | Armed
Forces in Europe Treaty.' The CFE Treaty came amidst profou nd
historica | changes that were sweeping across the Europea n conti-
nent at the end of the Cold War.? During this time of transition,
the treaty served as an international structural bridge. The CFE
Treaty was both an arms red uction treaty, which mandated the
signatory states to collectively reduce more than 38,500 military
weapons, and a conflict prevention treaty. To prevent (or, more
accurately, red uce the proba bility of) conflict in Central Europe,
the CFE Treaty required the signatory nations to perma nently
red uce their stationed military forces in designated geogra phical
zones in Central and Western Europe and on the flanks of the
Soviet Union. Under the CFE Treaty, verification measu res were
the most extensive, intrusive, and complex of any modern arms
control agreement. The heart of verification was and remains on-
site inspections under the CFE Treaty.



The process of implementing this cross-
Eu ropean treaty, stretching from the Atla ntic
Ocean to the Ural Mounuins, began with the
signatory nations' exchanuinu thousands of pages
of military force data, establishina verification
agencies to cond uct thousands of on -site inspec-
tions, developing new data systems for moniror-
inu the presence of tens of thousands of military
weapons, and traversing millions of miles of
territory to inspect declared sites, objects of
verification;and specified areas. While the lead-
ers of 22 nations had signed the CFE Treaty in
Novem ber 1990, there were 29 nations that
provisionally implemented the treaty at entry
into force in July 1992. The increase in si<,natory
nations was the direct consequ nee of larger
historical forces reshaping the European conti-
nent: Eastern Eu rope's political revolutions,
Germany'sunification, and the Soviet Union’s
collapse. As a result, seven new nations, all
drawn from the former Soviet Union, became
signatory states. In 1993, the dissolution of
Czechosiovakia as a nation resulted in two new
nations, the :zech and Slovak Republics, becom-
ino signatory states. Thus, 30 nations im ple-
mented the CrE Treaty.*

By the fall of 1990, European stability, char-

M oscow streets during August 1991 cuu/J attem/J t; the  acterized by the post-World War Il division of

Soviet Union collapsed on December 25, 1991. East-Tn an | \Xlestern Europe and the "German

Question," had changed decisivel y." For more

than four decades, ever sin e the Berlin Blockade of 1948, the threat
of a continental European war had been present. In 1989-90 that
threat was end ing. For the new Europe, the CFE Treaty represented
a practical measure, especially v ith its e 'tensive, intrusive verifica-
tion process, for establishin® a new international proc ss that \Nou Id
both red uce and establish lower levels of offensive militar forces
and thei r deploy ment for the 1990s and beyond .

In retrospect, it seemed so straightfor-ward. The Cold War era
had ended and the post-Cold War era had begun. Events of his-
toric proportions came so rapidly in 1989-92 that all of Eu rope
seemed, for a few years, to move in one, and only one, direction-
toward democratic revolution. But as people swept up in contem-
porary events know, change is straightforward only in history
books. The present rarely is so clear. This realization was particu-
larly true for the men and women entrusted with implementing
and monitoring the CFE Treaty "on the rround." As militiiry
professionals, they had to build new rreaty verification agencies
and staffs. As on-site inspectors monitoring a multinational treaty,



they had to cross brid ges that stretched across Europe's older,
west-to-east national bou ndaries. These new bridges crossed to
places, peoples, and military sites not visited, much less inspected,
for more than 45 years. Consequently, there were days, even
months, when the footing secured by the treaty seemed unsure. At
times, the treaty's very foundation-its legal authority sanctioned
by national ratification-seemed certain to collapse. At other
times, the treaty appeared to be carrying more of Europe's security
structu re than it was designed to carry. Uncerta inty was the rule
for months and months. It is this uncertainty that makes this his-
tory interesting. A rule of law was replacing a rule of force. No
one was certain if the historical circumstances that created the
political and military consensus for the signing of the CFE Treaty
\vou ld continue throughout its implementation .

The CFE Treaty signing in Paris in Novem ber 1990 came at
the midpoint of a series of political and military changes occurring
in Europe, the Soviet Union, and to a far lesser degree, the United
States. Arms control treaties and agreements in the late 1980s had
legitimized many of these changes and, in a few instances, they set
the stage for more revolutionary developments. The Stock holm
Agreement of 1986 was the first step. Then, in Decem ber 1987,
President Ronald W. Reagan and General Secretary Mik hail S.
Gorbachev signed the Intermed iate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF)
Treaty in Washington, D.C. That treaty was a diplomatic and
military watershed; its elimination provisions and im plementa tion
measures set preceden ts for all subseq uent modern arms control
treaties. In the next five years, the United States, the Soviet Union,
and their allies negotiated and signed two bilateral and five multi-
lateral treaties: Threshold Test Ban Treaty (1990), Conventiona |
Armed Forces in Europe Treaty (1990), Strategic Arms Red uction
Treaty (1991), Vienna Docu ment Agreements (1990, 1992, and
1994), Open Skies Treaty (1992), Strategic Arms Red uction Treaty
Il (1993), and the hemical Weapons Convention (1993).°

All these treaties incorporated on-sire inspection as an im por-
rant element in monitoring compliance. The first treaty, the INF
Treaty, stipu lated extensi ve on-site inspection rights. These rights
were so extensive that President Reagan authorized the esta blish-
ment of a new agency to cond uct U.S. inspections of Soviet facili-
ties and to escort Soviet inspection teams at U.S. military facilities.
That new agency, established in the U.S. Department of Defense
on January 26, 1988, was the On-Site Inspection Agency (OSIA).
While the small but growing cadre of OSIA men and women orga-
nized, trained, and conducted inspections in the initial phases of
the INF Treaty, negotiations continued in Vienna and Geneva on
other, more extensive, arms control treaties. One of these, the
Treaty Hetween the Twenty-Two Sovereign Nations on the Red uc-
tion of Their Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, became
known as the CFE Treaty.®
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The Helsinki Process, officially called the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), provided the plat-
form for CFE Treaty negotiations. The Cold War had divided
Europe politically, economically, and militarily. On July 3, 1973,
more than 25 years into the Cold War, delegates from 35 nations,
includ ing neutral and nonaligned European nations, the United
States, Canada, and the Soviet Union, met in Helsinki, Finland, to
bridge those divisions. This meeting was the first in a continuing
series of CSCE conferences and meetings held in national capitals
across Europe. At these meetings, delegates from the CSCE nations
attempted to define and agree upon a set of legal principles that
wou ld apply to all European states and peoples. The first signifi-
cant phase of this process culminated in August 1975 with the
signing of the Helsinki Final Act.’

Through the Helsin ki Final Act, the CSCE nations declared
that issues concerning the future of Europe should be discussed in
terms of three areas, or "baskets." Basket one dealt with security
in Europe, including issues such as national self-determination,
territorial integrity, and the peacef ul settlement of disputes. Basket
two covered progress in science, technology, and the environment.
Basket three contained human rights and other issues. To enhance
military security, the 35 CSCE states agreed to the concept of
negotiati ng “confidence-building measu res (CBMs)." The objec-
tive of these measu res, which were initially quite limited in scope
because of the rigidity of the east-west European divisions in the
Cold War, was to make each nation's military capa bilities and
intentions more transparent. The theory was that if nations knew
of their neighbors' military capa bility and intentions, then these
nations might develop confidence in their international relations
and possi bly reallocate their security resources to other national
concerns. Collectively, the European continent was the most
heavily armed of any continent in the world . Nationa | armies and
air forces were large, well equi pped, and modern. Both the United
States and the Soviet Union had stationed large, combat-read y
armies and air forces in Central Europe. The first confidence-
building measure, signed in 1975, required all 35 CSCE nations to
provide every other nation a 21-day advance notice of any military
exercises involving more than 21,000 troops. Other provisions
stipulated the voluntary notifica tion of smaller exercises as well as
large-scale troop movements on an annual calendar.

In contrast to the successful negotiation and institution of
these CSCE confidence-bu ilding measures, another set of cross-
European diplomatic-mi litary negotiations, the Mutual and Bal-
anced Force Reductions (MBFRs), did not fare well. These nego-
tiations were between the representatives of two alliances: the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw



Treaty Organization (WTO). Initiated in 1973, the negotia tions
lasted intermittently for 17 years. They were never able to get past
several stumbling blocks. NATO sought red uctions in milita ry
personnel stationed in Europe, whereas WTO proposed equal

red uctions in both military personnel and weapons. The objective,
NATO argued, would be to achieve, after several phased with-
drawals, end-strength parity in the forces of both alliances. The
Warsaw Pact, as the WTO was common |y known, countered that
both alliances should be red ucing the same number of person nel
and weapons, leaving the end strength unbalanced. Neither alli-
ance would agree during the lengthy negotia tions whether to ma ke
the cuts in equal slices or through gradual red uctions leading to
parity. Nor could they agree on whether the cuts should be made
on an alliance-to-alliance or a nation-by-nation basis. In add ition,
a major U.S. concern was that there was no satisfactory method to
verify personnel cuts. In lieu of any agreement in these protracted
and frustrating MBFR negotia tions, both NATO and WTO mod-
ernized their conventional weapons and maintained their focus on
combat read iness. Huge, modern, massed armies and air forces
continued to face each other across a line running through a di-
vided Germany.?®

Throughout these years, the 35 CSCE nations contin ued
meeting in a series of lengthy conferences in Madrid, Stock holm,
and Vienna. The Madrid meetings began in Novem ber 1980 and

A U.S. team observes a Russian exercise-a CSCE-negotiated confidence-building measure.




led to the delegates agreeing on a September 1983 CSCE Mandate.
This mandate called for all delegates to negotiate agreements

i mplementing not only confidence-bu ilding measures among the
states of Europe, but also new treaties leading to the gradual disar-
mament of Europe. At the Madrid meeting, the CSCE nations
accepted a broader definition of Europe as envisioned first by
French President Charles de Gaulle, then by President Valery
Giscard d'Estaing, and finally strongly articulated and argued by
the United States. It defined Europe as stretching from the Atlantic
Ocean to the Ural Mountains.® This meant that any future agree-
ment or treaty wou ld include military forces and equipment sta-
tioned across the length and breadth of Europe, including the
interior of the Soviet Union. This definition had significant impli-
cations for the CFE Treaty.

Three years later in Stockholm, in September 1986, CSCE
delegates agreed to new confidence and security build ing measures
(CSBMs). These measures required notification of military exer-
cises involving more than 13,000 troops and provided for on-site
inspection of field activities involving 17,000 or more ground
forces or 5,000 or more airborne troops, with no right of refusal
by the inspected nation. Known as the Stockholm Docu ment of
1986, this was the first multinational agreement that the Soviet
Union signed permitti ng on-site inspections on its own territory to
verify an arms control accord.®

In agreeing to the Stockholm Document, Gorbachev signaled
his intent to accelerate negotiations for red ucing military arma-
ments across Europe. Throughout 1986-87, Gorbachev gave a
series of dramatic speeches, calling upon European and American
leaders to consider phased red uctions in conventional and nuclear
forces based on the European continent. He changed the course of
all previous negotiations by conceding that since the Soviet Union
had numerically superior conventional forces in Europe, the
NATO nations might reasona bly conclude that these forces were a
threat. He further stated that under any negotiated all-European
arms control treaty, the side with the greater num ber of forces
ought to take a larger share of the reductions, provided there was
adequate verification through on-site inspections. Under the Soviet
Union's leadership, the seven-nation Warsaw Treaty Organization
met in Budapest and endorsed Gorbachev's proposa ls.*

Responding to these significant new Soviet and Warsaw Pact
initiatives, the foreign ministers of NATO created a High Level
Task Force (HLTF) in May 1986 to develop a coordinated alliance
proposal for a conventional arms red uction treaty. Following long
and difficult internal discussions within the 16-nation alliance, this
NATO task force produced a negotiating position in Decem ber
1986. The NATO foreign ministers in their Decem ber meeting



N ATO Headquarters in Brussels, Belgium.

proposed a two-track negotiating strategy. One would consist of
the 35 CSCE nations' pursuing broader and more transpa rent
confidence- build ing measu res. The other would have the NATO
nations and the WTO nations negotia te phased red uctions and
sta bility provisions for their conventional forces in Europe. This
two-track strategy was adopted. 2

Just five weeks later, negotiators from 23 states (16 NATO,
7 WTO) met in Vienna on February 17, 1987, to discuss treaty
negotiati ng guidelines. Nea rly two years of detailed, often techni-
cal discussions, both among the allied nations and between the
alliances, produced on January 14, 1989, the Mandate for Nego-
tiation on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. This mandate
established the fundamental negotiating principles for the CFE
Treaty. Specifically, the treaty would include provisions to red uce
or prevent the capability of any nation, or group of nations, to
mass military forces on the European continent in order to launch
a surprise attack across national borders. The treaty wou ld seek to
significantly reduce offensive military hardware; these red uctions
would be asymmetric, with the objective of an end-strength parity
between alliances. In addition, the treaty would contain provisions
for a robust and intrusive verification regime.!?



NATO Nations

Belgium Luxembourg
Canada Netherlands
Denmark Norway
France Portugal
Germany Spain
Greece Turkey
Iceland United Kingdom
Italy United States
Warsaw Pact
Nations
Bulgaria

Czechoslovakia
German Democratic Republic
Hungary
Poland
Romania
Soviet Union

Twenty-three states bega n negotia tions under the Cold War
structure of Europe. The NATO alliance, 16 nations including the
United States, formed one side; the Warsaw Pact, 7 nations domi-
nated by the Soviet Union, constituted the other. Although these
nations shared negoti ating goals and strategies as mem bers within
their alliances, they were independent, sovereign nations. Under
the treaty being negotiated, the individual signatory states would
hold all rights and obligations. Recognizing this fact, French nego-
tiators successfully argued for not identifying in the formal treaty
language either the NATO or the Warsaw Pact alliance. Instead,
the French persuaded the other nations to use the term “group of
state parties" to refer to the two alliances.* This became a critical
treaty term since it allowed negotiators to incorporate the existing
bloc-versus-bloc structure as an integral element of the treaty
while holding the individual states responsible for treaty imple-
mentation. This dualism remained in the treaty despite revolution-
ary changes that transpired in Eastern Europe and in the Soviet
Union in 1990-92.

In late 1989, the East Germans revolted; the Berlin Wall fell,
and the German Democratic Repu blic's comm unist govern ment
collapsed . German unification became a serious possi bility. Ger-
man Chancellor Helmut Kohl, Soviet General Secretary Mikhail S.
Gorbachev, British Prime Minister Margaret H. Thatcher, French
President Franc;ois Mitterrand, and American President George
Bush participated in a series of dramatic meetings in 1990. These
negotia tions culminated in a series of international agreements
that recognized Germany as a single, unified nation, effective
October 3, 1990. W hile these events un folded, the Warsaw Pact
collapsed. This collapse was a direct consequence of the "velvet"
revol utions in Eastern Europe in 1988-89 as the peoples of
Poland, Hungary, Romania, Czechoslova k ia, and Bulgaria rejected
their communist govern ments. Equally important was the fact that
Gorbachev and the leaders of the Soviet Union allowed the revol u-
tions to proceed. Previous attempts by Warsaw Pact nations to
depart from communism had resulted in forceful Soviet military
i nterven tion. In 1989-90, by contrast, Soviet troops were wi th-
drawing from Eastern Europe.*®

All these events influenced the CFE Treaty. The issue of
German unification posed several concerns for treaty negotiators.
A united Germany wou ld possess a large, modern armed force.
Itwou ld have the largest national army and air force in Central
Europe. Twice in the 20th century, Germany had sought to domi-
nate continenta | Europe. Ack nowledgi ng this legacy, German
Chancellor Kohl pledged that his government would reduce the
size of the new nation's military forces. Germany submitted a
special declaration to be included in the CFE Treaty. The "Decla-
ration by the Government of the Federal Repu blic of Germany on
the Person nel Strength of German Armed Forces" stated that



Germany would cut its troop strength to 370,000 three to four
years from the day the CFE Treaty entered into force.'® This decla-
ration persuaded other nations to declare their willingness to
negotiate "to limit the person nel strengths of their conventional
armed forces." Although negotiators did not reach agreement on
this issue in time for the signing of the CFE Treaty in Paris in
Novem ber 1990, they continued negotiations throughout 1991
and 1992. By July 1992, the time of the treaty's entry into force,
national personnel limits were contained in a separate document,
entitled the CFE 1A Concluding Act.

Another event, also larger than the treaty and influencing it,
was General Secretary Gorbachev's unilateral declaration at the
United Nations in December 1988 to withdraw six tank divisions
(50,000 men) from the nations of Central Europe.'” This unprec-
edented, massive Soviet military withdrawal, coupled with the
Eastern European nations discarding communist governments for
democratic rule, resulted in a weakened, impotent military alliance
among the Warsaw Pact nations. Just five months before the CFE
Treaty's signature, the Hungarian National Assembly on June 26,
1990, voted 232-0 to initiate negotiations for Hungary to leave the
Soviet-d ominated Warsaw Pact. *® Since the framework of the CFE
Treaty rested on a group of states as the basic unit for all red uc-
tions and end-strength parity, a breakup of the WTO presented the
possi bility that those nations would no longer act as a group. This
did not happen. The Eastern European states did not want the
possi ble dissolution of the alliance to prevent the CFE Treaty from
entering into force.

The CFE Treaty was negotiated under a N ATOIW TO scenario.



Ambassador Grinevsky on Soviet Negotiations

On Soviet leaders and the concept of on-site
inspections: "In December 1985, Gorbachev had
a one-on-one with each of his arms control nego-
tiators. He wanted to start 'real negotiations'
with ‘'real reductions' in armaments to make
Europe and the world less militarized and less
dangerous. During the time of [Conference on
Disarmament in Europe] negotiations in
Stockholm, | suggested that we accept one or two
on-site inspections every year of Soviet forces
because it would convince the West of our good
intentions and [it] wou ld not harm our military
position in any way."

On resistance within the Soviet Politburo: "In the
meetings on arms control, the sides were gener-
ally Gorbachev, Shevardnadze, Yakolev, and
Grinevsky against Marshal Akhromeyev,

the KGB Chief, the Director of the Central
Committee's Interna tional Department, and the
Military Departments. Marshal Akhromeyev was
the key member of the Politburo who opposed
the CDE measures. As the head military officer,
his ideas were important and persuasive. But he
was very 'explosive," and would speak out force-
fully on his views.

"The Politboro met on weekends. | would
return from Stockholm and present the results of
that week's negotiations. The arguments were
heated. Usually, they took the form of my intro-
ducing a proposal and, if it was unacceptable,

Ak hromeyev would ‘explode,’ explaining that the
proposal endangered the military security of the

A professional diplomat, Oleg Grinevsky led the De-
partment of Mid-Eastern Affairs, USSR Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, from 1978 through 1983. During the
next two years, he served as the Soviet Ambassad or to
the Con(erence on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope. Then, in 1985, he became the Chief Arms Con-
trol N egotiator for the USSR for the CFE Treaty. For
the next five years, he worked directly with President
Mikhail Gorbachev and Foreign Minister
Shevardnadze to negotiate the treat)"

state. Gorbachev would then step in and 'medi-
ate' the dispute, making sure at the end that
everyone on the Politburo agreed . This happened
on the discussions on the on-site inspection mea-
sures, and that is how it was resolved ."

On Gorbachev and Soviet partici pation in the
more radical arms control treaty negotiations:
"First of all, there was the economic situation in
the country. The USSR needed time and resources
to improve its economic situation.... Second, to
do this we had to improve relations with the West
to red uce tensions, to make economic relations
easier by getting rid of the West's biggest fear, the
size and power of the Soviet military forces in
Europe. We wanted to change our military profile
in Europe and reduce our dominance over East-
ern Europe.

"We actually succeeded, especially after
the CFE Treaty, which, by the way, only
Shevardnadze really supported. Shevardnadze
realized that only after this treaty would the
USSR be safe from a Western attack. The country
wou ld be able to save resou rces from the conven-
tional force reductions to use elsewhere.

"Conventional forces are very expensive, and
the money saved would be considerable. But
virtually all of the others opposed the CFE Treaty
because the USSR would be giving up its ‘over-
whelming military advantage' in Europe. They
could not visualize a Soviet Union that did not
have a huge and powerful military, even if it
meant better living conditions for the people.”

Source: Interview, Colonel Kenneth D. Guillory, U.S. Army, March 14, 1994.




Ambassador Hansen on U.S. Negotiations

Lynn M. Hansen was the U.S. Ambassador to the
Conference onSecurity and Cooperation in Europe,
1992-93.1n1989-90, heserved onthe U.S. delega-
tion negotiating the CFE Treaty. Educated at Utah
State University, Hansen was a Fulbright Scholar to

the Free University of Berlin. Therecipient of an
M .A. and a Ph.D., he is fluent in German, Dutch,
Swedish, and Russian. Currently, Ambassador

Hansen is Vice Chairman for E valuation, National

Intelligence Council.

On the Bush administration 's decision to pursue the
CFE Treaty: "The United States made the decision
to push the treaty sometime in 1989. It began in
March 1989, but there was a little bit of time before
they really made the decision that, by golly, we are
going to get this agreement. They brought in Jim
Woolsey [as Chief Negotiator], and | came with
him. That was in Novem ber 1989. It was precisely
the time when the Berlin Wall came down."

The IN F Treaty as a precedent: "The INF experi-
ence was both a positive and negative model for us.
It was positive insofar as we and the Soviet Union
had an experience which we shared, and we knew
what had to be done. But this very fact was resented
by some, particularly the French, who took some
pains to make sure that we did not use INF termi-
nology very much. But since it was the only experi-
ence anyone had, we still used it. So it was very,
very important to us in terms of methodologies and
proced ures....

"Clearly, there were two things that influenced
us. One was, of course, the INF Treaty. The second
was the shared experience everybody had with the
Stockholm Agreement . That was a European-domi-
nated experience, and it was very, very important. |
think it was every bit as important to the Europeans
and to the negotiation of the CFE Treaty as was the
INF Treaty. Thirty-five nations had shared in that
experience, but only 23 were in the CFE negotia-
tions-and all of them had been involved in the
Stockholm Agreement, every one."

N egotiating the final CFE Treaty verification issues:
"As we proceeded through negotiations we were
able to resolve most of the issues up until October
1990. We were within a month of treaty signing and

Source: Interview, Joseph P.Harahan, OSIA, December 14, 1993.

didn't have the basic question of a site versus an
object of verification resol ved. It was the basis for
calculating the nu mber of inspections, and what we
were to inspect. In October 1990, the Russians paid
a visit to Washington. A small team of us took
Soviet Ambassador Grinevsky into a room in the
State Department and we talked about the CFE
Treaty, specifically verification.

"The [U.S.] interagency community, or more
accurately, decisionmakers at a high level, had
decided that they would accept the Soviets' object
of verification concept, provided the Soviets would
agree to the way it would be implemented. We put
this proposition to Ambassador Grinevsky. He
indicated that he wanted the appropriate people
involved. We requested that he send his verification
negotia tor to the U.S. He called him over. His name
was Gennadiy Yefstaviyev. We met in New York.
The idea was that while the UN First Committee
was in session, we woul d attem pt to resolve the
final parts of the CFE Treaty.

"l arranged my room in the Waldorf Astoria to
be a little negotiating room. As it turns out, only |
and Yefstaviyev used it. One on one, we wrote out
the final parts of the verification protocol, which
included the concept of object of verification and
access to the declared sites. We also developed the
definition of a declared site and other definitions
which have stood the test of time rather well.

"Basically, we did it this way. My negotiating
style was to write everything down. Then, these
texts were given to Mr. Shevardnadze and Secretary
Baker. They would meet, discuss, and bless them. By
the time that New York meeting was over, we had,
for all intents and purposes, an agreement on the
verifica tion protocol."




Declared Site
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Conseq uently, throughou t 1990, the Central European War-
saw Pact nations, specifically Poland, Hungary, CzechoslovaKkia,
Romania, and Bulgaria, continued to negotiate as a "group of
state parties,” although most believed that the Warsaw Pact wou ld
dissolve by the end of 1991. In the negotiating sessions, these
nations took positions that reflected their independent national
status, but in the final treaty text and implementing protocols,
they agreed to retain the terminology of bloc-to-bloc limits and
zones. Since Soviet military forces were still withd rawing from
Eastern Europe, no nation wanted to impede this withdrawal. This
deliberate political act allowed the basic framework of the treaty
to remain in place while the East European nations strengthened
their new independent govern ments. t°

By October 1990, most ma jor treaty provisions, protocols,
and statements had been agreed to; however, the basis for calcu-
lating the number of inspections had not been determined. The
United States argued that the location of treaty-limited equipment
(TLE) and military units, known as a "declared site," should be
the basis for calculating the number of inspections. The declared
site was what an inspection team wou ld inspect. The Soviets
countered that the number of inspections should be based on the
"objects of verification™ (OOVs). The OOV was a declared mili-
tary organization that held equipment limited by
the treaty. An OOV could also be a designated
perma nent storage site that held TLE not associ-

53rdTank Brigade 52nd Tank Brigade ated with a specific unit, or any location, where

Coammon Area

ooV 3
54th Tank Brigade .

Declared Site

OOV 1 Declared for Inspection

TLE would !he found routinely. The Soviet posi-
tion was that a team wou ld inspect the OOV-
the organization, storage depot, or location and
its TLE, not the entire site where they were
located. For many, this distinction was difficult
to understa nd; yet, it was im portant to the Soviet

Common Area High Command because they colocated many

military organizations at a single location. The
Soviet Army often had several OOVs on a single
declared site. Here was a major disagreement,
declared site versus OOV, and neither the NATO
nations nor the Warsaw Pact nations were will-
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ing to compromise.

Not Subject to In an eleventh-hour effort, American CFE

Commaon Area

Not Subject to
Inspection

Common Area

Inspection Treaty negotiator Lynn M. Hansen and Soviet

CFE Treaty negotiator Gennadiy Yefstaviyev
held a series of meetings in the weeks and days
before the treaty was signed.?® There was little
time for extended deliberations. President Bush
had stated that he wou ld not attend the Paris
CSCE Conference, scheduled for mid- Novem ber
1990, if a CFE Treaty was not ready for signa-



ture. Time was running out; in late October Am bassador Hansen
met with Am bassad or Grinevsky and others at the U.S. State De-
partment to resolve the im passe. Their solution recognized the
OOV as the item for inspection, but also granted inspectors access
to the entire site except for areas belonging exclusively to another
OOV. Declared site areas that were not part of an OOV, were
colloquially referred to as common areas. This am biguous solution
resol ved a treaty negotiating impasse, but it created problems later
during treaty implementation.

Long before this issue would surface during actual on-site
i nspections, the treaty text and protocols had to be finalized,
signed, and ratified. To complete the treaty, Soviet CFE negotiator
Yefstaviyev went to New York, where he and the American nego-
tiator Hansen developed the final segments of the inspection pro-
tocol. They in turn persuaded mem bers of their respective blocs in
Budapest and Brussels to accept the negotiated provisions. How-
ever, this U.S.-USSR agreement came at a cost. These end game
negotiations brought to a head a belief held by many of the other
signatory states: the two superpowers, the United States and the
USSR, were resolving too many issues bilaterally. From this point
forward, the CFE Treaty negotiators from the European states
began meeting among themselves. A stronger "European” perspec-
tive on the CFE Treaty and its implementa tion began to emerge.
Despite this development, the march toward final agreement con-
tinued. After delegates agreed to all of the final provisions, the
CFE Treaty was ready for signatu re.

In mid- Novem ber 1990, the three-day meeting of the Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe convened in Paris.
The leaders of 22 nations, includ ing Bush, Gorbachev, Kohl,
Mitter rand, and Thatcher, signed the CFE Treaty on Novem ber
19, 1990. At that point, the signatory states included Belgium,
Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslova kia, Denmark, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Luxem bourg, Netherla nds, Nor-
way, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Turkey, Soviet Union,
United Kingdom, and the United States. Amidst all the historic
changes sweeping across the European continent, the CFE Treaty
constituted a new legal and diplomatic framework for reducing
military forces and limiting national aggression in post-Cold War
Europe. #

The CSCE Conference's political and diplomatic dimensions
were revealed the next day as the leaders of 34 states signed the
Charter of Paris for a New Europe.22 This charter cod ified state-
ments on human rights, democratic values, and the rule of law for
all European states and peoples. At the same session, leaders of the



Leaders of CSCE nations at the N ovember 1990 Paris Summit.

16 NATO nations, 6 WTO nations, and 12 neutral and non-
aligned European nations pledged to seek a nonconfrontationa |
security structure for all of Europe. That structure began, of
course, with their endorsement of the objectives of the CFE Treaty.
Next, they agreed to establish and strengthen CSCE i nstitutions .?
A new, small CSCE Secretariat would be established in Prague; a
CSCE Conflict Resolution Center would be set up in Vienna, and
a new CSCE Election Monitoring Office would be located in War-
saw. At the same time, the 35 nationa | lea ders affirmed their com-
mitment to follow the provisions of the Vienna Document 1990,
an important new cross-European confidence and security building
measure that expanded the provisions of the earlier Stockholm
Document of 1986.* The new Vienna Document 1990 stipu lated
annual exchanges of military force data, regular milita ry-to-mili-
tary contacts, and on-site inspections as confidence and security
building measures. When the three-day CSCE Conference con-
cluded, it was seen as another significant step in the transition to
post-Col d War Europe.

President Bush, in his remarks to the 69 assembled presidents,
prime ministers, and foreign ministers, cited the Helsinki Final Act
of 1975 and the courage of the European peoples who worked to



implement the CSCE objectives. He noted that three of the Euro-
pean leaders present, the presidents of Poland, Czechoslovakia,
and Bulgaria, had been jailed or persecuted for exercising their
rights under the Helsinki Act. President Bush asserted that the
treaty was the military dimension of the CSCE process and that it
was "the most far-reaching arms agreement" ever negotiated. ?® In
his remarks, President Gorbachev praised the CFE Treaty and
called for action on the other arms control treaties then under
negotiation, especially in the areas of strategic nuclear weapons.?®
When they spoke, both Chancellor Kohl and President Mitterrand
took a longer, European view. In the last 200 years, Kohl said,
"Europe, and my country in particular, became the epicenter of
worldwide catastrophes.” Now, he declared it was time for Euro-
pean peace. Mitterrand observed that for the first time in Euro-
pean history the massive changes occurring across the continent
were "not the outcome of war or bloody revolution. "%

Between the hyperbole and the history lay the signed CFE
Treaty. But before it could enter into force, it had to be ratified.
That process would take nearly two years; in the interim, the
treaty became the subject of intense scrutiny by those responsi ble
for implementa tion.

The CFE Treaty contained 23 articles that spelled out
treaty definitions and requirements in terms of equipment,
qua ntities, locations, and time periods. The treaty outlined
requirements for exchanges of information, red uctions
(elimination or conversion of TLE), and on-site inspec-

tions. It also authorized the formation of a Joint Consu lta- R ATV B WEEN THE

tive Group (JCG) of all signatory nations to resolve issues TWENTY TWO SOVEREIGN NATIONS
that might arise during the life of the treaty. Eight proto- ON THE

cols provided detailed proced ural guidance on the require-

ments outlined in the 23 articles. Finally, three important REDUCTION OF THEIR
declarations were included in the treaty.?8 CONVENTIONAL ARMED FORCES

IN EUROPE

The first declaration defined and limited the num ber
of land-based naval aircraft and attack helicopters. This
declaration was but one element of a larger problem that
treaty negotiators faced. Combat aircraft had been a par-
ticularly difficult issue during treaty negotiations. The
Eastern group of states held an advantage of more than
2,000 land-based combat aircraft over the NATO nations'
air forces. The Soviet Union wanted the CFE Treaty limits
to codify that advantage. If the NATO nations wanted an 23 ARTICLES
equal num ber of combat aircraft, the Soviet negotiators ] 8 PROTOCOLS
argued, they would have to build up to the Eastern group | 3 DECLARATIONS

19 NOVEMBER 90




Several issues concerning combat aircraft, like the M iG-29, were contentious in negotiations.

of states' treaty-authorized totals. NATO representati ves coun-
tered that the goal should be to achieve a treaty-a uthorized end-
strength figure that would put the two groups of states on an
equal footing in regard to the final number of combat aircraft.
NATO's proposal would require the Soviets to eliminate thousa nds
of combat-ready aircra ft. This was unaccepta ble to the Soviet
High Command.?

Another aspect of the same problem was how to define a
combat aircraft. The NATO states offered a definition that
focused on the capability of the aircraft. If an aircraft could fly
and deliver munitions, they argued, it was a combat aircraftand
should be limited by the treaty. The Eastern group of states, how-
ever, preferred a definition that categorized military aircraft by
mission. Using this definition, they recommended excluding air-
craft such as defensive fighter i nterceptors and combat aircraft
used as trainers. These aircraft, they asserted, did not have offen-
sive missions-they did not support ground forces-therefore they
should not be limited by the treaty. In addition, the Soviets had
reassigned 500 land-based aircraft from ground to naval units,
and they wanted to exclude them from consideration arguing that
the treaty did not apply to naval forces. These aircraft were impor-
tant to the Soviet High Command because they constituted a
cou nter ba lance to NATO's carrier-based aircraft, which were not
limited by the treaty. The NATO states were concerned that any
treaty exclusion of combat aircraft based on mission wou ld sanc-
tion a legal hiding place. Further, they were trou bled by the Sovi-
ets' reassign ing grou nd-based combat aircraft to naval forces.
What wou Id limit the Soviet military from simply assigning an
increasing number of aircraft to naval forces? Painting a fighter's
tail and wings with naval unit insignia, NATO negotiators argued,



offered little evidence that the fighter would not be used for offen-
sive operations within the treaty area.®

The issue became so contentious that as late as September
1990, Secretary of State James A. Baker, Ill, commented in a news
interview that combat aircraft might not be an element of the
treaty. He suggested that these aircraft might become a consider-
ation for subsequent CFE negotiations. Secretary Baker and For-
eign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze met in New York City in late
September to consider the final items of the treaty. By early Octo-
ber, they had worked out a comprom ise agreement on 5,150 as the
total number of combat aircraft a single country could possess in
the treaty area. This ceiling reflected the Soviet High Command's
minimum needs. Concurrently with the Baker and Shevardnad ze U.S. Secretary of State
discussions in New York City, NATO's High Level Task Force James A. Baker, Il .
continued to review the issue in Brussels. Once Baker and
Shevardnadze had reached an agreement, they presented it to each
group of states. In Vienna, after treaty negotiators approved the
single-nation limit, they moved forward on October 15, 1990, to
agree on a ceiling of 6,800 combat aircraft per group of state
parries.®?

This 6,800 combat aircraft limit left the Eastern group of
states with a 900 aircra ft ad vantage. However, the new limits
meant that the Soviet Armed Forces would have to eliminate 1,295
aircraft, and the remaining members of its group of states, 277
aircraft. The treaty limits included interceptor aircraft and Soviet
Backfire bom bers. Mission was not the basis for inclusion. Treaty
limits excluded primary flight training aircra ft, whereas combat
aircraft trainers were included because of their offensive capa bili- Soviet Foreign M inister
ties. The inclusion of combat aircraft trainers affected the Eastern Eduard Shevardnadz e.
group of states' totals, primarily the Soviet Union's. The NATO
states, however, were not affected beca use their hold ings were
approxi mately 900 aircraft below the treaty ceiling. To com pen-
sate the Eastern group for agreeing to the lower combat aircraft
ceiling, the NATO negotiators acceded to a treaty provision that
allowed the reclassi fication of up to 550 unarmed training aircraft.

Seven models of combat training aircraft could be reclassified. Key
systems could be removed to render the aircraft useless for offen-
sive operations. Reclassification of the MiG-25U fighters was
limited to 130 aircraft. Once modified and certified by on-site
inspectors, these reclassified aircraft would not count against the
6,800 aircraft ceiling.

In the final negotia tions, the Soviet delegates were adama nt
on the issue of excluding their land-based naval aircraft from
consideration. Ultimately, negotiators could not resolve the prob-
lem within the structure of the legally binding treaty. Instead, they
inserted into the treaty a politica | declaration that allowed each
group of states, although in reality it applied only to the Soviet



Union, to possess a certain num ber of land-based naval aircraft
that did not count against the 6,800 ceiling for combat aircraft.

The CFE Treaty did contain some limits, however. The total
num ber of land-based naval aircraft was limited to 430 per group
of states, with no nation allowed more than 400. This declaration
recognized the initial Soviet advantage in combat aircraft going into
treaty negotiations, but it limited the number of Soviet land-based
naval aircraft to 400, and, most importa nt, it sealed for the future
the issue of combat aircraft being assigned to naval forces and being
outside the treaty. Naval combat aircraft did not present the only
unresolved issue as the time for treaty signature approached. The
complex issue of setting and verifying limits on national military
personnel could not be solved in the weeks leading up to treaty
signature, and prod uced another treaty declaration.

By inserting this second declaration into the CFE Treaty,
negotia tors stated that limits on national military person nel were
an aspect of the CFE Treaty, but that such limits required further
negotia tions to reach agreement on specific figures and verifica tion
protocols. *> Verification was the major stumbling point. U.S. nego-
tiators believed that while counting CFE military equipment wou ld
be challenging, counting military personnel could become impos-
sible, particularly during periods of extensive military reorganiza-
tions, massive force red uctions, and especially during rapid mili-
tary expansions. There were other difficult issues associated with
tracking military manpower. Just who would be counted: military
reserves? naval infantry? military transients? In trhe end, negotia-
tors agreed to continue manpower negotiations with a goal of
reaching agreement by the Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe to be held in Helsinki in July 1992.2® Consequently,
they included in this second CFE Treaty declaration a statement
that all signatory states wou ld not increase their current levels of
peacetime person nel. Germany was the only state that made a
treaty declaration to limit its mil itary forces. Its pledge to limit its
military forces to not more than 370,000 constituted the third
declaration of the CFE Treaty.3*

The scope of the treaty in terms of nations, military equip-
ment, and geogra phy was enormous. In Novem ber 1990, 22 na-
tions with military forces stationed over 2.3 million square miles
had committed themselves to the CFE Treaty. The TLE fell into
five major categories: tanks, combat aircraft, attack helicopters,
armored combat vehicles, and artillery. Further, in each of those
categories there were many types of equipment: 24 types of tanks,
55 types of combat aircraft, 17 types of attack helicopters, and
more than 50 types of armored combat vehicles (ACVs). Armored
combat vehicles, a term coined for the treaty, grouped armored



person nel carriers (APCs), armored infantry fighting vehicles
(AIFVs), and heavy armament combat vehicles into a single cat-
egory. Heavy armament combat vehicles included vehicles that
were not tanks, APCs, or AIFVs but had an integral gun of at least
75 millimeter (mm) caliber and weighed at least 6 tons. Artillery
included guns, howitzers, mortars, multiple launch rocket systems,
and artillery pieces that combined the characteristics of guns and
howitzers. There were more than 100 types of artillery and all
were of at least 2100mm caliber. The five categories of TLE con-
tained more than 240 different types of equ ipment. The combined
holdings of TLE for both groups of states surpassed 200,000
pieces.

The treaty also had provisions for reporting conventional
armaments and equipment that were inventoried but not limited
by the treaty. The Protocol on Existing Types of Conventional
Armaments and Equipment listed all conventiona | arma ments and
equ ipment subject to the treaty. Known by its acronym, CAEST,
this equipment included the five categories of TLE, plus combat
support helicopters, unarmed transport helicopters, and Mi-24R
and Mi-24K helicopters; primary trainer aircra ft; armored -vehicle-
launched bridges; and armored personnel carrier and armored
infantry fighting vehicle "look-alikes." Armored look-alikes were
vehicles built on ACY chassis that were similar in appearance to
an APC or an AIFV, except that they could not transport a combat
infantry squad. They also did not have guns or cannons of 20
millimeter (mm) or greater caliber. There were 21 types of look-

Table 1-1. CFE Treaty Ceilings

Sufficiency Rule

In Each In One Percent
mmmm 'LE In ATTU* Alliance Country in ATTU

L L I .
Tanks 40,000 20,000 13,300 33%
Artillery 40,000 20,000 13,700 34%
| B Acvs 60,000 30,000 20,000 33%

1 .
h\ . P Aircraft 13,600 6,800 5,150 38%
> 3t

Helicopters 4,000 2,000 1,500 38%

Atlantic to the Urals.
Source: Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, November 1990, Articles IV, V, VI.



Table 1-2. NATO Declared Holdings and Liabilities

Percentage
TLE CFE Limit Declared Liability* of Holdings
Tanks 20,000 25,091 5,949 24%
Artillery 20,000 20,620 2,334 11%
ACVs 30,000 34,453 4,631 13%
Aircraft 6,800 5,939 0 0%
Helicopters 2,000 1,736 0 0%

'Collectively, NATO nations set their CFE limits below the treaty limits. All figures as of
November 19, 1990, the CFE Treaty initial data exchange.

Source: CFE Treaty Declarations and Residual Ceilings, United Kingdom, Ministry of
Defense, November 1990.

alikes for the M-113 APC chassis alone, and these were not lim-
ited by the treaty. In deference to the Geneva Convention of 1949,
armored am bulances were not considered ACVs or look-alikes
under the CFE Treaty. Thus, they were not reporta ble.

Armored vehicle launched bridges were also su bject to the
CFE Treaty. Althou gh they were not considered TLE, limits were
placed on them. The treaty allowed each group of states to have
740 armored bridges in use with their active forces. Any bridges in
excess of this limit had to remain in storage. The treaty contained
specific guidelines both for storing them and for removing them
during an emergency.

In the first official treaty information exchange, held in
Vienna on Novem ber 18, 1990, the 22 nations declared an aggre-
gated total of 201,005 pieces of TLE. By category, there were
58,282 tanks, 77,402 ACVs, 47,573 artillery, 14,311 aircra ft, and
3,437 helicopters within the treaty area, from the Atlantic to the
Urals.®> By Novem ber 1995, the total number of TLE within the
area had to be below the treaty ceiling of 157,600 pieces. This
final figure is the total of the five categories of offensive wea pons:
40,000 battle tanks, 60,000 armored combat vehicles, 40,000
pieces of artillery, 13,600 combat aircra ft, and 4,000 attack heli-
copters (see table 1-1). These totals included a subtota |l designating
the maximum amount of equipment that active units could hold
collectively, with the rema inder stored in designated permanent
storage sites. These maximum equipment figures, again one-half
for each group of states, per mitted active units to hold 33,000
tanks, 54,600 ACVs, and 34,000 pieces of artillery.

To lessen the possi bility of any one nation's becoming too
dominant or unilaterally lau nching a massive surprise attack, the
treaty stipulated limits on the amount of equipment that any one
nation could have within the treaty area. Known as the "suffi-
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Table 1-3.WTO Holdings and Liabilities*

Percentage
TLE CFE Limit Declared Liability ofHoldings
Tanks 20,000 33,191 13,191 40%
Artillery 20,000 26,953 6,953 26%
ACVs 30,000 42,949 12,949 30%
Aircraft 6,800 8,372 1,572 19%
Helicopters 2,000 1,701 0 0%

«All figures as of November 19, 1990, the CFE Treaty initial data exchange.
Source: SIPRI Yearbook 1991, World Armaments and Disarmament, p. 426.

ciency rule," this provision allowed a nation sufficient forces to
defend itself, but limited its forces and offensive equipment to
approxi mately one-third of the total amou nt permitted for its
group of states. As the Warsaw Pact disintegrated, this provision,
which was originally a NATO proposal, took on an additiona |

i mportance as the Central European nations sought to mini mize
the strength of the neigh boring Soviet U nion.

Area

The treaty's area of application encompassed the territory of
the European signatory nations stretching from the Atlantic Ocean
to the Ural Mountains. Known as the ATTU (Atlantic to the
Urals), the area consisted of four zones, three of which were con-
centric rings centered on Germany, and one that defined the flanks
of a European theater (see map). These four zones defined the
areas in which the signatories agreed to limit the number of TLE
for stationed ground forces. Because of their mobility and range,
combat aircraft and attack helicopters were not subject to zone
restrictions. The smallest zone encircled Central Europe, a focal
point of the Cold War. It encompassed Germany, Belgium, Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Luxembourg, Netherla nds, Poland,
and designated European island territories. Military forces in this
zone could not exceed 15,000 battle tanks, 22,500 ACVs, and
10,000 pieces of artillery.

The next, larger concentric zone extended beyond Central
Europe and included additional nations. At treaty signature, the
second zone included Denmark and the Faroe Islands, France,
Italy, United Kingdom and Northern Ireland, and Soviet territory
encompassing the Byelorussia n, Carpathian, Kiev, and Baltic Mili-
tary Districts. By the time of treaty ratification and entry into force
inJuly 1992, the Soviet Union had dissolved and these military
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Barents s Treaty-Limited Equipment for Each Group of States
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districts were located in the independent states of Uk raine, R ussia,
Belarus, and the Baltic nations. Equipment allowed in this zone
tota led 20,600 battle tanks, 38,520 ACVs, and 18,200 pieces of
artillery. Put another way, this larger zone, which included the
smaller zone, could hold the equipment authorized in the smaller
zone plus an additional 5,600 battle tanks, 16,020 ACVs, and
8,200 pieces of artillery.

The largest of the three zones at treaty signature encom passed
the two smaller zones plus Portugal with the Azores and Madeira
Islands, Spain and the Canary Islands, and the Soviet territories
west of the Ural mountains encom passing the Moscow and Volga-
Ural Military Districts. When the treaty entered into force, this
expanded area, which stretched literally from the Atlantic to the
Urals, included the independent states of Russia, Ukraine, Belarus,
and portions of Kazakstan. This zone allowed for 10,000 more
battle tanks, 9,680 more ACVs, and 9,800 pieces of artillery for a
total of 30,600, 48,200, and 28,000 pieces of equ ipment in their
respective categories. The remaining pieces of TLE were autho-
rized in the flank areas.

The original treaty defined the flank areas as Bulgaria,
Greece, Iceland, Norway, Romania, Turkey west of the Urals, and
the Soviet territory encom passing the Leningrad, Odessa, North-
ern Caucasus, and Transcaucasus Military Districts. By July 1992,
when the treaty entered into force, portions of these former Soviet
military districts were located in the new nations of Moldova,
Russia, Georgia, Armenia, Ukraine, and Azerbaijan. Other por-
tions encom passed the three Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, and
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Lithuania, nations that chose not to be CFE Treaty participants.
Although the Baltic states were not subject to inspection, the Rus-
sian forces stationed there were, and Russia's red uction liability
included the equipment not yet removed from the Ba ltic states.
The total military equipment allowed under the treaty for the
flank areas was 9,400 battle tanks, 11,800 ACVs, and 12,000
pieces of artillery.

Two of the CFE Treaty's main objectives were to red uce the
possi bility of a surprise attack and to lower the proba bility of
confrontation by reducing the total nu mber of tanks, artillery,
ACVs, attack helicopters, and combat aircra ft the respecti ve group
of states could hold. To achieve these red uctions, the treaty set
specific schedules for reaching the final limits. As implementation
unfolded, inspection teams monitored the pace and level of reduc-
tion efforts. Inspections beca me importa nt bench marks for mea-
suring treaty complia nce.

During the initial red uction phase, known by the term "first
reduction year," each nation had to reduce 25 percent of its hold-
ings that exceeded treaty limits at entry into force (EIF). The initial
red uction phase began at the provisiona | EIF on July 17, 1992,
and lasted for 16 months. It encompassed the 120-day baseli ne
inspection period followed by the first red uction year. A second
red uction year followed, during which an add itional 35 percent
of the excess equ ipment bad to be reduced. Treaty states would
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The treaty authorized converting tanks and AC\ls to nonmilitary equipment .

red uce the remaining 40 percent of their excess equipment during
a third and final red uction year. This schedule gave each group of
states 40 months to red uce all their weapons in excess of the final
treaty limits.

Article VIII of the CFE Treaty specified the methods allowed
to reduce TLE. Red uction methods varied by equipment category,
although destruction and placement on static display were options
common to all categories of TLE. Nations could also convert
tanks and ACVs for nonmilitary purposes or use them as training
targets. A reduction option for the Soviet MT-LB armored person-
nel carrier was mod ification that rendered the MT-LB incapable of
transporting a squad of combat infantrymen. The only additional
option authorized was to use the carriers as ground targets. Com-
bat aircraft could also be mod ified for ground instructional use,
and seven specific models of aircraft could be modified and reclas-
sified as unarmed training aircraft. Helicopters, attack or mu Iti-
pur pose attack, could be mod ified for ground instruction pur-
poses, and the multipurpose helicopters could also be mod ified
and recategorized as support hel icopters.

The Protocol on Red uction provided specific guidance on
implementi ng the various methods of reduction listed in Article
VIII. Authorized methods for destroying TLE included cutting,
explod ing, deforming, and smashing. The protocol also dictated
the specific components to be destroyed for each category of
equipment as well as the damage required to render a piece of TLE
permanently ineffective as a military weapon. The protocol dic-
tated the results, not the particular technology used to achieve
them. How to accomplish a cut of a specific length in a specific
location, for example, was an option of the state red ucing the
equipment. It was not necessary to destroy the entire weapon to
achieve reduction. Unless specified in the reduction protocol as a
component to be destroyed, some equipment, such as commun ica-
tion systems, could be salvaged and the debris scrapped.



For aircra ft, the fuselage was the critical component for a
successf ul red uction by destruction; any other component could be
salvaged. The first of the two authorized destruction methods to
reduce an aircraft on the ground was severing, which required
technicians to cut the nose and tail sections off the fuselage. The
other option, deforma tion, req u ired techn icia ns to com press the
fuselage to red uce its height, length, or width by at least 30 per-
cent. In either case inspectors would have specific criteria and
tangible evidence of an aircraft red uction. Using aircraft as target
drones was an additional authorized destruction proced ure for
aircraft. Authorized methods of helicopter destruction were sever-
ing, explosive demolition, and deformation. The fuselage and the
transmission mou nting area were the key components for a suc-
cessful reduction, and specific damage criteria were outlined for
each destruction method.

Destruction methods for tanks and armored combat vehicles
included severing, demolition, and smashing. Also allowed were
proced ures to reduce tanks by deformation, including welding or
severing components of gun systems in addition to deformation of
the hull and turret. The critical components to be damaged were
gun tubes, breech systems, trunnions and their mounts, hulls,
turrets, and integral main arma ment.

Reducing artillery by destruction included severing, demoli-
tion, smashing, and deformation. Specific criteria of damage were
stipu lated for components critical to making the piece of equ ip-
ment a weapon. Those components were the tube, breech system,
cradle with trunnion and mounts, and rails; launcher tubes or rails
and their bases; mortar tubes and base plates; and vehicle hull and
turret for self-propelled artillery pieces.

The fuselage was the key
component for an aircraft
reduction, either by deformation
or by severing, as shown on this
MiG-2 | "Fishbed ."



ON-SITE INSPECTIO AG

Severing was the primary reduction
method for all treaty-limited
equipment (TLE).

While destruction was the most common option selected for
red uction, the treaty permitted other means as well. States owning
the equipment were allowed to put it to use as something other
than a weapon. Certain tanks and ACVs could be converted to
nonmilitary equ ipment such as bulldozers, fire fighting equ ipment,
and rescue vehicles. Any item could be reduced for static displays
or placed in military museums. Tanks, ACVs, and artillery could
be reduced for ground targets, and aircraft and attack helicopters
could be reduced for ground instruction purposes. The key con-
cept in these red uctions was that specific components required
disa bling damage before certification for use for other pur poses.
However, the num ber of items that could be red uced using these
treaty options was |imited.

Reca tegoriza tion presented another red uction option, such as
in the case of m ultipurpose attack helicopters. By treaty definition,
these helicopters performed multiple military functions and em-
ployed guided weapons. By removing their weapon systems,
mou nting points, fire control systems, and wiring, the owning
state could recategorize these helicopters as combat support heli-
copters not limited by the treaty. Well before any nations began
these red uctions, however, they collected and exchanged specific
treaty data concerning their own forces and equipment.

Data Exchange

The initial, massive CFE Treaty data exchange occurred on
Novem ber 18, 1990, the day before treaty signature. Freely pro-
vided, this data exchange listed the order of battle for every signa-
tory nation's conventiona | forces stationed on the European conti-
nent. Experts scrutinized these data im mediately, and they became
one of the primary sources for preparing and planning treaty
im plementation. Previously, a small army of intelligence officers
wou Id have been necessary to gather this information; now signa-
tory nations were exchanging these data as part of their initial
treaty obligation. Article XIII, the Protocol on Notification and
Exchange of Information, and its Annex on the Format for the
Exchange of Information required each signatory party to provide
all other parties specific information on the status of its forces.
The information was provided in six charts.

Chart | provided the command structure for each nation's
conventional ground and air forces stationed in the ATTU. This
chart identified each unit and assigned it a designator used in
subsequent charts. Chart | also indicated the next two higher
echelons in the unit's chain of command. Charts IlA and IIB listed
each nation's total hold ings of TLE. Chart IIA identified a state's
total holdings in treaty-limited tanks, ACVs, and artillery. It also
revealed the quantity of TLE in each treaty area by category, sub-
category, and type. Chart 1A also showed TLE in designated
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On November 18, 1990, all CFE nations exchanged detailed information on their military forces.

perma nent storage sites (DPSSs). Chart IIB provided the same
informa tion for treaty-limited aircraft and helicopters, with two
exceptions. There was no reporting by treaty zones for aircra ft and
helicopters nor did DPSSs apply. In Charts I1IA and I1IB, states
reported all of their conventional armaments and equipment sub-
ject to the treaty (CAEST). They reported not only those units
holding TLE, as required in Chart I, but also those holding equip-
ment not limited but nonetheless subject to the treaty, including
naval units. In addition, the states reported all DPPSs, red uction
sites, and locations where CAEST were routinely present, such as
repair facilities or training establishments. Chart I11A dealt with
ground forces, and Chart 111B covered air units. Any TLE located
in the ATTU, but not in service with a state's conventional armed
forces, was reported in Chart I1V. Also, internal security military
organizations and their equi pment that were not trained for com-
bat against another military force were reported on Chart IV.
Equipment being refurbished or held for export-for example,
tanks and ACVs that had been reduced or were awa iting conver-
sion-and equipment that had been decom missioned and was
awaiting disposal were reported on Chart IV.

On Chart V, states reported their objects of verification
(O0OVs). An OOV was any unit at the brigade/regiment, wing/air
regi ment, independent battalion/artillery battalion level, indepen-
dent squad ron, or equiva lent unit hold ing TLE. Designated perma-
nent storage sites, maintenance units, military training establish-
ments, and airfields where TLE was perma nently or frequently
present were also OOVs. Red uction sites were OOVs as well,
because of the excess TLE positioned on these sites. States also
reported their declared sites on Chart V.

While a nation's total number of OOVs dictated the number
of inspections it was liable to receive during the various phases
of the treaty, the definition of a declared site dictated what was
inspectable. A declared site was a precisely delineated geographic
location containing one or more OOVs. Examples of declared sites
were specific air bases, army posts, and storage depots on which
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Chart IlIB: INFORMATION ON THE LOCATION, NUMBERS AND TYPES OF CONVENTIONAL ARMAMENTS
AND EQUIPMENT PROVIDED PURSUANT TO SECTION Ill OF THE PROTOCOL ON INFORMATION EXCHANGE
OF (Srate Party) VALID AS OF (Date)
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the OOVs were located. A declared site included all territory
within its natural or man-made boundaries. A declared site also
encompassed areas associated with the operations of the unit that
might not be colocated, such as a railhead or a training area, but
where CAEST and TLE were routinely present. For example, the
36th Fighter Wing, a U.S. OOV, operated from a declared site, the
Bitburg Air Base in Bitburg, Germany. This ratio of one OOV to
one declared site was typical of most U.S. air unit OOVs, but
ground units frequently colocated OOVs on a single declared site.
For instance, three OOVs-the 3rd Battal ion, 1st Field Artillery;
82nd Engineering Battalion, 3rd Engineering Brigade; and 2nd
Battalion, 14th Field Artillery-operated from one declared site:
Warner Barracks in Bamberg, Germany. A declared site containing
multiple OOVs was typical for the national militaries of the East-
ern group of states. Declared sites and OOVs were critical for
treaty implementation.

Chart V listed the points of entry (POEs) associated with each
declared site. Inspection teams entered and exited the inspected
nation through the specific POEs designated for each declared site.
Chart VI provided a listing of all designated POEs, categorized by
the means of transportation used to reach them. In Novem ber
1990, Greece, for example, reported two POEs on Chart VI, one
at Athens International Airport for air arrivals and the other at the
Port of Piraeus for arrivals by sea. The Greek government desig-
nated both POEs as acceptable for 47 of their declared sites, while
designating only one POE for the remaining declared sites.

Negotiator s developed the treaty so that implementation took
place in four different periods. The initial 120-day baseline va lida-
tion period, referred to as the CFE Treaty baseline, was expected



to be an extremely busy period for inspection teams. During
baseline each state party was prepared to receive inspections at a
portion of its declared sites. During treaty negotiations, a consen-
sus developed that there were too many declared sites to inspect
each one during the brief baseline period. Consequently, negotia-
tors agreed that it was not necessary to inspect each site to deter-
mine if a nation had been accurate in its data exchange. They
agreed that each nation would be liable for inspections based on
20 percent of the total number of the OOVs declared in the initial
exchange of data. These baseli ne inspections would occur when
the amount of TLE and the number of OOVs would probably be
at their highest and before nations could complete any significant
TLE reductions. On-site inspections du ring baseline allowed states
to take a significant sample of the data exchanged to determine its
accuracy and to establish a base for planning future treaty activities.

The second period, the reduction phase, occurred after base-
line, when the pace of the declared site inspections slowed to a rate
of 10 percent of the total declared OOVs per year. This rate re-
mained in effect during the three reduction years. During those
years, inspectors would be no less busy because of the requirement
to conduct reduction inspections. After these initial baseline and
red uction periods, the third phase would consist of a 120-day
residual level validation period. During this phase, states would
inspect at a 20 percent rate to confirm the amount of equ ipment
remaining following the red uctions. On completion of the resid ual
validation period, the declared site inspections would be con-
ducted at a rate of 15 percent of each state's OOVs per year for
the duration of the treaty, known as the resid ual period.

Article XIV of the CFE Treaty allowed each state to verify
compliance with all provisions of the treaty by giving each the
right to cond uct inspections. The same article obligated the treaty
states to accept on-site inspections. Under the CFE Treaty there
were four types of on-site inspections: declared site inspections,
challenge inspections, red uction inspections, and certification
i nspections. One purpose of these inspections was to ascertain if
each state was observing the numerical limitations on TLE located
in the treaty zones and the flanks. These inspections also moni-
tored the red uction of TLE, the certification of recategorized
attack helicopters, and the reclassifica tion of combat-ca pa ble
training aircraft. Each served a specific purpose, and the Protocol
on Inspections outlined procedures for conducting each type of
inspection.

The declared site inspection was a critical tool for confirming
the accuracy of exchanged treaty data. In theory and in fact, on-
site inspections contributed to nationa |l secu rity across Eu rope.



Challenge inspections allowed
teams to inspect for the presence
of TLE in areas other than
declared sites.

The status of each state's forces and equipment became transpar-
ent to other states through inspection team reports and observa-
tions. An inspected state could not refuse a declared site inspec-
tion. It was a legal obligation under the treaty. Over the life of the
treaty, the hundreds, indeed thousands, of on-site inspections
allowed each state to conclude that other states were fulfilli ng
their legal obligations and complying with the treaty's req uire-
ments. This importa nt conclusion could, when com bined with
other information, lead to a new level of trust and confidence
across national borders. Allowing treaty inspectors on-site was one
key to developing and maintaining successful relationships among
the signatory nations.

Negotiators recognized that nations could not rely solely on
the declared site inspections to monitor compliance with treaty
proced ures. Article XV addressed their right to use national tech-
nical means such as satellites or reconna issance aircraft to monitor
treaty compliance. That article also prohibited the concealment of
equipment to circu mvent reconn aissance efforts. Negotia tors also
realized that to maintain a spirit of openness and cooperation,
nations would have to open all of their territory to inspections,
not just the sites where they had declared conventional military
equipment.

Challenge inspections gave partici pating nations the right to
inspect a specific and limited area other than declared sites in any
signatory nation within the ATTU. This inspection right increased
the likelihood of detecting weapons at sites not de-
clared in the exchanged data. As in declared site inspec-
tions, quotas were appl ied to challenge inspections.
Starting the day the treaty entered into force and con-
tinuing through the residual level validation period,
challenge inspections operated within a quota. It was
not more than 15 percent of a state's declared site
inspection obligations. That quota increased to 23
percent over the subsequent life of the treaty. The pro-
cedures for challenge inspections were similar to those
in declared site inspections, but there were differences.

In a challenge inspection, the inspection team
provided a geographic description of the specified area,
delineating the boundaries of the area it wanted to
inspect. By comparison, in a declared site inspection,
the inspected party declared its site and the treaty de-
fined the site. A challenge inspection team, however,
could request any location within a country, excluding
declared sites. There was a limit to the size of the in-
spection area, namely, 65 square kilometers and no
more than 16 kilometers between any two points
within the area.



The major difference in a challenge inspection, however, was
not area size, but the fact that the i nspecting state could only
request an inspection. The inspected state could refuse or accept
the inspection within two hours after the inspection challenge was
issued for a specified area. This was a critical right for any state
in that it protected each state from inspection by another whose
intent might not be associated with the CFE Treaty. An inspected
state could refuse a chal lenge inspection request for reasons of
safety or security. If the inspected state refused a challenge inspec-
tion request, however, it was obliged to assure the requesting state
that there was no TLE in the specified area, a difficult task if
reconna issance photography indicated TLE present at that site. If
the inspected state held TLE assigned to peacetime internal secu-
rity forces within the specified area, it had to allow visual confir-
mation of the TLE present. Following a refusal, the inspection
team could designate another challenge or declared site inspection.
A refusal of the inspection did not reduce inspection quotas.

Surprise was a key element for both the declared site and
challenge inspections. Treaty provisions dictated specific timelines
for different actions during each inspection. As a consequence, an
inspected state had very little time to move or reposition TLE. The
treaty's Protocol on Inspection stipulated that an inspecting state
had to provide only 36 hours' notice prior to an inspection team's
arrival at the point of entry. After their arrival, the inspection team

I nspection teams moved quick ly-within nine hours after declaring the site to be inspected.



Safety briefings were particularly
important at sites with rough
terrain, harsh climate, and aging
facilities.

had from 1to 16 hours to announce which declared site or speci-
fied area it intended to inspect. Following that annou ncement, the
treaty required the inspected state to expeditiously transport the
inspection team to the declared site. Nine hours was normally the
maximu m time to transport the inspection team to the site. In
mountains or difficult terrain, the treaty permitted a 15-hour
travel time to the site, but only 9 of those hours counted against
the inspection team's time in country. Regardless of whether the
permitted travel time was 9 or 15 hours, the treaty allowed the
inspected state 6 hours to prepare the site for inspection.

Upon arrival at a declared site, the inspected state's escort
team ushered the inspection team to a briefing facility, where
escorts presented a site diagram to the inspection team. The site
diagram showed the peri meter of the declared site, the boundaries
of all OOVs on the site, major buildings and roadways, entrances
to the declared site, and the location of an adm inistrative area
designated for the inspection team's use. Within 30 minutes of
receiving the site diagram, the inspection team had to declare the
OO0V they would be inspecting.

Once the team chief announced the OOV for inspection, the
inspected party gave a preinspection site briefing that "should"
not last more than one hour. This briefing was im portant beca use
it could, and often did, set the tone for the entire inspection. In-
cluded in this briefing was information on local safety and admin-
istrative proced ures, commu nications and tra nsporta tion systems,
and holdings and locations of all CAEST on the site, including
CAEST in any common areas. A common area was any area on
the site that was not a part of an OOV, such as a parade ground,
administrative facilities, equ ipment parking areas, and training
areas. Ifthe amount of TLE briefed varied from the most recent
notification given by the inspected state, the inspected party was to



provide explanations for the differences. Explanations wou ld
include information on where the add itional equipment came
from, when it arrived, how long it would be there, and the loca-
tion of any temporarily absent equipment. The time from noti fica-
tion to the beginning of the actual inspection could be as short as
44 hours: 36 hours' notification, 1 hour at the POE prior to the
site declaration, 6 hours' minimum time to prepare the site, and
the I-hour preinspection briefing. For challenge inspections the
timel ine was similar, except that the inspected nation had two
hours to decide if it would accept the inspection. In theory and in
fact, these treaty-ma ndated timelines left very little time to move
or conceal large quantities of military forces or equ ipment.

While the declared site and challenge inspections con firmed
the presence or absence of TLE, the red uction inspection allowed
states to monitor the red uction of TLE excess to the treaty limits.
There were no quotas for red uction inspections because all reduc-
tions were open to inspection. There was no right of refusal. Each
state scheduled and conducted its red uctions in periods that lasted
for at least 30 days, but no longer than 90 days. These an nou nced
calend ar reporting periods were not accou ntable schedules; in-
stead, they reflected the red uction goals of a state for that period.
The notification of a calendar reporting period, given not less than

Russian team inspects severed main guns of American M -47 tanks at Buccino, Italy.
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s ] 15 days before red uctions began, included the

red uction site, the equ ipment to be red uced, the
OOVs that had possessed the hardware, the
red uction methods to be employed, the point of

~ entry for the inspection team, and the last day for
viewing the equipment before the actual red uc-
tion started.

During a CFE reduction, inspectors had the
right to remain on-site and watch the entire
process throughout the announced red uction
period , and three days beyond that if necessary. If

A site logbook recorded reduction
activity during a calendar
reporting period.

two an nou nced red uction periods were less than
" four days apart, inspectors could remain on-site

through the following period also. While inspec-
tors had a right to remain on-site for the duration, it was an im-
practical and unnecessary expense. Typically, an inspection team
arrived at the site at the beginning of the reduction period and
exercised the treaty right to record serial numbers or to place
markings on the equipment announced for reduction. The team
also checked equipment serial numbers against the numbers re-
corded in a site logbhook maintained by the red ucing state. The
inspection team might then view red uctions of one or two pieces
of equipment. An inspector's interest, however, was in the final
results. The technology or technigues employed to achieve those
results were more concerns for Joint Consul tative Group (]JCG)
delegates or negotiators. Usually, the inspection team departed the
site, and at the end of the reduction period, that team or a different
team returned to confirm that the red uctions met treaty require-
ments. At that time, they compared equ ipment serial numbers, or
the inspector-a pplied markings, on the reduced components against
their own lists or against the site's red uction log.

The final inspection type, certification, was similar to

red uction inspections in several ways. The certification inspection
allowed nations to certify that multipurpose attack helicopters and
combat-capable aircraft had been reconfigu red into support heli-
copters and trainer aircraft. Inspectors had access to cockpits and
could demand the removal of panels to confirm that certain treaty-
designated offensive weapons systems were no longer present. This
inspection protocol required at least a 15-day notifica tion prior to
the date that the reconfigured helicopters would be available for
certification by the inspection teams. There was no right of refusal
nor quotas for these certif ication inspections.

As a conseq uence of the Cold War, nations of the NATO and
WTO alliances had stationed hundreds of thousands of their mili-
tary personnel, weapons, and facilities on military sites throughout



Europe. The United States, for instance, had nearly 325,000 U.S.
Army, Air Force, and Navy personnel deployed throughout Europe
in 1990. The Soviet Union had 17 army divisions and 363,700
military personnel stationed in East Germany and another

337,000 stationed on military bases in the other Central European
countries. Under the CFE Treaty, nations that stationed conven-
tional forces and equ ipment outside their own state, but within the
ATTU, were consid ered "stationing states.” Stationing state forces
were subject to the prov isions of the CFE Treaty and to inspection.
The treaty recognized the sovereignty of a stationing state, autho-
rizing it to escort CFE inspectors during an inspection of its forces.
The treaty specifically required an inspecting state to notify the
stationing state as well as the "host state™ of an impending inspec-
tion. This notification gave the stationing state sufficient time to
assemble and dispatch an escort team to the site, as a host state
would if an inspection team had selected one of its declared sites
for i nspection. Under the CFE Treaty, the United States initially
had 169 OOVs that were subject to declared site inspections.

A significant problem for the United States was that U.S.
European forces, equipment, and facilities were located at more
than 1,500 sites throughout Eu rope. Some of these sites contained
sensitive or classified programs. Most of these progra ms were
located on U.S. military sites, but a number had been placed on
military bases or sites owned by the host state. Under early drafts
of the treaty's inspection protocol, all U.S. stationed forces and
facilities were subject to inspection. Here was a serious issue for
the United States. In treaty negotiations, the U nited States sup-
ported the inclusion of a comprehensive, intrusive, on-site inspec-

Sergeant First Class Gilbert Sierra, Jr., and David Carter document the
reduction of A CVs.



tion regime for monitoring the treaty, but at the same time it rec-
ognized that it had to protect classified programs and facilities
critical to combat readiness and military operations of the U.S.
forces in Europe. To resolve this dilemma, the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense directed a thorough review in early 1990. Out of
that intensive evaluation, key America n officials concluded that
the existing, tabled inspection protocol had to be mod ified.%

In early March 1990, the United States introd uced a new
NATO-end orsed inspection protocol. It provided proced ures to
deal with sensitive points, authorized the shrouding of non-TLE
items, and inserted a two-meter access rule. This rule preserved the
treaty right of the inspection team to observe, count, and record
the CFE Treaty's TLE-tanks, artillery, APCs, fighters, and attack
helicopters-without entering and inspecting every building, bar-
racks, container, and shrouded object. Doors to buildings could be
opened for visual inspection, but inspectors could enter only when
the doors exceeded two meters. The two-meter rule also came into
play when dealing with shrouded sensitive items or containers. If
none of the width, length, height, or diameter measurements of a
shrouded item or container exceed ed two meters, the inspectors
had no right to access because there was no TLE that measured
less than two meters. These changes were discussed and approved
by the treaty negotiators in the spring and summer months of
1990. They were incorporated into the final CFE Treaty's inspec-
tion protocol.37
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Lt. Colonel Edward G. Gallagher, Il, and M ajor Henry T. Storey discuss the inspection with
Russian escorts under a canopy of tank barrels in M ayk op, Russia.



Another critical concept, the right of the inspected party to
declare a "sensitive point,” was part of the final treaty. Under this
concept an inspected state could declare equipment, locations, or
structures sensitive to its security. This declaration allowed the
inspected state to delay, limit, or deny inspectors access to or
overflight of the sensitive point. An inspected state could also
shroud a sensitive piece of equipment while still provid ing an
inspection team access to a facility. Although a state could declare
a sensitive point, it also had to declare whether the sensitive point
contained any TLE. If TLE was present, the escort team had to
either display the equipment or take steps to satisfy the inspection
team that only the declared amount and type of TLE was
present.1®

A third, significant concept developed in the final stages of
negotiations. As explained previously, the United States had mili-
tary units and equipment that were not subject to the treaty but
were located on host states' military bases and facilities. The
United States wanted its trained, treaty-k nowledgea ble escort
officers to be present at inspections in host states to protect A meri-
can rights and interests. In add ition, the United States had other
forces and facilities that were not on a declared site of any state
but that were still vu Inerable to being inspected during challenge

The CFE Treaty required nations to reduce their massive holdings of TLE across Europe.



inspections of a host state area. Protecting U.S. rights in these
situations was a major concern for the U.S. government. In the last
few weeks of treaty negotiations, U.S. representatives developed a
new provision that allowed for a liaison officer.

This concept required the stationing state party, prior to an
inspection, to designate a liaison officer to serve on the host state's
escort team. Liaison officers were to be available to represent their
government during an inspection in case the inspection team came
upon any of the stationing state's forces or facilities. Beca use the
treaty protocols provided little guidance on how to carry out this
liaison function, the United States negotia ted bilateral agreements
with the host states, outlining proced ures for U.S. liaison and host
escort officers during CFE Treaty inspections. These bilateral
agreements varied from nation to nation, ranging from extensive
interaction in Germany to minimal contact in other states. To
rei nforce the liaison officer provision, the treaty stipulated that a
representa ti ve of a station ing state must be present for an inspec-
tion of any of its forces or facilities.
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Chapter 2

Secretary of Defense Richard B. Cheney sp eaking at NATO Headquarters following the first meeting of NATO
and former Warsaw Pact delegations in April 1992,

n May 29, 1990, President Bush signed National Security

Directive 41, instructing the On-Site Inspection Agency

(OSIA) to prepare to conduct on-site inspections under
the CFE Treaty. ! Simulta neously, the President expanded OSIA's
mission by directing it to recruit, train, and plan for conducting
on-site inspections under the Chemical Weapons Convention, the
Strategic Arms Red uctions Treaty, and the Nuclear Testing Trea-
ties. On-site inspection was a common element in monitoring and
veri fying compl iance with these new arms control treaties. In
Decem ber 1987 President Reagan had signed the Intermed iate-
Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, which laid the groundwork
for future arms control agreements. "Trust but Verify," Reagan's
oft-repeated phrase for characterizing A merican attitudes towa rd
arms control treaties with the Soviet U nion, remained a powerfu |
policy objecti ve throughout all treaty negotiations in the early
1990s.2
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Ratification and entry into force of these treaties would allow
the United States and other signatories to cond uct on-site inspec-
tions at military and industrial sites in as many as 160 nations.
Hundreds of different wea pon systems and thousands of indi-

vid ual weapons would be subject to inspection. With inspection
rights came escort responsi bilities. Under all the treaties, the U.S.
government assumed an obligation to escort foreign inspection
teams at U.S. sites and facilities. Inspectors and escorts with exper-
tise on these divergent treaties and their weapon systems wou Id be
drawn from many different fields: conventional arms, strategic
nuclear arms, chemical wea pons, and undergrou nd nuclear testing.
In add ition, the demand for linguists wou Id increase in response to
new treaty requirements. The On-Site Inspection Agency wou ld

expand significantly to fulfill the United States' obligations under
these treaties.3

In fact, the expansion began in 1990. President Bush signed
three major arms control agreements: new protocols for the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) and the Peaceful Nuclear Ex-
plosions Treaty (PNET) with the USSR on June 1, 1990; a new
agreement on the Destruction and Non-Prod uction of Chemical
Weapons with the USSR, also on June 1, 1990; and the Conven-
tional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE) with 20
Eu ropea n na tions a nd Canada on Novem ber 19, 1990.
On-site inspection, a key element in each of these agree-
ments, provided critical information for verifying that
other nations were complying with their treaty obligations.
For the U.S. government, the determination of treaty com-
pliance rested with the president. In 1990, President Bush
stated his administration's policy in his annual arms con-
trol report to the U.S. Congress®:

"Without exception, the United States expects me-
ticulous fulfillment of all existing and future arms control
agreements, and all obligations that they entail. | am com-
mitted to ensuring that there is scrupulous com pliance

The On-Site Inspection Agency pre pared with all arms control agreements and related underta kings.

to implement several other treaties and

We cannot and will not accept any lesser standard. Put

agreements, such as the Chemical Weapons simply, arms control commitments must be precisely de-

Convention.

fined and scrupu lously observed. Nothing less will do."

In accorda nce with precedents established in implementing
the IN F Treaty, the On-Site Inspection Agency had a strictly opera-
tional role in implementing the CFE Treaty. President Bush, in
Nationa | Security Directive 41, directed Brigad ier General Roland
Lajoie, Director of OSIA, to prepare to cond uct on-site inspections
under the CFE Treaty. In that same May 1990 directive, the presi-



dent stipula ted that the secretary of defense would be responsi ble
for ensuring that the U.S. govern ment was in compliance with all
CFE Treaty provisions.® After considerable debate within the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
the military services, General Colin L. Powell, USA, Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, recommended to Secretary of Defense
Richard B. Cheney in April 1991 that the U.S. Commander-in-
Chief, Europe (USCINCEUR) be designated the Department of
Defense's (DoD) executive agent for treaty implementation. On
June 14, 1991, Secretary Cheney gave General John R. Galvin,
USA, USCINCEU R, authority to task all DoD forces and organi-
zations within the CFE Treaty's area of application.” Responsi bil i-
ties of the executive agent included developing proced ures to
monitor the status of U.S. forces and equipment subject to the
treaty and reporting periodically on that status to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. In addition, the executive agent was to ensure that all U.S.
forces developed and carried out plans to receive foreign on-site
inspectors. The plans had to incorporate provisions to protect
sensitive points and special access programs. General Galvin and
the USCINCEU R staff would supervise the transfer of U.S. treaty-
limited equipment (TLE) to allied nations under the NATO Har-
monization Plan. Finally, he was responsi ble for any treaty-
required reduction of U.S. equipment.

General Galvin directed treaty im plementa tion through the
U.S. European Command and three subordinate commands: U.S.
Army Europe (USAREU R), U.S. Air Forces in Europe (USAFE),
and U.S. Navy Europe (USNAVEUR ). For U.S. forces and facilities
stationed in the Azores and in Iceland, which were subject to the
CFE Treaty but were not under USCINCEUR's command, the U.S.
Atlantic Command issued directives ordering them to comply with
the secretary of defense's memorandum. To define the roles, mis-
sions, and responsi bil ities required to implement the CFE Treaty,
the U.S. European Command, the U.S. Atlantic Command, and
OSIA developed a joi nt Memorandum of Understanding.®

Essentially, this key memorandum delineated the responsi bili-
ties for training, logistics, and inspection operations. It tasked
American land, air, and naval forces within the treaty's area of
application to plan and train to receive on-site inspections by
Eastern group inspection teams. The memorandum also defined
the type of logistical support U.S. military units and site com-
manders wou ld provide for the inspection teams, specifically,
security, ground transportation, emergency medical care, medical General john R. Galvin, U.S.
evacuation, and adm inistrative work areas. Site commanders were Commander-in-Chief, Europe.
to provide meals and accommodations, if available on the installa-
tion, for the inspection and escort teams. If this was not possible,
then that responsibi lity fell to OSIA. U.S. site commanders were to
facilitate the inspection process by having their equi pment and
facilities ready for the foreign inspection teams, and by providing




helicopter overflights when required. They wou ld also designate
sensitive sites to the OSIA person nel escorting the on-site inspec-
tion teams.

Moreover, the Memorandum of Understand ing required that
OSIA assist military commanders in training site personnel and
eva luating their site prepa rations. The memora ndum explicitly
stated that the OSIA escort team chief represented the U.S. govern-
ment in all treaty-rel ated matters during inspections. A related
provision required that OSIA provide liaison officers to meet
arriving inspection teams at the designated points of entry and
during the inspection to maintain continuous comm u nications
with the U.S. European Command. Finally, the memorand um
stipu lated that the U.S. Atlantic Command would provide the
necessary logistical and operational support for U.S. military
facilities subject to inspection in Iceland and the Azores.®

Several aspects of this memorand um were contentious. For
example, the U.S. Army Europe's position on feeding and housing
inspection teams was that their units would be hard pressed to
support the requirement. Most U.S. Army units in Europe, they
maintained, did not have adequate facilities to house inspection and
escort teams. Feed ing the teams would be difficult, unless they ate
during regular meal hours in the dining hall. Since the chief of the
i nspection team set the schedule for the conduct of the inspection,
teams often took their meals very late, after dark, or very early,
before first light. Therefore, General Crosbie E. Saint, USA,
USAREUR Commander-in-Chief, recom mended that OSIA be
responsi ble for provid ing housing and food for the inspection and
escort teams. The new director of OSIA, Major General Robert W.
Parker, USAF, countered that the agency had no housing or messing
facilities, and that the U.S. Army person nel at each site knew the
surrounding area better than did OSIA escort or liaison teams. !°

It took many months to resol ve this dispute of defining re-
sponsibilities for the support mission. While USAREUR and OSIA
ironed out these support issues, the first order of business for
OSIA was to evaluate the inspection/escort mission: just how
many people, teams, and support personnel would it take to con-
duct and escort on-site inspections under the CFE Treaty ?

To implement the IN F Treaty, OSIA set up a small field office
in 1988 at Rhein-Main Air Base in Frankfurt, Germany. This
office became the gateway for U.S. teams conducting on-site in-
spections of Soviet IN F missile sites located in the western USSR.
Inspection teams originated in Wash ington, D.C., flew to Germany
where they received inspection equipment and briefings, and then
proceeded to Moscow, the point of entry for INF Treaty inspec-



Lt Colonel Joseph ]. Drach, .f1:,
and Sergeant .fill Robinson
preparing for a helicopter flight
overa Ukrainian declared site.

tions. On completion of their inspection missions, the American
teams returned to Germany, turned in their i nspection equipment,
and flew back to the United States. The personnel assigned to
OSIA's Rhein-Main office also escorted Soviet teams inspecting
U.S. I F missile sites in Europe. From 1988 through 1991, this
small office assisted in more than 200 IN F Treaty inspection and
escort missions. With the CFE Treaty, OSIA's Field Office, Europe "
assumed a far larger and more significant role.!!

Al CFE Treaty inspection, escort, and liaison operations
woul d originate from this field office. It would also manage all
gateway activities in support of the INF Treaty, the Threshold Test
Ban Treaty, and the Strategic Arms Red uction Treaty. Three expe-
rienced senior officers, Colonel Frederick E. Grosick, USAF, Chief
of the Field Office, Europe; Lt. Colonel Paul H. Nelson, USA; and
Lt. Colonel Thomas S. Brock, USA, former IN F inspection team
chiefs and current headq ua rters planners, began in the spring of
1990 to examine treaty requirements to determine man power
needs. In May 1990, 20 peopl e were assigned to OSIA's European
Operations Command, to support the INF Treaty mission. This
nu mber wou ld increase to more than 127 by July 1992, when the
CFE Treaty entered into force. Initially, projections for this sixfold
increase had been much greater. In January 1990, a key headquar-
ters planner, Commander Edward J. Higgins, USN, had projected
that the agency wou ld need 159 people in Frankfurt and 49 in

'The European component of the On-Site Inspection Agency underwent several
redesignations over the years. In 1988, OSIA's detachment at Rhein-Main Air Base

was called the Field Office, Europe. On December 1. 1990, it was made a stand-alone
directorate and redesignated as OSIA-Europe. On 9 March 1992, another reorganization
of OSIA gave this directorate status as a command, and it was renamed the European
Operations Command. Throughout this history, the designation of European Operations
Command will be used.
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European Operations Command
carried out OSIA's INF escort

responsibilities.

Washington to carry out its CFE Treaty responsi bilities. Higgins had
estimated that OSIA's European Operations Command wou Id need
81 inspectors, 51 escorts, and 27 logistics, administra tive, and op-
erations center person nel. Senior DoD policy and acquisition com-
mittees reviewed and approved OSIA's manpower projections. ?

Later, some of Commander Higgins's assumptions proved to
be incorrect. This was understa nda ble, since they had been formu-
lated in January 1990, nearly 10 months before the treaty was
signed and two-and-a-ha I f years before it entered into force. One
assumption concerned the size of inspection teams. The INF

Dual-qualified OSIA teams-Lt. Colonel David P. Gessert leads an escort team in Germany.
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Treaty provided an early planning model for a 10-person team;
negotiators for the CFE Treaty, however, agreed to a maximum of
only 9 inspectors per team. This treaty change lowered manning
projections. Another change came when Colonel Lawrence G.
Kelley, USMC, OSIA European Operations Command's new Chief
of Operations, redefined what constituted a "qualified " inspection
team. Under the IN F Treaty, teams qualified either as escorts or
inspectors, and during treaty operations they operated exclusively
in that role. Under the CFE Treaty, Kelley directed that all OSIA
CFE Treaty teams wou ld be dual qualified: capable of conducting
both inspections and escorts. This redefinition further red uced the
manning projections for the number of OSIA CFE Treaty teams,

i nspectors, and escorts. **

There were other changes as wel I. Perha ps the most decisive
change came in the projected number of CFE Treaty baseline
i nspections that the U.S. would conduct. American planners antici-
pated that the level of inspection activity would be at its zenith
during baseline, the treaty's first 120 days. This assumption was
decisive in determining manning authorizations. Two factors af-
fected all U.S. projections for baseline inspections: the nu mber of
inspections to be conducted by the NATO states, and the United
States' portion of the NATO inspections.

During October-Novem ber 1990, the num ber of inspections
to be conducted by the NATO states decreased significantly from
previous projections. Two events contributed: Germany's unifica-
tion in October 1990, and the Soviet Union's first official treaty

Dual-qualified OSIA temns-Lt. Colonel David P. Gessert leads an inspection team in Romania.



N ATO states agreed that there
would be no inspections within
the alliance.

data exchange. In the first event, East Germany's CFE Treaty
sites-the designated military bases, depots, and installations-
became German sites. NATO allies had agreed that there would be
no inspections within the alliance. Further, the NATO states
agreed that following unification, only Germany would inspect
Soviet forces still stationed on the territory of the former East
Germany.14

Second, there was a decrease in the total of Soviet CFE Treaty
objects of verification (OOVs). At treaty signature, the Soviet
Union exchanged data that indicated one-third fewer OOVs sub-
ject to inspection than their senior representatives had disclosed
during treaty negotia tions. 15 This was a major surprise for the
NATO states despite the fact that in the two months before treaty
signature, satellite reconnaissance had revealed that the Soviet
Army was moving thousands of pieces of equipment out of Cen-
tral Europe to areas east of the Ural Mountains. 16 Since the treaty
was not yet signed, these large-scale redeployments were legal, but
they raised questions of treaty circumvention. In addition to hav-
ing substantially fewer forces and equipment in the treaty zones
and flanks, the Soviet High Command had reassigned some forces
to naval infantry and coastal defense units. The Soviets interpreted
the treaty as not applicable to naval forces, including naval infan-
try. The Soviet position followed that there was no obligation to
report naval forces as inspectable units under the CFE Treaty.
Treaty experts wou ld wrestle over these Soviet issues for months
following treaty signature. 17 1n fact, these issues became so conten-
tious that they delayed ratification. The more im med iate issue for
OSIA, however, was how to revise manning projections. In order
to identify, train, and relocate people to Europe, it was vital to
know how many inspectors, escorts, and support personnel woul d
be needed. Clearly, the number of inspections available to the
NATO states had decreased; but so too had the United States'
proportion of those inspections. *®

The treaty did not address the allocation of i nspection quotas
within each group of states-that process rested with each group.
Under the CFE Treaty, each Eastern group state was subject to a
specific number of inspections per treaty period.": The allocation
of inspections among the NATO allies was a give-a nd-ta ke pro-
cess. A Verification Coordinating Committee (VCC) handled this
allocation process at Headquarters NATO. The VCC was a new
organization, established in 1990 specifically to coordinate the
alliance's implementation of the CFE Treaty and the Vienna Docu-
ment.19 Initial U.S. planning had American inspection teams con-
ducting at least 20 percent, and perhaps as many as 50 percent, of

‘Under the CFE Treaty, there were four treaty periods: baseline, reduction, residual level
validation, and residual.



all the CFE baseline i nspections available to the NATO states. This
estimate proved too high because most of the other NATO nations
asserted their treaty rights to conduct CFE inspections. After con-
siderable internal discussion among the NATO nations and within
NATO's VCC and its staff to determine a fair share of the inspec-
tions, the committee allotted the United States 18 percent of
NATO's active inspection quota for the CFE baseline period.?° As
a consequence of the decrease in the total num ber of inspections to
be conducted by the NATO states and the decrease in the United
States' portion of NATO's baseli ne inspection quota, the United
States reduced its projections for conducting inspections from an
estimated 60-150 to approxi mately 44-45 inspections. This new
figure proved to be quite accurate.??

As discussed in the next chapter, Ratification Delayed, the
Soviet movement of TLE east of the Urals and its reassignment of
forces to the naval infantry seriously threatened treaty ratification
and entry into force. Resolution of these issues required seven
months of negotiation before a political-milita ry-di plomatic solu-
tion emerged that addressed the other parties’ apprehensions. In
the interim, OSIA's European Operations Command had to rede-
fine its manpower requirements based on the projected figure of
44-45 baseline inspections. Ultimately, the command was autho-
rized 112 people to conduct the CFE Treaty's baseline period. This
authorization specified 15 team chiefs and deputies, 18 linguists,
14 weapons specialists, and 65 other person nel responsible for
pla nning, comm u nications, logistics, tra nsporta tion, comma nd
and control, and administra tion. From this nu mber, the United
States wou Id man, equip, and train seven complete CFE Treaty
inspection teams and one partial team.?

Two events profou ndly changed the military context of the
European continent as prepara tions for im plementing the CFE
Treaty were under way: the unification of Germany and the col-
lapse of the Central European Communist governments. In re-
sponse to these events, Soviet leaders accelerated the massive with-
drawa | of Soviet military forces from Central Europe. On October
1, 1990, the Soviet Union had 17 divisions (363,700 military
personnel ) stationed in East Germany. Organized into five armies,
the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany (GSFG) was the largest
milita ry force outside the USSR. The Soviets withd rew all of these
armies, along with another 337,000 Soviet military personnel
stationed in the Central European and Baltic nations, over a five-
year period, 1989-94.2% President Bush, in turn, ordered substa n-
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The deployment of thousands of pieces of equipment to the Persian Gulf coincided with the inactivation of U.S.
units in Europe.

tial withdrawals of U.S. military forces stationed in Western
Europe. In 1990 the U.S. Army Europe had 217,000 military
personnel; three years later, it had 92,200.

Simultaneous with this American withd rawal, the U.S. Army
and U.S. Air Force deployed a substantial number of their Euro-
pean combat units to the Persian Gulf in late 1990 in support of
the Gulf War deployment, Desert Shield. Following the decisive
coalition victory over Iraq in February 1991, many of these Ameri-
can units did not return to Europe but were sent to garrisons and
training bases in the United States. Thus, the combination of the
Soviet Union's massive force withd rawal and the United States'
mil itary redeploymen ts, coupled with the sudden transfer of per-
sonnel and materiel to the Gulf, caused massive troop movements
across the length and breadth of the European continent during 20
months of the CFE Treaty preparations.

General Crosbie E. Saint, Com mander-in-Chief , USAREUR,
said that in 1992, his command was "averaging 500 soldiers a day
leaving Europe."?*In 1991-92, General Saint inactivated or ro-
tated back to the States 125 army battalions. Compared with 1990
strengths, these battal ion red uctions were striking: infantry (54%),
armor (62% ), armored cavalry (50%), field artillery (71%), and



air defense artillery (48%). USAREU R inactivated so many of its
sites that the United States retu rned 157 installations, mostly in
Germany, to their European host nations. Commanding and man-
aging this American withdrawal was a time-consu ming effort that
demanded detailed planning. At one point, General Saint com-
pared a battalion leaving a German caserne to painting a floor in a
house. "You have to start at the far end and paint yourself out the
door. But the 'whole system' does not stop until you are out the
door."?% Com plicating this extraction process was the American
military's practice of announcing and qu ickly enforcing field grade
officer retirements, and accepting voluntary separations from all
ranks with alacrity. At the same time, General Saint dema nded
that the traditional American standards of combat readiness be
maintained. In 1992 he had every USAREUR infantry, armor,
attack helicopter, engineer, and air defense artillery battalion train
in a force-on-force battle at the large range at Hohenfels, Ger-
many. "Soldiers in Europe,” Saint declared, "don't have time to sit
around feeling sorry for themselves. They train; and when they're
finished with that, they train some more."?” The combination of
USAREUR'smaintaining combat readiness and managing the
substa ntial force withdrawal meant that the CFE Treaty prepara-
tions, especia lly the mock inspections at U.S. Army installations,
cou ld become contentious. At OSIA's European Operations Com-
mand, the American commanders responsible for preparing in-
spection teams for im plementing the CFE Treaty had to work with
the U.S. Army and Air Force in Europe. Those American forces
wou ld be subject to CFE inspections; they needed training to be
ready. Tensions developed, especially during 1991-92 when CFE
Treaty training was most intense and when the U.S. military force
reductions were at fu ll flood.?®

Thousands of American forces in
Europe deployed to the Persian
Gulf during Operation Desert
Shield. M ost did not return to
Europe after the Gulf War.




Seal of the German verification
agency, Zentrum fiir

Verifik ationsaufgaben der
Bundeswehr (ZV BW).

Even before the CFE Treaty was signed in November 1990,
some European nations had begun to establish their treaty verifica-
tion agencies. Two of the largest CFE Treaty nations, the United
States and the Soviet Union, already had established professiona |
mil itary inspection agencies. The IN F Treaty's extensive on-site
i nspection provisions had caused both nations to act; the United
States set up the On-Site Inspection Agency, and the USSR estab-
lished the Nuclear Risk Reduction Center. IN F Treaty inspections
began inJuly 1988, and the U.S. -rnd USSR agencies had con-
ducted more than 400 on-site inspecti ons by the time the CFE
Treaty was signed. The agencies had recruited, trained, tested,
equ ipped, and deployed hundreds of inspectors and dozens of
teams. They had accumulated experience that was directly trans-
ferable to implemen ting the CFE Treaty.

Germany, Great Britain, France, Belgium, the Nether lands,
Italy, Spain, Canada, Luxem bourg, and the other CFE Treaty
signatories had had only limited experience with on-site inspec-
tions. The Stockholm Document of 1986, a prod uct of the
Helsink i Process, was the earliest modern European agreement
perm itting on-site inspections of military units and sites. It con-
tained provisions that wou ld provide experience in some aspects of
implementing an on-site inspection regime. The Stockholm Docu-
ment mandated notifica tion proced ures for the United States,
Canada, and each of the 33 European signatory states when they
scheduled and conducted military activities involving at least
13,000 troops or 300 tan ks. Moreover, to confirm that the activi-
ties were nonth reatening, each state had the right to observe field
military activities of another stare when participating forces ex-
ceeded 17,000 ground troops or 5,000 airborne or amphibious
troops. Across Europe, there were few such large-sca le events.
When an exercise occurred, however, a state wou ld issue a simple
declaration that "compliance was in doubt" and the state being
i nspected had to accept the inspection ream. There was no right of
refusal by the nation to be inspected . Each state, however, was
liable for only three inspections per year of its field exercises, and
no nation could inspect another twice in the ame year. Thus, the
opportu nities for inspections were infrequent.29

By any measure, the number of people required to implement
the inspection rights and requirements of the Stockholm Docu-
ment of 1986 was minimal. In fact, the number was so small that
no European nation saw fit to establish a full-time treaty verifica-
tion center to carry out those provisions. The Stockholm Docu-
ment signatories assigned the inspection missions to a section of
their military staffs at national military headquarters. In contrast,
the bilateral INF Treaty between the United States and the USSR
contained on-site inspection rights that allowed more than 250



i nspections in the first year alone. The CFE Treaty's inspection,
escort, red uction, and data functions were so substantial that all of
the European signatory states set up separate verification agencies
or specific military staff offices. Their mission was to assist their
military forces to comply with the treaty and to mon itor other
nations' compliance.

Among the NATO nations, Germany, France, and Great
Britain elected to establish separate treaty verification agencies.
Brigad ier General Doctor Heinz Loquai, Director of the Zentrum
for Verifika tionsa ufgaben der Bundeswehr (ZVBW) (Federal
Armed Forces Verification Center), said that Germany's decision-
making process began in 1989, with the new center being estab-
lished in October 1990. "The main reason," he explained, "for the
establish ment of the center was Germany's foreseeable workload
in the area of the CFE Treaty. Germany had more CFE sites than
did the Soviet Union."® The mission of the new German verifica-
tion center was to inspect, escort, and monitor all activities under
the CFE Treaty. It also had responsi bil ity for inspections under the
Vienna Document 1990, which substantially broadened the scope
of inspection activities of the earlier Stockholm Document agree-
ment. In the fall of 1990, the ZV BW had 65 officers and noncom-
missioned officers (NCOs); two years later it had 400 .1

The French govern ment established its treaty verifica tion
unit, L'Unite Frarn;:aise de Verification (UFV), in September 1990
at the Creil Air Station, 65 kilometers north of Paris. The new
French unit consisted of an inspection and escort staff of approxi-
mately 100 officers and NCOs drawn from all the military ser-
vices, army, navy, and air force. The mission of this new unit, led
by Brigadier General Jean-Paul Huet, was to implement the CFE

Brigadier General Doctor H einz
Loquai, Z VBW Directol welcomes
Major General Robert Parker,
Director, OS/ A, to the Z \IBW




Colonel Roy Giles, head of the
United Kingdom ‘s verification
agency, Joint Arms Control
Implementation Group (JACIG).

Treaty and the Vienna Document 1990. According to Colonel
Franois Rozec, the UFV's second commandant, "The Arms Con-
trol Division of the General Staff in Paris and their political

equiva lents, it is their concern to inform our [political | au thorities
on all aspects of verification. We are strictly im plementers ."*

Great Britain's experience with inspections under interna-
tional arms control agreements prior to the CFE Treaty was simi-
lar to Germany's. For the Stockholm Document of 1986, the Brit-
ish Ministry of Defense assigned the mission to a small cadre of
military officers and NCOs, principally people with experience in
the British Military Liaison Mission in Berlin. This small staff
carried out both inspecting and escorting missions. In August
1990, the British Ministry of Defense established the Joint Arms
Control Im plementa tion Group (JACIG), under the leadership of
Colonel Roy Giles, at RAF Scampton in Lincolnshire. Its mission
was to carry out the United Kingdom's commitments and entitle-
ments under the CFE Treaty and the Vienna Docu ment 1990.
Initiall y, the new group's manpower strength was 120 officers,
NCOs, and civilians; after review it decreased to slightly less than
100. Itwas a four-service group, with Royal Navy, Marine, Army,
and Air Force personnel.®

Among the other NATO nations, Belgium, the Netherla nds,
and Italy chose a different organizational concept when they set up
their units to i mplement the CFE Treaty. They used a cadre model
of organization. This meant that the national military command,
usually the ministry of defense, authorized the establishment of a
small unit responsible for implementing the treaty, usually com-
posed of 20-30 military officers. Organized at the level just below
the senior military head qua rters, this unit's mission was to recruit,
train, cond uct inspection and escort missions, transmit treaty data,
and monitor reductions mandated by the treaty. The Belgian verifi-
cation agency, L'Unite Beige de Verification (UBV), located in
Brussels, was typical. Its mission was to lead all CFE Treaty in-
spection teams and to participate as inspectors on the team. For
the escort mission, the Belgian agency had complete responsi bility
for the logistics, preparations, and presentation of the sites and
units to be inspected by the Eastern states’ CFE Treaty inspection
teams. They also had responsi bility for collecting all treaty-man-
dated data on the Belgian armed forces and for transmitting that
data to all other CFE Treaty signatory nations. During CFE in-
spection and escort operations, personnel from the military forces
augmented the staff of the Belgian verification agency. These mili-
tary officers and NCOs had studied the treaty in special courses
led by the agency's senior officers. In most cases, especially during
escort missions, the bulk of the Belgian team consisted of
augmentees from its military forces.**



Major General Joseph DiM aria,
Director of Italy's verification
agency, Centro Italiano de Verifica
de Armi (CIVA).

Iltaly had a similar organizational structure. The Director,
Major General Joseph DiMaria, of the Centro Italiano de Verlfica
de Armi (CIVA), explained that initially a cadre of approxi mately
250 personnel went through training on the CFE Treaty.®* Once
they had completed the course, they returned to their military
units, and were available for inspection duty as needed. Accord ing
to General DiMaria, "They come and they stay a couple of days in
the agency; they have a refresher course, some particular training,
or some special training for the target.” The Italian agency, he
reported, kept one team on duty 24 hours a day "in case Italy is
notified a CFE Treaty inspection team is arriving."

The Netherlands had a small arms control treaty coordina-
tion section in the Ministry of Defense at The Hague.® The Dutch
military forces carried out the bulk of Holland's CFE Treaty in-
spection and escort activities. The Dutch Army had approxi mately
80 officers and NCOs trained as CFE inspectors, the Dutch Air
Force 35, and the Dutch Navy 1. The actual size of the Nether-
lands' professional staff committed to implementing the CFE
Treaty was much smaller, with the Dutch Army providing 10-12
personnel, the Air Force 4-5, and the Navy 1. According to Navy
Commander C.N.M. Wierema, Ministry of Defense Coord inator,
the Netherlands set up a "decentralized organization,” with the
"bulk of the work done in the arms control sections of the forces."”

In general, the NATO nations established their CFE Treaty
verification organizations along two lines. Nations with the largest
military forces and the most sites subject to inspection-the United
States, Germany, France, and Great Britain-set up separate verifi-
cation agencies. Led by senior military officers and staffed with



career officers, noncom missioned officers, and civilians, these
agencies ranged in size from 100 to 400 personnel, depending on
the number of treaties and ancillary functions assigned to them.
NATO nations with smaller military forces and fewer sites in-
cluded in the treaty, such as Belgium, the Netherla nds, and lItaly,
adopted a cadre model. Led by a senior colonel or general officer,
these verification units were considera bly smaller and relied on
augmentees drawn from the military forces for inspection and
escort responsi bilities. In general, these national verification agen-
cies and staffs had six basic functions: force data presentation,
comm unication, inspection, escort, treaty training for national
military forces, and coordination among the other verification

agencies.

During CFE Treaty negotiations, the NATO alliance had been
deeply invol ved in every aspect of developing the treaty's text,
protocols, and annexes. Yet in the final document neither NATO
nor the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTQO) were identified as
alliances in the formal treaty provisions. Instead, the treaty dealt
with two "groups of states,” and each state was responsible for
properly implementing the treaty. However, NATO constituted an
experienced, burea ucratic organization for its group of states to
develop group objectives and negotiating positions, and to coordi-
nate treaty planning efforts. During treaty negotiations, NATO's

NATO's Verification Coordinating Committee

Under the CFE Treaty, the execution of all
treaty rights and obligations is reserved to the
signatory nations. However, during negotiations
the NATO states had worked closely together;
and during implementation they continued this
cooperation, agreeing to work through NATO's
Verification Coordinating Committee (VCC).

This VCC is a joint politica I-military coordi-
nating organization with two representa tives
from each of the 16 NATO nations. It meets at
HQ NATO, usually in monthly sessions. A small
professiona | staff, the Verification and Implemen-
tation Coordination Section (VICS) facilitates the

work of the larger committee. For most meetings,
the head of the professional staff chairs the VCC
sessions. All actions are taken by consensus.

The VCC has several important functions. For
the NATO Alliance it apportions the CFE Treaty
inspection quotas to the 16 member states. It
coordinates the CFE Treaty declared site inspec-
tions to ensure compliance with treaty protocols
and to ensure maximum coverage. The VCC

establishes and maintains a common treaty data-
base for the NATO nations. It also assists the

NATO states in collating and assessing the treaty

data concerning treaty compliance. In the area of
training, the VCC supports formal NATO CFE

Treaty courses to ensure a "common approach”
to implementation. Finally, the VCC has respon-

sibility to exchange, among the signatory states,
"information” on verifica tion matters.

Source: Necil Nedimoglu, Head, Verification and Implementation Coordination Section, NATO, presentation to United Nations
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High Level Task Force (HLTF) at Brussels had served as an impor-
tant coordinating body for screening and approving proposa Is for
discussion in the formal sessions in Vienna.'” Collectively, the
NATO nations would be reducing more than 12,900 TLE items
under the CFE Treaty, and they would have a total of 2,447 OOVs
subject to inspection throughout the alliance. Clearly, after treaty
signature, NATO as an organization would continue its strong
commitment to the CFE Treaty throughout implementation.

In fact, six months before the treaty was signed in Paris,
NATO established the Verification Coordinating Committee
(VCC) in Brussels in May 1990. Its purpose was to coordinate the
implementation of disarmament and arms control agreements
among the 16-nation alliance. General John R. Galvin, USA,
USCINCEUR, was instrumental in encouraging Headq ua rters
NATO to establish this important committee. General Galvin
insisted that NATO had a central role in treaty im plementa tion,
specificall y in coordination , training, and sched uling. NATO's
Assista nt Secretary General for Political Affairs, Gebhardt von
Mol tke, became the VCC's per manent chairman. The committee
set up a small professional staff for its Verification Coordination
Implementation Section. Led by Leo Verbruggen, a retired navy
captain from the Netherla nds, this professional staff beca me an
important element in carrying out the CFE Treaty.®

Just what did the VCC do? Much of the work in the first 18
months consisted of examining the CFE Treaty's bloc-to-bloc
quotas for declared site inspections and establishing a schedule of
inspections among NATO's 16 states. In addition, it developed an
approach to scheduling red uction inspections of the Eastern states.
Aided by initiatives from the mem ber states, in 1991 the VCC
developed a plan for "deconflicting” the sched ule of national
inspections. "Deconfliction” was vital because the treaty limited
each state's inspection obligations in several ways. The treaty
limited a nation's inspection liability during any treaty period. It
also limited simultaneous inspections in a nation or specific mili-
tary district to two, as well as allowing no more than one inspec-
tion team on-site at any time.

To comply with these restrictions and yet permit NATO
nations to conduct all inspections available to them, the VCC
evaluated a deconfliction schedule concept in December 1990.
Authored by Colonel John C. Reppert, USA, OSIA, this concept
called for a matrix system that had the six Eastern nations and the
Soviet Union's military districts with inspecta ble sites along one
axis. The other axis had three-day increments for cond ucting the
actual inspections. Work ing with the number of inspections al-
lowed, each NATO nation under this system would "sign up" to
conduct an inspection during a particular three-day block of time
against a particu lar state. Next, the VCC staff would compare the



national requests and negotiate any conflicts among the alliance's
states. This required a great deal of negotiation beca use there was
significant interest by most NATO states to inspect Russia and, to
a lesser degree, Ukraine, and considerably less interest in inspect-
ing the other states. After protracted discussions, the VCC adopted
this matrix system for deconflicting the schedule of national in-
spections.39 Whiile this process was un folding in Brussels, OSIA's
European Operations Command was receiving new leadership at
Rhein-Main.

In 1990, before the CFE Treaty was signed, General Lajoie,
OSIA's Director, selected two senior colonels to lead the OSIA
European Operations Command's rapidly expanding effort. Air
Force Colonel Frederick E. Grosick became Commander and
Marine Corps Colonel Lawrence G. Kelley was the new Chief of
Operations . Since the INF Treaty was still extremely active, with
missile elim ination, site closeout, and short-notice and contin uous
porta | moni toring inspections, OSIA's European Operations Com-
mand retained all of its "gateway" responsi bilities. At Rhein-
Main, it was responsi ble for supporting all INF Treaty inspection
teams transiting Europe to inspect missile sites in the western
Soviet Union. It also supported Threshold Test Ban Treaty inspec-
tors and equipment specialists, as well as U.S. and USSR START
Treaty inspection teams traveling through the gateway to cond uct

CFE Inspection Deconfliction Matrix
PLANNED BASELINE INSPECTIONS BY: USA

The VCC adopted
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exhibition inspections. But its principal activity, beginning in late
summer 1990, was to organize, prepare, train, and be ready to
conduct inspections and escorts under the CFE Treaty.

Both Colonel Grosick and Colonel Kelley had considerable
experience in commanding, planning, and developing military
units.®0 Grosick was a command pilot with over 3,100 flying
hours. A grad uate of the U.S. Air Force Academy, he held an ad-
vanced degree from Indiana University. He had served in opera-
tional and staff jobs in the Strategic Air Command, Pacif ic Air
Forces, U.S. Air Forces in Europe, and Headqua rters USAF. Just
prior to command ing OSIA's European Operations Command,
Colonel Grosick had served as Deputy Commander for Operations
of the 42d Bombardment Wing, a B-52 and KC-135 wing located
at Loring AFB, Maine. Colonel Kelley was a Princeton University
grad uate who had studied at Leningrad State University, the U.S.
Army Russian Institute, and Georgetown University (master of
arts). In Vietnam, Kelley was a Marine attack pilot, flight instruc-
tor, infantry company commander, and battalion air liaison officer.
A Russian foreign area officer (FAO), who spoke German as well,
he served as a presidential translator on the Washington-Moscow
Hot Line. In 1983 he went to the U.S. Military Liaison Mission
(USMLM) in Potsdam, German Democratic Repu blic, as the naval
representa tive and later as deputy to the Chief of the Mission,
General Lajoie. Early in 1988, Lt. Colonel Kelley came to OSIA as
an INF inspection team chief, leading 15 inspection missions in the
Soviet Union and Czechoslova kia. Following a two-year stint as a
senior instructor at the NATO School at Obera mmerga u, Ger-
many, he returned to OSIA as General Lajoie's choice to be OSIA
European Operation Command's Chief of Operations.

The two officers brou ght different strengths and persona lities
to the operation. At Rhein-Main Air Base, Colonel Grosick used
his Air Force experience to address issues of person nel, transporta-
tion, office space, commu nications, housing, and facilities. The
command wou Id expand sixfold in less than two years; that
growth required attention to all manner of personnel and organi-
zationa | details. At the same time, Colonel Kelley focused on de-
fining the CFE Treaty's operational mission. He drew upon his
experience as an INF Treaty inspection team chief, his k nowledge
of NATO and the U.S. Military Liaison Mission, and his extensive
study of Soviet military forces. The persona lities of these two
colonels were qu ite different. Grosick was a tall, robust, grega ri-
ous aviator experienced in handling the details of an active opera-
tional field command. Kelley was a lean, ascetic, ramrod Marine
who had an exceptionally clear concept of the CFE Treaty, the
NATO alliance, and the Soviet Union. In the early months, plan-
ning dominated. At R hein-Ma in, there was more work than time,
people, or resources; the division of leadership responsi bilities
worked well.

Colonel Frederick E. Grosick,
Commander, OS/ A European
Operations Command .



Colonel Lawrence G. Kelley, USMC

Colonel Lawrence G. Kelley, U.S. Marine Corps, was the Chief of
Operations, OSIA European Operations Command, from Octobe
1990 through January 1995. He recruited, organized, planned, trained,
and led OSIA's CFE Treaty on-site inspection operations.

When you came to the command, did you have an
operational concept?

"Yes. | planned to replicate what we did in the
INF Treaty. | planned to use integral teams, as we
had during the baseline period for INF. The num-
bers changed somewhat, but | thought that the
composition of the team would be similar. Over the
first several months after | arrived at Frankfu rt, the
manning document was the center of our attention.

"For the team chiefs, | looked for the kind of
personnel that we had at the beginning of the INF
period and which we had and routinely looked for
in U.S. Military Liaison Mission (USMLM).

"The team chiefs would be, to use an analogy,
the independent patrol leaders, with whom you'd
have precious little contact once they deployed, and
on whom you had to rely implicitly. You had to
train them up as far as you could, give them ad-
equate guidance, fill them full of treaty specifics,
provide them the kind of surrogate wisdom th.at
they might not otherwise have at the outset, give
them ‘'what if' situations to death, force them to do
all of the homework that this required, and then
count on them to apply the tools of their trade to
get the job done."

How did the command deal with the shifting plan-
ning assumptions?

"The primary reason why the treaty data
changed was not because of German unification,
but [because of] internal decisions made within the
Soviet Union. Initially, as a round figure, the Soviets
had said that their data would contain 1,500 objects
of verification. That had been the estimate of U.S.
authorities, and it was confirmed as a working
figure by the Soviets during treaty negotiations.
However, when the data were actually submitted,
on 17 Novem ber 1990, there were only about 900
Soviet objects of verification.

"The result was that, although our manning
document had been crafted for 16 teams, we were
directed by OSIA's Chief of Staff to reduce man-

power. Ultimately
we acq uiesced,
reducing it to eight
teams, with some
misgivings on my
part because it took
away any opera-
tional reserve that
we had in the event that anything went wrong. But
we did so, nonetheless ."

What was your concept for inspector and team
training?

"l expected them to learn the treaty as part of a
treaty course, initially. But then would come a great
deal of self-study and study in groups, such as with
the team or in the Inspectors and Escorts branch.

"l made a conscious decision very early on to
foster the team as the unit with which | wanted the
inspectors to identify. Prior to their identification
within the branch or even the unit as a whole, |
wanted them to think of themselves first and fore-
most as a member of Team One, or Two, or Six, or
Team Jones, or Team Kelley, or whatever it would
be. That is where | wanted the allegiance to be
initially. That is where | wanted the identification.
That's where | wanted the standards to be set.
That's where | anticipated that the key to training
and success ultimately would come, as a matter of
cohesiveness . Because of their internal training,
because of knowing each other, backing each other
up, bonding, and so forth, they would develop into
a cohesive unit: a team. | think that was a very
important operational concept that we started
within the INF Treaty, and were successful in con-
tinuing throughout the INF Baseline Period, al-
though OSIA later abandoned it for reasons of
convenience.

"l have always been a very firm believer in unit
cohesiveness. So | consciously set the teams up that
way, and insisted that they work as u nits, think as
units, act as units."

Source: Interview, Colonel Lawrence G. Kelley, USMC, with Dr. Joseph P.Harahan, Historian, OSIA, May 18, 1994.




The first months, Kelley said, were largely spent working and
reworking the manning document. This effort involved extensive
coordination with senior treaty planners at Headqua rters OSIA:
Colonel John C. Reppert, USA; Lt. Colonel Paul H. Nelson, USA;
and Lt. Colonel Thomas S. Brock, USA. By December 1990 the
manning document had gone through more than 25 versions.
Following the Soviet Union's February 1991 decision to reclassify
its CFE Treaty TLE, the manning document changed again in

March 1991. Throughout the. process, the focus of the numerous
planning efforts was on the inspection team: just what was the

right number of teams, the type of leadership, the degree of lan-

guage competency, and the mixture of inspection skills. Another
consideration was the availability of potentia|l team mem bers-
when could they be identified and report to Europe for individ ual
treaty training, team training, and full-scale mock inspections 24!

A Treaty-specified limit of nine inspectors per team drove the
design of all inspection teams. The U.S. teams consisted of inspec-
tors who were professiona | military officers and noncom missioned
officers; other U.S. augmentee inspectors were civilian specialists.
The team chiefs would be, in Colonel Kelley's terms, "independent
patrol leaders."* Based on OSIA's experience with the IN F Treaty
i nspections, General Lajoie and Colonel Kelley decided that the
team chiefs would be experienced field grade officers. During an
inspection, these officers and their teams would be traveling under
escort to remote places in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe,
and at times they would have to lead inspections in extremely
severe wea ther conditions on the Eurasian continent. As Kelley
saw it, the team leaders were officers "with whom you would have
precious little contact once they deployed, and on whom you had
to rely implicitly.™.i From the beginning, he wanted a specific type
of officer: a U.S. Army or Marine Russian foreign area officer
(FAO) or Air Force officers with similar skills, although the Air
Force did not have a comparable program. FAOs were career
military officers who had served in one of the combat branches
and then had specialized in Russian language and Soviet military
force structu re. Highly trained and educated, Russian FAOs were
in demand as attaches, arms control specialists, and plans/analysis
staff officers. In fact, the demand for them was so great that they
were not available for assignment to fill all the CFE team chief
posi tions.

Consequently, Headquarters OSIA and its European Opera-
tions Command accepted a different composition of team chiefs:
some Russian FAOs, some West European FAQOs, and some line
officers-artillery officers, aircraft commanders, or armor officers.
The U.S. Army's European FAOs had similar education, training,
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U.S. inspectors were professionals
intheir fields.

and experiences to the Russian FAOs, except that they had spent
much of their career work ing with NATO armies, air forces, and
staffs. The line officers had served nearly all of their Army or Air
Force careers working with combat units in armor, infantry, artil-
lery, or tactical aircraft. They knew U.S. military force structure,
wea pons, units, and person nel, specifically how the soldiers, ma-
rines, and airmen combined to make an operational unit. Equally
importa nt, they were experienced in serving in and evaluating
operational military units. So it was from these three groups that
the CFE team chiefs came. As for the deputies, Colonel Kelley and
Colonel Grosick decided that the second officers would be field
grade officers, ideally at the rank of major. Their backgrou nds
wou Id complement those of the team chiefs, so that if one officer
could not speak Russian, the other wou Id.

How did these plans work out? Six of the eight team chiefs
were lieu tenant colonels. The eight deputy team chiefs, except for
one captain and one warrant officer, were majors or major select-
ees. Noncom missioned officers filled the two team positions for
treaty linguists. Trained as Russian linguists, these NCOs had
served in the U.S. military with its high standards for noncom mis-
sioned officer leadership and training. They were professiona |
sold iers. Two other inspection team mem bers were also NC:Os;
they were wea pons specia lists who had direct experience with
conventiona | armed forces in the European theater. Rounding out
the nine-person inspection team were three specialists who were
k nowledgea ble in Soviet and Central European military forces.*

This purposef ul mix of military skills and experiences among
team members gave Colonel Kelley flexibility in assigning inspec-
tion teams to missions. Any American team could inspect either a
Polish armor regiment or a Soviet tactical air unit because some-
one on the team had firsthand experience with armor and some-
one else had worked on or flown aircraft. The CFE Treaty's Proto-
col on Inspections allowed each inspection team to break into
three subteams, and it was American policy to routinely use three
subtea ms. The protocol, however, required each subteam to pos-
sess lingu istic capa bility in the inspected country's language. Since
every U.S. team had two linguists, either the team chief or deputy
had to speak Russian to allow the team to break down into three
su bteams for greater operational coverage at an inspection site.

At treaty signature in November 1990, the best estimate for
entry into force was April 1,1991. To be ready to inspect and
escort on that date, OSIA's European Operations had to have the
team chiefs, deputies, linguists, and weapons specialists in place in
Europe by January I, 1991. This did not happen. Because of the
Gulf War, the limited availa bility of FAOs, and the drawdown of
American forces, the U.S. military personnel system could not
provide qua lified officers and COs rapid ly for reassignment to



Europe. Frustrated beca use the unit had to be ready regard less of
the U.S. military's systemic problems, Colonel Kelley recalled that
they "were totally unable to acquire personnel until, at the earliest,
January 31, 1991, and even then the fill was only partial. This
delay was serious: individ ual treaty training would be postponed ,
team training could not begin, and mock inspections eva luating
the read iness of U.S. CFE sites in Western Europe could not be
underta ken. Nomina tions came late, arrivals still later. Not until
the summer of 1991 did six of the eight team chiefs arrive at
Rhein-Main. Two of the deputy team leaders did not reach Ger-
many until December 1991, 12 months behind initial expecta-
tions.45

There was an unforeseen development. No nation had rati-
fied the CFE Treaty in time for the projected April 1991 entry into
force date. In fact, the national ratification process was not com-
pleted at all in 1991; it was not until July 1992 that the treaty
entered into force provisiona lly. This delay allowed time for five
parallel developments.

First, it allowed time for the national ratification processes to
conclude in 1991-92 in the congresses, parliaments, and govern-
ments of all the CFE Treaty signatory states. Next, it allowed time
for intense diplomatic negotiations by the CFE Treaty states with
the Soviet Union over two significant issues: the relocation
and transfer of its TLE beyond the Ural Mountains, and the
redesignation of forces as naval infantry. Because of those diplo-
matic discussions, the NATO nations delayed treaty ratification
until the summer and fall of 1991. Third, it gave the Western and
Eastern European national verification agencies, many of which

U.S. inspectors received experience
during training in Czechoslovak ia.




were newly esta bl ished, time to develop leadership cadres, inspec-
tion teams, escort teams, commu nications systems and proced ures,
and operational plans for conducting on-site inspections and es-
corts. Fourth, there was time for the new verification agencies to
cond uct extensive practice, or mock, inspections with their own
nationa | military forces, with the military forces in their respective
alliances, and in a few instances, with the military forces of na-
tions in the opposing alliance. Finally, it allowed time for the
consequences of the Soviet Union's demise to unfold. That epochal
development resu Ited in the establish ment of 15 successor nations
and set in motion a series of political, military, diplomatic, and
economic developments. Six months after the collapse of the So-
viet Union, the successor states agreed in May 1992 at Tashkent,
Uzbek istan, to partition the former USSR's military forces and
accept all of its CFE Treaty obligations.

These five developments profou ndly influenced the CFE
Treaty. Discussed in the next chapter, they demonstrated how the
changing international order profoundly altered the mission of
implementing a signed arms control treaty. The CFE Treaty was
essentially a European arms reduction and conflict prevention
treaty. When Europe changed profoundly in 1991-92, so too did
the context for planning the treaty’'s implementation. There is a
simple historical truth, known to every experienced verification
agency director: "Every treaty has its own particular history." This
was never more apparent than in 1991-92 with the ratification
process and operational preparations for the Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe Treaty.
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Chapter 3

RATIFICATION DELAYED,
- EUROPE IN TURMOLL,
SOVIET UNION IN REVOLUTION

East German guard on patrol hours before the fall of the Berlin Wall on N ovember 9, 1989.

s Europe entered the 1990s, it was in turmoil. From 1989

to 1992-coinciding with the years of the CFE Treaty's

negotia tion, ratification, and entry into force-nations on
the European continent were experiencing their greatest changes
since the end of World War Il. There was the unification of Ger-
many; the "velvet" political revolutions casting out Commu nist
systems in Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslova kia; the bloody
revolution in Romania; the continuous integration of the Euro-
pean Union; the recurrent economic and political crises in the
Soviet Union presagi ng its collapse; the national ind ependence
movements in the former Soviet repu blics; and, running through-
out, the large-scale military withdrawals from Central and West-
ern Europe by the Soviet Union and the United States. Politically,



U.S. ratification- December 26,
1991.

diplomatically, and militarily, the European continent was in the
midst of revol utionary changes. It was in this context that ratifica -
tion and impleme ntation of the CFE Treaty proceeded.

In constitutional governments, treaties require two acts for
legitimacy: executive signature and legislative ratification. For the
United States, President Bush signed the CFE Treaty in Paris on
Novem ber 19, 1990. That same day, the leaders of 21 other
NATO and Warsaw Pact nations signed the treaty. Ratification,
however, took nearly two years. On October 30, 1992, just 20
days short of two full years, the final two states, Belarus and
Kazaksta n, ratified the treaty and deposited their instru ments of
ratification at The Hague in the Netherlands. Why did it take so
long?

One CFE Treaty signatory state, the Soviet U nion, was in
such turmoil in 1991 and 1992 that its very existence was in ques-
tion.1 When the USSR collapsed in late December 1991, its succes-
sor states had to form new governments, and those govern ments
had to work out military and security relationshi ps with Russia,
the largest and most powerful of the former repu blics.

So great were the repercussions from the Soviet Union's inter-
nal difficu lties that the CFE Treaty signatory states had to convene
four separate extraord inary meetings to approve, authorize, and
incorporate new statements, u ndersta ndings, declarations, and
agreements into the treaty regarding entitlements and obligations.
In June 1991, the signatory states met at The Hague; in October
1991 they convened in Vienna; in June 1992 they met in Oslo;
and, finally, inJuly 1992, they assembled just before the Con fer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) summit in
Helsink i. At each of these meetings, the diplomats took up specific
treaty issues for the group to resolve before the individual states
wou Id proceed with ratification and implementation. Every issue
was a consequence of the Soviet Union's collapse as an empire.
Throughout these extraordinary meetings across Europe, the com-
mitment of the European and North Atlantic states to the CFE
Treaty as the "cornerstone of European security" proved to be
remarkably strong and durable.

The first, and most serious, issue arose at the time of the
CSCE/CFE Treaty summit in Novem ber 1990. On Novem ber 18,
one day before treaty signing, representatives from each of the



signa tory states placed stacks of trea ty-ma nda ted data books on
long rows of tables in the Hof burg Palace in Vienna. The books
listed detailed information on force structure, force size, military
units and organizations, and military weapons in the five treaty
categories of arma ments: tanks, artillery, armored personnel carri-
ers, helicopters, and combat aircraft. Shortly thereafter, state del-
egates moved from table to table scooping up copies of these in-
valuable military force data. U.S. CFE Treaty Negotiator Lynn M.
Hansen, who was in the Hofburg Palace that morning, character-
ized the exchange as having the "aura of a bazaar." He remem-
bered military officers and specia lists excited and buzzing at the
opportunity to compare treaty declarations against current esti-
mates.2 Within days, however, the atmosphere changed for the
worse as serious g uestions arose about the Soviet Union's force
data (see table 3-1).2

It appeared to many of the state delegates in Vienna that the
Soviet Union had underrepresented its treaty holdings by a signifi-
cant degree. InJu ly 1988, when all the states had presented their
force data to the negotiati ng teams, the Soviet Union had given out
one set of data. Now in Novem ber 1990, at treaty signature, it
had presented a much different set of data. When compared, there
were major discrepancies. U.S. officials reported to President Bush
that the Soviet discrepancy was between 20,000 and 40,000 items:
6,000 to 11,000 tanks, 12,000 armored fighting vehicles, 12,000
artillery pieces, and 3,000 combat aircraft.* This was a serious
discrepancy, one that clearly threatened ratification. Was there a
Soviet expla nation ?

In Vienna, Soviet diplomats explained that during the two
years of treaty negotiations, 1989-90, the Soviet High Comma nd
had conducted a large-scale operation that withd rew thousands of
military personnel, weapons, and units from Central and Eastern
Europe. It was this military equipment, they asserted, that ac-
counted for the difference.® They explained that in one category
alone, tanks, the Soviet Army had destroyed, exported, or con-
verted more than 4,000 items since 1989. The Soviet military had
sent a nother 8,000 ta n ks to motor rifle and other divisions sta-
tioned in Asia, or to military storage depots located beyond the
Ural Mountains. In addition, they pointed out that the Soviet
military had sent thousands of items from other treaty-limited
equipment (TLE) categories-artillery, armored combat vehicles
(ACVs), and helicopters-to military depots and active units sta-
tioned beyond the Urals.®° The Ural Mountains were the CFE
Treaty's easternmost boundary; military equipment located east
of the Urals was not subject to any of the treaty's requirements.
There wou Id be no requirement for its inclusion in the initial data, g et Foreign M inister Eduard
for on-site inspection teams to count it, or for it to be red uced Shevardnadze detailed the
within a set period of time. Finally, the Soviet diplomats expla ined movement of TLE east of the
that since much of this equipment had been transferred from spe- Urals.
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Table 3-1. Declared National CFE Holdings in November 1990

AGINCY

Combat Attack
Nation Tanks Artillery ACVs Aircraft Helicopters
Warsaw Treaty Organization States
USSR 20,694 13,828 29,348 6,445 1,330
Bulgaria 2,416 2,474 2,010 387 44
Czechoslovakia 3,035 3,485 4,359 369 56
Hungary 1,345 1,047 1,720 110 39
Poland 2,850 2,300 2,377 654 128
Romania 2,851 3,819 3,135 407 104
Total WTO 33,191 26,953 42,949 8,372 1,701
NATO States
Belgium 359 376 1,282 191 0
Canada 77 38 277 45 12
Denmark 419 553 316 106 3
France 1,358 1,330 4,125 700 429
Germany 7,133 4,644 9,598 1,064 357
Greece 1,725 1,941 1,639 480 0
ttaly 1,912 2,222 3,591 584 169
Netherlands 913 838 1,467 196 91
Norway 205 532 146 90 0
Portugal 146 334 259 96 0
Spain 854 1,373 1,259 252 28
Turkey 2,888 3,202 1,554 589 0
UK 1,198 636 3,193 842 368
USA 5,904 2,601 5,747 704 279
Total NATO 25,091 20,620 34,453 5,939 1,736

Source: Arms Control Reporter 1990, p.407, E-0.7.



cialized combat su pport units, those units no longer held any
TLE.” Those units, by the treaty's inspection protocols, wou ld not
be objects of verification (OOVs). As a result, the Soviet Union's
OOVs dropped from approximately 1,500 to fewer than 1,000.

Fu rther, the Soviet diplomats asserted that this informa tion
should not have come as a surprise. In early October, Soviet Gen-
eral Mik hail A. Moiseyev, Chief of the Soviet General Staff, had
annou nced the specific details of many of these force movements
at a Pentagon press conference in Washington, D.c.s Just four
weeks before the Vienna meeting, Soviet Foreign Minister Ed uard
Shevardnadze had sent a detailed letter on October 13, 1990, to
U.S. Secretary of State James Baker listing the number and cat-
egory of equipment removed from Central Europe to the east.’ But
some Soviet officials had made statements that ind icated a far
different situation. In early October, Soviet Ambassad or Oleg
Grinevsk y spoke informally with the other CFE Treaty diplomats
in Vienna, stating that the USSR would have 1,600 OOVs at
treaty signature, and approximately 1,500 OOVs at the end of the
40-month red uction phase. *** Therefore, when the Soviet Union
revealed in Vienna, just one day before the official signing of the
treaty in Paris, the scope of its unilateral military equipment relo-
cation and the decrease in its inspecta ble sites, it surprised and
disturbed many diplomats from the other CFE nations. At the very
least, it raised serious questions of credibility.

Within a few weeks, diplomats linked these questions to
other unilateral treaty-related actions by the Soviet Union. The
Soviet High Command, according to the USSR's data books, had
resu bord inated three motor rifle divisions to naval infantry forces.
In terms of CFE Treaty equ ipment, this meant they had transferred
to the naval forces 120 tanks, 753 armored personnel vehicles, and
234 artillery pieces. The Soviet High Command also had estab-
lished a new kind of naval unit, the coastal defense forces, and
assigned to it 813 tanks, 972 ACVs, and 846 artillery pieces. In
addition, the Strategic Rocket Forces received 1,791 ACVs. 1!t
During treaty negotiations, delegates considered all this equ ipment
to be a part of the USSR's CFE Treaty TLE ceilings, subject to
red uction quotas and inspection protocols. In Vienna, Soviet dip-
lomats argued that since the Soviet High Command had reassigned
this equipment to naval units, which they asserted were not in-
cluded in the treaty, the equipment would not be subject to treaty
inspections or ceilings. Further, they asserted that the Strategic
Rocket Forces' 1,791 ACVs should be classified as internal secu-
rity equ ipment, again outside the treaty's qua ntitative provisions.
Finally, the Soviet data omitted 18 PT-76 armored combat ve-
hicles, which had belonged to the civil defense forces, from the
TLE category of heavy armament combat vehicles. Neither in their
data submission nor in subsequent discussions did the Soviets give
any explanation for this omission. 2



Despite these discrepancies, the treaty was signed on Novem-
ber 19, 1990. Nonethel ess, four states-the United States, Ger-
many, Canada, and Great Britain-raised specific questions about
the Soviet data. The forum they used was the newly established
CFE Treaty Joint Consu ltative Group (JCG). One of this group's
responsi bil ities was to seek resol utions of ambiguities in data or
differences of interpretation resulting from treaty im plementa tion.
Clearly, the dispute with the Soviet Union, a major signatory party,
over its initial data submission fell within the scope of the JCG.
Article V of the treaty, and a separate protocol, authorized and set
forth the responsibilities and proced ural rules governing this im-
portant joi nt treaty group. Consisting of representa tives from
every signatory state, the JCG was to meet in Vienna twice a year,
with each session lasting four weeks. In fact, the initial issues were
so contentious that the |CG met in nearly contin uous monthly
sessions beginning in late Novem ber 1990.

The state parties had 90 days-until February 15, 1991-to
correct any discrepancies in their initial data and to respond to
ambigu ities. The United States, Great Britain, Germany, and
Canada urged the Soviet Union to reconsider its initial submission.
During this 90-day period, diplomats from the United States and
several other NATO nations sought to use bilateral diplomacy
to resolve the issue. Early in Dece mber, Ambassador R. James
Woolsey, U.S. CFE Treaty Negotia tor, Brigadier General Daniel W.
Christma n, USA, Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) representative, and a
smal | team flew to Moscow to meet with Defense Minister Mar-
shal Dmitriy Yazov, General Moiseyev, and other mem bers of the
Soviet Supreme High Command .4 Foreign Minister Shevardnadze
was not present. Defense Minister Yazov refused categorically to
consider any changes to the Soviet position on the former TLE
equipment assigned to naval and civil defense units. That equip-
ment, he asserted, might become part of a possible future treaty on
conventional naval forces, but the Soviet military did not have to
count it with the Soviet Union's TLE for the CFE Treaty. Am bassa-
dor Woolsey rejected Yazov's assertion out of hand. He regarded
the Soviet defense minister's position as directly contravening the
negotia ted and signed treaty. An angry confrontation ensued.
Woolsey told Yazov that the United States would accept the Soviet
position "over my dead body!"'-

This exchange hardened the impasse. At subsequent U.S.-
USSR diplomatic meetings in Houston, Texas, and Brussels,
Belgium, in December 1990 and January 1991, Soviet military
leaders remained obdurate. Then, on February 14, 1991, the So-
viet Union presented its updated treaty datato the JCG in Vienna.
Itretained every essential element under dispute-the exempted
TLE reassigned tothe coastal defense forces, naval infantry forces,
Strategic Rocket Forces, and civil defense units. Given this fact,



U.S. Secretary of State James Baker declared on the same day that
President Bush wou ld not submit the CFE Treaty to the U.S. Sen-
ate for ratification.

It is interesting that in the midst of this frosty atmosphere, the
diplomats resol ved one issue: the 20,000-40,000 discrepa ncy in
the Soviets' data. Analysis of two key documents supported the
Soviet position. First, Soviet Min ister Shevard nadze's letter to
Secretary of State Baker, dated October 13, 1990, had contained
specific figures on the Soviet forces and equipment in the treaty's
zones as well as details on the TLE transfers from 1988 to 1990.
Excerpted, the data revealed the following informa tion:

Table 3-2. Soviet Union's ATTU* Holdings
and Transfers, 1988-1990

1Jul 88 1Aug 90 18 Nov 90 Transferred  Percent

Tanks 41,580 24,898 20,694 20,886 50%
Artillery 42,400 18,300 13,828 28,572 67%
ACVs 57,800 32,320 29,348 27,452 47%
Totals 141,780 75,518 63,870 76,910 54%

"Atlantic to the Urals.
Source: Jane M.O. Sharp, "Conventional Arms Control in Europe;’ SJPRI Yearbook 1991,
p. 430.

Secretary Baker and General Colin Powell, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, had received these Soviet figures in late Octo-
ber. Then, three weeks later, the Soviets had presented these same
figures in Vienna at the initial data exchange. Consequently, con-
tinued U.S. objections in the winter of 1990-91 stood on thin ice.
The ice got even thinner in January 1991 when U.S. intelligence
estimates confirmed that the Soviet Union's data discrepancy was
not in the 20,000-40,000 range, but proba bly entailed 2,000-
3,000 items.*” With this new estimate, the issue melted away,
losing its power to influence treaty ratification.

What did not disappear, however, was the Soviet High
Comma nd's insistence on the legitimacy of resu bord inating the
three motorized rifle divisions to the naval infantry and the coastal
defense forces. This position alone meant that on February 14,
1991, the date when the Soviet Union submitted its updated data,
the CFE Treaty was at an impasse. Some bel ieved that the Soviet
High Command wanted to stop the CFE Treaty ratification pro-
cess cold and substitute for the treaty a "status-quo™ military



relationship of the Soviet Union with Central and
Western European nations. '8 If this were true, the
Soviet military's vision proved to be shortsighted
in view of subsequent events.

In the spring and summer months of 1991,
the Soviet Union's internal and external policies
were subject to larger and more powerful events.
In late February, a United Nations coalition, led
by the United States, won a decisive victory in
the Gulf War over Iraq, a former Soviet ally.
Simultaneously, in late January and February, the
people of the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania rebelled against Soviet imperia lism.*°
Following a brief, violent confrontation, they
won recognition of their sovereignty from Mos-
cow. Then, throughout April, May, and June,
President Gorbachev and the Communist central
government grad ua lly lost power to Boris
Yeltsin, Russian reformers, and nationalistic
leaders in the republics. The Soviet High
Command's desire to establish a Soviet-d omi-
nated im perial security system based on the
military status quo became untenable as the
Soviet Union unraveled both as an empire and
a nation.

While the old system was untenable, it

Soviet Defense M inister M arshal Dmitriy Yazov meets  would take many months for the new reality to

with Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney. emerge. The Soviet Union remained a great mili-

tary power and a major CFE Treaty state party.

Following the Gulf War, President Bush began a series of arms
control initiatives.?® He directed Secretary of State Baker to initiate
diplomatic discussions with Soviet Foreign Minister Alexander A.
Bessmertnyk h. Baker focused on resolving both the CFE Treaty
impasse and the outstanding issues of the still-unsigned Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START). In the White House, President
Bush set up a small, high-level experts group on arms control to
dra ft presidentia | letters and new treaty positions and to formulate
immediate responses. Led by Arnold Kanter of the National Secu-
rity Council, this four-person group worked closely with Secretary
Baker, Ambassador Woolsey, CFE Treaty Negotiator Hansen, and
the START Treaty negotiators. Initially there was little change. In
March, Soviet Foreign Minister Bessmertnykh met with Secretary
Baker in Moscow. He asked Baker to reconsider the United States'
opposition to the Soviet High Command's resu bord ination of CFE
TLE to naval and coastal defense units. Baker replied: "I don't
know what there is to talk about. Twenty-two countries have
signed this treaty, and only one has changed the rules."



Next, President Bush wrote directly to Presid ent Gorbachev
asking him to resolve the dispute on the reassignment of the
military equipment. Secretary Baker made a direct appeal to
Bessmertnyk h in Russia in late April. Neither Bush's letter nor
Baker's personal diplomacy had much effect. Then in late May
a brea kthrough occurred. President Gorbachev sent General
Moiseyev to Washington for a two-day meeting with the president,
senior military leaders, and treaty negotiators.22 He brought with
him new proposa Is. General Moiseyev stated the Soviet Union's
fina |l position: all equipment in the Soviet naval infantry and
coastal defense forces would remain in their units, but they wou ld
be counted against the USSR's overall CFE Treaty ceilings. The
number of armored personnel vehicles assigned to the Strategic
Rocket Forces (SRF) would be limited to 1,701, but they wou ld
not be counted against the Soviet Union's aggregate number of
treaty ACVs. The naval forces would not be counted as OOVs,
limiting the number of inspections the Soviets wou ld be liable for,
but these units wou ld still be vu Inerable to inspection under the
challenge inspection provisions. More important, the naval forces
equ ipment would be counted in Soviet TLE totals. The issue of
armored person nel vehicles in the SRF was countered somewhat
by the U.S. concern for the security of Soviet nuclear materials if
the Soviet Union beca me less stable. After consideration, U.S.
experts accepted the Soviet position. The next day General
Moiseyev met with President Bush in the White House. Accord ing
to a recent account, President Bush was insistent and very firm on
the United States' commitment to the treaty and the conseq uences
of any nation trying to back out at this late stage.?® General
Moiseyev agreed, stating his support for President Gorbachev,
perestroi ka, and arms control.

SovietPresidentMikhail
Gorbachev.

The Baltic states-Estollia, Latvia,
and Lithuani a-gained sovereignty
fr om the Soviet Union in}alluary
and f'ebruary 199 1.



President George Bush.

The CFE Treaty was mulltilateral, with 22 signatory
nations; no one could deny, however, that bilateral
negotia tions had resolved this treaty impasse. The
United States and the Soviet Union acted decisively, but
bilaterally, in reaching these settlements. At times allies
were informed; other times they were not. Hungary,
Poland, Czechosl ovakia, and Germany complained that
the United States and the USSR were settling multilat-
eral treaty issues among themselves.? Yet du ring months
of turmoil and real uncertainty, U.S. and Soviet political
leaders focused again and again on the CFE Treaty; their
persistence prod uced resu lts.

It was only a matter of weeks from the time of
General Moiseyev's Wash ington visit in May 1991 to
the USSR's formal declaration to all other treaty states
in Vienna. In early .June, Secretary Baker and Ambassa-
dor Woolsey flew to Moscow and met with Foreign
Minister Bessmertn ykh and Soviet CFE Treaty Negotia-
tor Grinevsky. The result was a complex, three-part
solution .25 First, France, as a CFE Treaty signatory state,
would request that the Netherla nds convene an extra-
ordinary conference of state parties to the treaty at The Hague.
Next, the Soviet Union, at that conference, would issue a legally
binding statement explaining the obligations it wou ld undertake
"outside of the framework of the treaty" to account for its TLE
hol dings within the treaty's area of application. The Soviet Union
wou ld declare its willingness to limit the equipment in its naval
infantry forces, coastal defense forces, and Strategic Rocket Forces
to the exact number previously announced in Vienna. Then, they
wou Id declare that 40 months after entry into force, the USSR's
maximum TLE hold ings would include the total TLE assigned to
the naval infantry forces, coastal defense forces, and Strategic
Rocket Forces. This meant that the Soviet Union would red uce an
equivalent number of TLE elsewhere to meet its maximum hold-
ings. Specifically, the Soviets pledged to destroy or convert 933
tanks, 1,725 ACVs, and 1,080 artillery pieces. They would reduce
one-half of the 933 tanks and 1,080 artillery pieces from forces
within the ATTU and the other half from forces east of the Urals.
The Soviets also stated that they would modify 753 of the 1,725
ACVs to become MTLB-AT types. These were "look-alikes" and
thus, not limited by the treaty.?®

The Soviets were adamant in their position that the coastal
defense forces and naval infantry units were not OOVs and there-
fore not subject to declared site inspections. They agreed, however,
that this equipment wou ld be subject to challenge inspections.
They also declared that they would limit the number of armored
combat vehicles of the SRF, but that these limits wou ld not count
against the total number of ACVs allocated under the CFE Treaty



to the Soviet Union. In response to the Soviet Union's statement,
each of the other 21 states at the extraordinary conference wou ld
issue a statement accepting the Soviet Union's declaration as le-
gally binding and the basis for proceed ing toward ratification and
im plementa tion. When the extraordinary conference convened at
The Hague on June 18, 1991, the respective am bassa dors read
their carefully crafted, legally binding statements into the record
and, with no objections, the chairman accepted them as official
treaty docu ments.27

On the issue of the Soviet military equipment positioned east
of the Ural Mountains, the Soviet government presented a politi-
cally binding statement to the state delegates attending the CFE's
Joint Consultative Group in Vienna. The Soviet Union pledged to
destroy or convert to civilian use no fewer than 6,000 tanks, 1,500
ACVs, and 7,000 artil lery pieces located beyond the Ural Mou n-
tains. They wou ld red uce these items by Novem ber 1995 in such a
way as to provide "sufficient visible evidence" of their destruction
or their having been rendered militarily unsuitable. Essentially, the
pledge meant that the Soviet Union wou ld display this equipment
so that treaty states could use satellite reconnaissance to monitor
and confirm its red uction.?®

Once these Soviet legal and politica | statements had been
accepted as official treaty documents, most of the CFE Treaty
signatory states turned to ratification. President Bush submi tted
the CFE Treaty to the U.S. Senate on July 9, 1991, stating, "The
CFE Treaty is the most am bitious arms control agreement ever
concluded. " He declared that the treaty was in the “best inter-
ests of the United States” and that it was an im portant step in
"defining the new security regime in Europe."” Other states went
through the ratification process as well. Czechoslovakia was the
first nation to ratify the treaty and deposit the instru ments of
ra tification in the treaty depository at The Hague. Other nations
followed and by the end of 1991, 14 nations, including Hungary,
the Netherlands, Bulgaria, United Kingd om, Poland, Germany,
and the United States, had ratified the treaty. Before all the origi-
nal 22 treaty signatories could complete the ratification process,
however, three new developments influenced the treaty.

This issue dealt with the legal status of the Soviet Union's
TLE in the three Baltic nations-Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia.3!1
Resol ution came expeditiously. None of the Baltic states wanted to
become parties to the CFE Treaty. None wanted the Soviet military
forces, which they considered to be armies of occu pation, to be
stationed perma nently on their national territory. They were con-
cerned that any treaty participation by a Baltic state would lend



legitimacy to a Soviet presence in the Baltics. All desired, however,
that the Soviet Union's con ventiona | milita ry equ ipment and u n its
subject to the treaty still count against the Soviet Union's TLE
ceilings and, if possible, be reduced in accordance with the proto-
cols of the treaty.

Recognizi ng the Baltic nations' demands, and sensing that the
Soviet Foreign Ministry was willing to discuss a diplomatic solu-
tion, U.S. diplomats in Moscow informally raised the possi bility
of another "agreed statement™ regarding the Soviet Union's CFE
Treaty obligations. As a direct consequence of this bilateral diplo-
macy, the CFE Treaty's Joint Consultative Group convened an-
other extraord inary meeting in Vienna on October 18, 1991.31 The
chairman read statements from the Soviet Union and other state
parties that stipulated that the three Baltic nations were not parties
to the CFE Treaty and that all Soviet TLE on the territory of those
states wou ld count against the USSR's treaty ceilings. Read aloud
to the assembled state delegates, the statements were accepted
without comment. Following proced ure, the statements were sent
to the treaty depository at The Hague for deposit with the official
trea ty. %

By this time the Soviet Union as a nation was in a tenuous
state. Its government ha d ba rel y survived a failed coup detat in
mid-A ugust, its ruling Communist party had been outlawed, and

Soviet forces in M oscow during failed coup attem/Jt in August 1991.
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its national leadership appeared incapable of stemming the twin
forces of a collapsing empire and rising nationalism. By Decem ber
1991, the creation of an independent Ukraine and Belarus, and the
establishment of the Com monwea Ith of Independ ent States, sealed
the fate of the USSR. On December 25, 1991, the USSR formally
dissolved as a nation and was replaced by 15 newly i ndependent
states.u Eight of these new states-Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus,
Georgia, Kazakstan, Moldova, Russia, and Ukraine-had former
Soviet military forces and units stationed on their territory that
were subject to the CFE Treaty. What would be their fate? Would
these new nations simply nationalize the military forces stationed
on their territory ? Or would they seek to join the all-European
CFE Treaty and commit themsel ves to destroying conventional
military equipment that could be used by their new armies and air
forces? And under what aegis would they discuss joining the CFE
Treaty states? They were not mem bers of any international forum
such as the CSCE, Warsaw Pact, or NATO.34

THE THIRD CRISIS: NEW STATE PARTIES

On December 8, 1991, the leaders of Russia, Ukraine, and
Belarus gathered in Minsk, Belarus, to place their signatures on the
docu ment creating the Com monwealth of Independent States
(CIS). Within a week, the leaders of five other repu blics-

Kaza kstan, Ky rgyzstan, Tajik istan, Turk menista n, and

Uzbek istan-had met in Ashkhabad, Turk menistan, and pledged
to joi n the new commonwea Ith. All the military forces of the col-
lapsing Soviet Union wou ld be placed under the control of this
commonwea Ith. These events signaled not only the end of the
Soviet Union as a nation but also its end as a state party to the
CFE Treaty. In Vienna, the CFE state delegates sought some
mechanism to bring the new repu blics into the CFE Treaty orbit.

In the late fall of 1991, a new pan-European organization,
the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) was set up with
U.S. and German leadership. By December, its mem bership con-
sisted of the 16 NATO nations, Poland, Czechoslovak ia, Hungary,
Romania, Bulgaria, and the 15 newly independent states from the
former Soviet Union. Shortly after the creation of the CIS in
Decem ber, the new North Atlantic Cooperation Council invited all
mem ber states to meet in Brussels at NATO headq uarters on Janu-
ary 10, 1992. The objecti ve was to convene a high level working
group to discuss the future of the CFE Treaty. Every state accepted
and attended, with the exception of Kazakstan. This was the first
time the new CIS nations, represented by their foreign and defense
ministers, had been at NATO head quarters. At this historic meet-
ing, they participated as sovereign independent nations, sitting
beside the leaders of the former Warsaw Pact nations and, of
course, the foreign and defense ministers of the NATO nations.3¢
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In their opening statements, the foreign ministers of the newly
independent states declared that the CFE Treaty was "the corner-
stone of European security." In his statement, Vladimir Petrovsk iy,
the Russian representative, asserted that only Russia needed to
ratify the CFE Treaty.?’ He said that Russia would subsequently
negotiate the "necessary adj ustments” with the other repu blics. All
other NACC states rejected this Russian interpretation. Instead,
they proposed that each of the newly independent states be consid-
ered a successor state. Further more, following signature and ratifi-
cation, each wou ld become an original state party to the treaty.
This concept carried the day, and after lengthy discussion, the
delegates agreed on the following points:

e The CFE Treaty should enter into force without renegotia tion
and should be fully implemented as soon as possi ble.

e  Treaty obligations of the former USSR should be wholly
accounted for by all the newly independent states and appor-
tioned among them in a manner acceptable to all parties to
the treaty.

. All newly independent states in the area of application of the
CFE Treaty should ratify the treaty.

- Some updating of the treaty would be necessary, but it wou ld
be done after its entry into force.

= ﬁfn

First meeting of North Atlantic Cooperation Coullcil defense ministers at NATO Headquarters, April 1, 1992.




Severing of a turret in Belarus.

e  The deadline for entry into force should be as soon as pos-
sible, preferably by the time of the Helsinki Review Confer-
ence (March-July 1992).

e  Further work by the high level work ing group was war-
ranted .

The NACC high level working group met again in February,
March, April, and May of 1992. These were extraordinary months
for the newly independent states. First, as new nations, they had to
define their relationships with the nations of Central and Western
Europe. The CFE Treaty lay at the center of the military dimension
of this relationship. Second, they had to define their relationship
with Russia, the largest and most powerfu | of the former Soviet
repu blics. Here the CFE Treaty was also a focal point, since it
mandated reductions in the former Soviet Union's vast arsenal of
conventiona | weapons. The question of how the USSR's arsenal
wou ld be partitioned among the sucessor states, and then how
these national portions wou ld be subject to the treaty, had to be
decided. The two issues were related, and the working group
resolved them in the first six months of 1992.

On January 16, 1992, Russia proposed at a CIS meeting in
Minsk that it should receive two-thirds of the ground weapons of
the former Soviet Union. At that meeting, Valery Shustov, Russia's
CFE Treaty Negotia tor, declared that Russia would coordinate the
inspection, escort, and red uction activities of all the CIS states
im plementing the CFE Treaty.®® The other CIS states, especially
Ukraine, rejected this assertion. Two weeks later, on January 30,
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
admitted 1O CIS states as mem bers. The new states signed letters
pledging to "move forward promptly with the ratification of the
CFE Treaty and to assume ... all CFE obligations of the former



Uk rainian Foreign M inister (later
President) Leonid K ravchuk .

Soviet Union."® With this important international diploma tic and
politica | act completed , the CIS nations turned to the tough nego-
tiations on partitioning the former Soviet Union's conventiona |
armed forces. They set up a group of experts, largely consisting

of senior military officers, who examined force structure, treaty
ceilings, and treaty red uction requirements. Throughout February,
March, and April of 1992, this group labored to devise a distribu-
tion formula acceptable to all states.

It was not easy. At one point, Leonid Kravchuk, then Ukrai-
nian foreign minister, complained about the CIS nations' failure to
resolve the CFE Treaty TLE problem: "Not one major military
guestion has been resolved ... within the framework of the Com-
monwea lth."* Then, in early April, the Russian Parliament voted
not to ratify the CFE Treaty, even though the USSR Supreme So-
viet had ratified it in 1991. At that point, President Yeltsin inter-
vened , stating that Russia wou ld accept all treaty obligations of
the former Soviet Union.” In separate actions, the leaders of Ar-
menia and Azerbaijan complained that they should be allocated
more tanks than proposed by the group of experts. These two
nations were locked in an intense ethnic war over separatist
Nagorno-Ka ra ba k h; conseq uently, they sought more conven tional
a rma ments.

A midst these internal CIS negotia tions, the monthly NACC
meeti ngs of the foreign ministers at NATO head qua rters contin-
ued. These meetings put pressure on Russia and the other succes-
sor states to divide the Soviet Union's entitlements and obligations
in an equitable manner. In April 1992, Ambassador Lynn M.
Hansen, the U.S. CFE Treaty Negotia tor who had replaced Am-
bassad or R. James Woolsey in .June 1991, led a small delegation to
Minsk, Kiev, Chisinau, and Moscow to discuss treaty ratification
and implementa tion.* On this same trip, Ambassador Hansen's
delegation met in Moscow with represen tatives from Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Kazakstan. Over the course of 10 days,
Hansen learned that all the newly independent states had the
political will to achieve an agreement on the CFE Treaty TLE. He
also discovered that the smaller states distrusted Russia's tactics
and attitudes. Characteristica Iy, Hansen went directly to see the
Russian first deputy foreign minister; they discussed ratification of
the treaty. Hansen told him "an agreement was there for the tak-
ing, if they would just modify the way they negotiated."* The
Russian minister listened, but action would not come until mid-
May.

Finally, following further CIS negotiating sessions in Moscow,
Minsk, Kiev, and other capitals, the leaders of the successor states
met in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, on May 15, 1992. There they signed
an agreement on the division of the former Soviet Union's CFE
Treaty obligations and entitlements.*> The Russian military was
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Table 3-3. The Tashkent Agreement: Allocation of Soviet TLE

Tanks ACVs Artillery A/C Helos

Total Active Stored Total Active Stored  Total Active  Stored Total Total

Russia 6,400 4,975 1,425 11,480 10,525 955 6,415 5,105 1,310 3,450 890
Ukraine 4,080 3,130 950 5,050 4,350 700 4,040 3,240 800 1,090 330
Belarus 1,800 1,525 275 2,600 2,175 425 1,615 1,375 240 260 80
Armenia 220 220 0 220 220 0 285 285 0 100 50
Azerbaijan 220 220 0 220 220 0 285 285 0 100 50
Georgia 220 220 0 220 220 0 285 285 0 100 50
Moldova 210 210 0 210 210 0 250 250 0 50 50
Kazakstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 13,150 10,500 2,650 20,000 17,920 2,080 13,175 10,825 2,350 5,150 1,500

Source: Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, May 21, 1992

i nstru menta | in devising this agreement; withou t their detailed
work it wou ld not have happened . The division at Tash kent is
detailed in table 3-3.

With the Tashkent accords signed on May 15, 1992, atten-
tion turned to Vienna where the CFE Treaty's Joint Consu ltative
Group was meeting in preparation for a third Extraordinary Con-
ference. In Vienna, the state delegates drafted a document, to be
signed on June 5, 1992, at an Extraordinary Conference in Oslo.
This document made legal both the entry of the new state parties
and their acceptance of all the obligations and entitlements of the
former USSR. In short order, the JCG delegates and tech nical
specialists drafted new treaty annexes containing treaty under-
standings, notifications, confirmations, and comm itments. They
incorpora ted the new annexes into the "Fina | Docu ment," which
changed the wording in the treaty to reflect the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and the inclusion of eight new state parties. The
Fina | Docu ment set a deadline of July 1, 1992, for each signatory
state to provide to all other states informa tion concern ing i nspec-
tions and verification. In addition, it stated that the TLE red uction
liabilities of the new state parties collectively would be no different
from those of the former Soviet Union. It also reaffirmed the two
previous JCG statements: the Soviet Union's Ju ne 15, 1991, state- Tashkent,
ment regarding the TLE reassigned to the naval infantry and Uzbekistan
coasta | defense forces, and the October 18, 1991, Soviet statement
on the status of TLE stationed on the territory of the three Baltic Tashk ent Agreement-
nations. Finally, it addressed the problem of stationing armored Aay 15, 1992




infantry fighting vehicles (AIFVs) on the flanks; but it left resol u-
tion to the JCG forum following entry into force.

All of these changes and new annexes were incorporated into
the treaty, translated into the six treaty languages, and presented
at the Oslo Extraord inary Conference. There, delegates from the
now 29 signatory states signed the new documents on June 5,
1992.The CFE Treaty stipulated that from that moment the eight
new states were "original state parties” and that each assumed the
same rights and obligations that every other state party had under
the treaty.*®

Followi ng the Oslo conference, attention turned to com plet-
ing ratification and exchanging final treaty documents at the
CSCE summit in Helsinki on July 9-10, 1992. Of the 29 states
that were party to the treaty, 11 had not ratified and deposited
their instruments of ratification at The Hague as of mid-June. As
stipulated by the treaty, entry into force would occur 10 days after
all the states had deposited their ratification articles. Turkey rati-
fied on June 18, Moldova on July 1,and Russia on July 8. Five
other nations deposited their ratification articles on July 6, 8, and
9. That left three nations-Armenia , Belarus, and Kazaksta n-that
wou ld not, or could not, act in time for the CSCE summit in
Helsinki, slated for July 9-10. Treaty diplomats in Vienna viewed
this inaction as disastrous; the 26 states that had completed ratifi-
cation held more than 90 percent of the treaty's TLE, units, terri-
tory, and zones. Further delay might dissipate the momentu m
created in the past seven months.

When Am bassador Hansen returned to Vienna from Oslo
in mid-June, he realized that the Helsinki summit might be held
without a ratified CFE Treaty and no entry into force. "Near panic
struck,” he recalled. "One night, in the midd le of the night, I
concluded what we had to do. | said: 'We have to provisiona Ily
implement the whole treaty."'4” For a mu ltinationa I, 29-nation
treaty, this was a radical idea. The next day when Hansen called
Washington and discussed the idea with U.S. international treaty
lawyers, "They rejected it totally.” Then, he recalled, "We had a
bit of a screaming match."® Hansen won; but the president and
key U.S. senators had to approve the concept before U.S. officials
could discuss it with the NATO allies and the other signatory
nations. When the secretary of state, the president, and the sena-
tors approved , events moved swiftly.

Over the next 10 days, A m bassador Ha nsen and the other
state negotiators in Vienna expla ined , cajoled , and succeeded in
persuad ing thei r colleagues to accept the concept of provisional
implementa tion of the CFE Treaty. Meanwh ile, new docu ments



were prepared in six languages for the 29 states to approve and
sign in Helsinki. On July 10, 1992, representatives of all state
parties met in Helsinki for the fourth extraordinary conference on
the CFE Treaty. They signed three documents. In the first, the
individual states agreed to provisiona lly implement the CFE
Treaty. In the second, the individ ual states affirmed the relation-
ship between the CFE Treaty and the CFE | A agreement, officially
titled: The Concluding Act of the Negotiations on Person nel
Strength of the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. Essentially,
CFE I A was a "political" statement by each of the treaty states
declaring that they would not exceed self-imposed limits on mili-
tary manpower strength. The limits were, in fact, quite high. Con-
sequently, the treaty's national manpower figures were not as
significant as the fact that they were declared in a politically bind-
ing treaty. These figures were subject to monitoring and question-
ing, and if exceeded, the guilty states would be subject to interna-
tional censure. This was the first time in the twentieth century that
the European nations, acting collectively, had agreed to limits on
their national military forces. In the third document, each signa-
tory state declared it would provisiona lly implement the CFE 1A
Concluding Act. Then, and only then, could treaty im plemen tation
begin .*°

These actions set the clock running on entry into force, but
they did not complete the formal ratification process. Armenia
deposited its ratified CFE Treaty instruments at The Hague on
October 12, 1992. Belarus and Kazakstan completed the group of
original states by depositing their instruments of ratification on
October 30. Ten days later, on November 9, the CFE Treaty and
the CFE 1A Concluding Act officially entered into force.®

It had taken 24 months-Novem ber 1990 to Novem ber
1992-to move from treaty signature through the national ratifi-
cations to official entry into force. Along the way a series of
treaty-related crises had been resol ved: TLE relocations, re-
su bord inations, reclassifications, new state pa rties, red istribu tion
of the former USSR 's entitlements and obligations, and new na-
tional manpower ceilings. But the larger, more serious crisis of the
Soviet Union's collapse struck at the existence of the CFE Treaty.
In the face of turmoil and revol ution, German, French, A merican,
R ussia n, British, and Centra | Eu ropea n leaders and diplomats had
fought hard to retain the treaty. Throughout these difficu lties, the
CFE Treaty retained its im portance for the future of Europe. With
treaty operations about to start, attention turned to the national
i nspection agencies and their inspectors who would monitor the
treaty, and the military services that wou ld red uce and account for
thousands of items of treaty-limited equipment.
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Table 3-4. CFE Treaty Original State Parties

State Ratified Deposited
Czechoslovakia 19 July 1991 5 August 1991
Hungary 9 September 1991 4 November 1991

Netherlands
Bulgaria
United Kingdom
Canada
Poland
Norway
Belgium
Germany
Iceland
Denmark
Luxembourg
United States
France
Romania
Italy

Spain
Georgia
Moldova
Greece
Turkey
Azerbaijan
Ukraine
Portugal
Russia
Armenia

Belarus

Kazakstan

6 November 1991
13 September 1991
November 1991

7 November 1991
22 November 1991
29 November 1991
November 1991
December 1991
14 December 1991
December 1991
19 December 1991
26 December 1991
16 March 1992

NA

21 December 1991
26 February 1992
NA

1 July 1992

28 May 1992

18 June 1992

NA

NA

NA

8 July 1992

NA

21 October 1992

NA

8 November 1991
12 November 1991
19 November 1991
22 November 1991
26 November 1991
29 November 1991
17 December 1991
23 December 1991
24 December 1991
30 December 1991
22 January 1992
29 January 1992
24 March 1992

21 April 1992

22 April 1992

1 June 1992

6 July 1992

6 July 1992

8 July 1992

8 July 1992

9 July 1992

9 July 1992

14 August 1992

3 September 1992
12 October 1992
30 October 1992

30 October 1992




For the United States, the On-Site Inspection Agency had the

mission of cond ucting the CFE Treaty inspections and escorts.
During the long and ard uous two-year ratification process, OSIA's
European Operations Command underwent what Colonel
Lawrence Kelley, Chief of Operations, called "Standing Up the
Unit."
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Chapter 4
STANDING UP

OSI A's operations expand significantl y throughout Europe in pre parati on for the

he major influx of people into OSIA's European Operations

Command began in January 1991. Thirty people arrived

that month, primarily filling support positions, but includ-
ing nine weapons specialists. Most of the January arrivals came
from units in Europe. A month later, OSIA European Operations
had doubled in size, expanding from 27 to 57. By the end of April,
18 more people had arrived, including Lt. Colonel David P.
Ge ert, USAF, the first of the CFE Treaty team chiefs. Through
Ju ly another 18 had come on board, and by the end of 1991, more
than 100 personnel were on duty. All CFE inspection team mem-
bers, except for one wea pons specialist, two linguists, and two
deputy team chiefs, were in some phase of treaty training. As
people continued to arrive, the number and precise function of
U.S. liaison officers remained unresol ved. OSIA wou ld not have
final answer on liaison officers until mid-1992, just before the
treaty entered into force.!

FE Treaty.



Colonel Fred Grosick, Commander, and Colonel Lawrence
Kelley, Director of Operations, shaped the rapidly expanding CFE
inspection force around three key operational concepts. The first
was knowledge of the treaty, especially its inspection protocol. The
treaty was the "alpha and omega™ of the inspectors' training,
preparation, and operational mission. Over and over in small team
meetings and in individual sessions, Colonel Kelley stressed the
importance of knowing the treaty “inside and out, chapter and
verse," because the "other side would." Kelley's long experience
with the Soviet/Russian officer corps had made him aware of their
professionalism, thoroughness of preparations, suspicion of for-
eigners, and their insistence on the letter of the law in granting
treaty rights to inspectors. If inspectors from other nations knew
the treaty well, Kelley and Grosick believed that U.S. i nspectors
had to know the provisions of the treaty even better.

The second concept placed extraordina ry personal responsi-
bility on the team leader for each inspection/escort mission. Care-
fully chosen, personally interviewed , and continuously observed,
these Army and Air Force field grade officers were responsible for
their team, the mission, and the exercise of the U.S. govern ment's
CFE Treaty rights and entitlements. Colonel Kelley interviewed
each new team chief when he reported to OSIA's European Opera-
tions Command. It was, by all accounts, an intense session, com-
bining a treaty tutorial with a lecture on leadership and persona |
standards of conduct. Italso included a detailed explanation of the
U.S. objectives in implementing the CFE Treaty. It was neither
subtle nor collegial; it was a serious meeting. Colonel Kelley later
recalled that at some point he would tell the new CFE team chief,
"l wanted to have confidence that when the going got tough, when
the team had not slept for 24 hours, when team members felt ill,
when the pressure was on, the tem perature was low, the plan had
fallen apart, the team personnel were not perfor ming as expected,
the Russia ns were applying pressure, and the team chief encoun-
tered a point in the inspection which had not been antici pated,
that I could still trust his judgment. Would he make the right
call ?" These standards of leadership set the tone for the developing
inspection orga nization.

The third concept was integral inspection teams. The "inspec-
tion team" was the primary operational unit for inspections under
the CFE Treaty. Teams wou ld have designated leaders, perma-
nently assigned inspectors, and specific training programs designed
to build treaty knowledge, team cohesiveness, and team recogni-
tion of inspection objectives. Here too Kelley and Grosick knew
what they wanted: inspection team identity, inspector allegiance to
the team, and absol ute standards of conduct by all team mem bers.
"l have always been,” Kelley said, "a firm believer in unit cohe-
siveness. So | consciously set the teams up that way, and insisted
that they work as units, and act as units." Given these three clear,
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fixed concepts, the new inspection team leaders and inspectors
entered a rigorous, detailed training progra m.?

Initial Training

The CFE Treaty on-site inspections would be challenging
beca use the mission required different people to bring various
skills together in a team effort. Team chiefs, depu ties, linguists,
and weapons specialists all needed individual and small team
training to develop and refine their specific skills. It was also im-
portant for those in support positions to fully understand their
contribution to the success of the mission. The range of training
topics was broad, including several courses on the treaty and its
protocols, three levels of instruction on equipment identification,
and several Russian language courses. Individual training, like
im provi ng language skills, was important, but as individual needs
were met, the focus shifted to ream training.

Both in personal and team training, knowledge of the treaty
formed the cornerstone for all training. The CFE Treaty Inspector/
Escort :ourse was the fundamental course for everyone. The first
CFE Treaty course was taught February 4-14, 1991, at the De-
fense Intell igence College in Washington, D.C. Bill Parsons and
David Sloss, mem bers of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarma ment
Agency and active participants in CFE negotiations, provided 25
hou rs of instruction on the treaty and its protocol s. Experts from
the U.S. Army Foreign Science and Technology Center contributed
15 hours of treaty-limited equipment (TLE) familiarization. This
initial course also dealt with topics such as the history of arms
control, Warsaw Pact forces, Congress and treaty ratification,
health, and public affairs. Inspectors assigned to OSIA's European

Training was continuous at OS/ A's European Operations Command; here Colonel Kelley
discusses an upcoming mission with ins/>ectors.

11
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The U.S. Military Liaison M ission
in Potsdam, Germany, was a
primary source for CFE inspectors.

Operations Com ma nd wou Id receive significantly more training
after the course. This included a th ree-tiered progra m on equ ip-
ment recogni tion developed by and for inspectors.

Twenty people from OSIA's European Operations attended
the first CFE Treaty course in Washington, D.C., along with 170
others from Headquarters OSIA and other agencies. In April 1991,
OSIA's European Operations Command sponsored a CFE Treaty
course for an additional 90 people at R hein-Ma in Air Base in
Frank furt, Germany. By October 1991, 24 other inspection team
mem bers had completed a two-week CFE Treaty course sponsored
by NATO at Oberammergau, Germany. Colonel Kelley drew from
his experience with the Intermed iate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF)
Treaty to design the NATO course. The objective was to establish
CFE Treaty inspection standards across the NATO group of states.
Instructors from OSIA's European Operations focused on inspec-
tion and escort techniq ues based on the U.S. experience under the
INF Treaty. On April 8, 1992, OSIA presented a five-day CFE
Treaty course in Washington, D.C. Treaty negotia tors and experi-
enced OSIA European Operations officers and noncom m issioned
officers (NCOs) taught the course, focusing on the treaty and the
inspection process. A videota ped version of this April course al-
lowed newly assigned inspectors to receive the required training
without waiting for another formal class. The treaty course re-
mained the fundamental building block, but it was only one re-
quired element to qualify as a CFE inspector/escort. ®

When treaty ratification lagged in the fall of 1991, teams
were able to build more inspection-rela ted issues into their training
progra m. The Inspection/Escort Branch assem bled inspection
teams weekly. The teams reviewed and discussed treaty inspection
and reduction protocols, standardized inspection and reporting
proced ures, and studied current presidential and Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) guidance. Individually, each team trained daily on the
treaty and its protocols. They discussed inspection scenarios they
might confront and worked through problems they might encoun-
ter. In addition, TLE recognition was a part of each team's daily
regime.

A group of Army wea pons specialists who came to OSIA's

Fnurggtegbrgrooeerlagtégns Command on a _temﬁ)orar basis b_e_%inni n?
played a key role in the TLE recognition train-
ing program. Sergeant First Class George A. Partridge, Staff Ser-
geant Thomas A. Favia, and Sergeant Joseph S. Nelson were mem-
bers of the U.S. Military Liaison Mission in Potsdam, Germany.
The Mission was staffed hy NCOs and foreign area officers
(FAOs) with a strong work ing knowledge of Soviet and East Ger-
man arm ies, their equipment, units, and force structure. Because of



Photo of a T-72 tank used in level
one recognition training.

German unification, however, this Cold War outpost was no
longer needed and was closing. Having served at the Mission,
Colonel Kelley knew the caliber of the people associated with it
and its reputation for excellence. He made a point of actively
recru iting wea pons specialists from the Mission.

These specialists contributed immediately to the command.
They laid the groundwork for OSIA's European Operations' equ ip-
ment recognition program. From October 1990 through January
1991, while still assigned to the Mission in Potsdam, they devel -
oped courses on treaty-related ground equipment and conducted
training classes. They traveled from Berlin to work at Rhein-Main
during the week, returning home to Berlin on weekends. They
acquired photos and slides of Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces'
treaty-related equipment. Their sources were within the Depart-
ment of Defense, other U.S. government agencies, NATO allies,
commercial publications, and from the training kits they had
developed at the Mission. They also took their own photos of
treaty-related equipment during mock inspections and on field
tri ps.

Weapons specialists from the Army and Air Force later joined
the specialists from the Mission and added to the growing stock of
information. Sergeant First Class Curtis E. Ingram, USA, focused
his efforts on tanks while Master Sergeant Richard D. DiFormato,
USA, gathered information on armored combat vehicles, and Staff
Sergeants Gilbert Sierra, Jr., and Cecil L. Ward, USA, concentrated
on artillery. The U.S. inspection teams also required a working
knowledge of treaty-related aircraft and helicopters. Senior Master
Sergeant Clifford A. Schroder, USAF and Technical Sergeants Paul
R. Angus and James L. Towne, USAF, provided that expertise.
Their knowledge of aircraft and helicopters complemented the
information their Army counterparts had assembled. The wea pons
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An armored vehicle launched
bridge on display during
Czechoslovak ian training course.

specia lists' collection of infor mation and photogra phs were the
basis for a three-level training program on equipment identifica-
tion.4

Level one covered 10 categories of equipment: tanks, ar-
mored personnel carriers (APCs), armored infantry fighting ve-
hicles (AIFVs), heavy armament combat vehicles, artillery, combat
aircraft, helicopters, morta rs, armored vehicle launched bridges,
and multiple-launch rocket systems. There were also subd ivisions
in several categories; helicopters for example, could be broken
down into three categories-attack, support, and transport. Level
one training, a requirement for inspector certification, enabled
inspectors to identify all Soviet, Eastern European, and U.S. TLE.

Level two training dealt with Soviet, Eastern European, and
U.S. equipment, listed in the Protocol on Existing Types of Con-
ventional Armaments and Equipment, that was reporta ble but not
limited under the treaty. Instructors broke this equipment down
into 17 areas. This equipment included "look-alike" armored
personnel carriers and armored infantry fighting vehicles, training
aircra ft, combat support helicopters, and transport helicopters.
The armored look-alikes were vehicles built on the chassis of a
treaty-limited vehicle but modified for purposes other than trans-
porting a combat infantry squad. By treaty definition, these mod i-
fied vehicles could not be armed with a 20 milli meter or greater
gun or cannon. The two levels of training encompassed more than
400 pieces of Soviet, Eastern European, and U.S. equipment.

Level three training differed from the other two levels cover-
ing equipment not listed in the treaty. Although not limited to
wea pons specialists, level three training was geared to maximizing
wea pons specialists' capa bilities, whereas levels one and two were
for all team members. Level three dealt with recognition and iden-



tification of the thousands of pieces of Soviet, Eastern European,
or U.S. equipment that a team might encounter during an inspec-
tion. This equipment varied from communications vans to engi-
neering vehicles to motorcycles. Training wou ld enable an inspec-
tor to make more accurate observations about the inspected unit's
mission and status. Training also included order of battle, organi-
zational structures, and equipment markings. Level three training
could vary to prepare inspectors for a particular mission. Inspec-
tors supplemented their classroom training on weapons identifica-
tion with field trips to locations with large concentrations of

equ ipment. Teams traveled to the U.S. Air Forces in Europe
(USAFE) Combat Threat Facility at Einsied lerhof, Germany, to
U.S. Army Europe's (USAREUR's) Hohenfels Training Area, Ger-
many, and to other NATO sites. These trips provided inspectors
direct experience with Soviet and Eastern Europea n equ ipment, as
well as U.S. and allied equipment. As development of the different
levels of training progressed, however, a problem arose concerning
space to conduct the training.®

Rhein-Main, normally an active and somewhat congested
base, served as a focal point for tons of supplies, equ ipment, and
thousa nds of troops headed for the Middle East in support of
Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. Facilities on Rhein-

During a CfE mock inspection at the H ohenfels Training Area in Germany, inspectors check ed these armored
personnel carriers.



Main were at a premium. The OSIA facilities at the Air Force base
were taxed heavily by OSIA's increased manning and equ ipment to
implement the CFE Treaty. Wea pons specia lists did not have ad-
equate facil ities to cond uct equi pment recognition classes. The
solution to their problem came from the man who wou ld become
the first OSIA CFE team chief.

Although not yet assigned to OSIA, Lt. Colonel David P.
Gessert, USAr offered the use of his squad ron's facilities, which
were adjacent to OSIA European Operations' building. Colonel
Gessert commanded the Air Force's 7580th Aerospace Squadron,
known as the Berlin Corridor Flyers. Its mission ended with Ger-

Lt. Colonel David P. Gessert, USAF

Lt. Colonel David P. Gessert, USAF, was the first CFE team
chief selected at OSI A's European Operations Command. An Air
Force Academy graduate, he was a command navigator with
3,000 flying hours. just prior to this assignment, Lt. Colonel
Gessert had commanded the Air Force's 7580th Squadron, the

Berlin Corridor Flyers.

On the initial months-recruiting, training, en-
listed force: "I was the first team chief here. My
deputy, Chief Warrant Officer Mike Lu kes, was
an old INF Treaty inspector; he had a lot of
experience. In all honesty, he probably trained me
more than anybody else did. He and | went out
as the team chief and deputy for all the initial
NATO mock inspections. We had the opportunity
to take out all of the enlisted teams. There were
four enlisted members on each team, and we had
eight teams. There were two interpreters and two
weapons specialists, and it was a mix and match
of Air Force and Army guys. Chief Lukesand |
essentially set the teams up and initiated their
training. The first real mock inspection we did
was with the French, and we took our teams out
and escorted the French; then we worked with the
Luxembourgers, Belgians, Dutch, and Germans.

"We had all these extremely qual ified NCOs,
but they were either qualified in rocket systems or
they were qualified in tanks, master gunners, etc.
We also had some very, very qualified Air Force
maintena nce personnel who worked on F-4s or

F-15s or F-111s, but they didn't know tanks, our
own tanks, let alone Russian tanks. So we were
pretty much starting at ground zero. Everybody
was extremely professiona I; there was real exper-
tise in certain fields, but no one had expertise in
all of the Russian equipment, or in the variety of
Russian equipment. What helped was that these
guys were professional NCOs, and they were
operators. They knew how to turn a wrench, so
they weren't guys who just looked at pictu res
from behind a desk or some intelligence analysts.
These guys were soldiers, they knew how to walk
into a wing, a brigade, or a regiment, and decide
quickly if they had their act together or not.
That's why they were hired. So we had all these
real smart guys, soldiers and airmen. These guys
could walk and chew gum; they'd done some
stuff in their life.”




man unification. While closing down the 7580th, he allowed
OSIA's wea pons specialists to develop and conduct equ ipment
identifica tion classes in the squadron's briefi ng rooms. These
classes, while important for all inspectors, were critical for wea p-
ons specia lists beca use none were expert on all weapons systems.
U.S. Air Force weapons specialists, for example, knew U.S. air-
craft, but they had little or no knowledge of U.S. Army wea pons
and equipment, much less the weapons of the Warsaw Pact's
ground forces. The same was true for U.S. Army weapons special-
ists, who were expert in U.S. and some Soviet ground forces, albeit
using NATO designations, but had little exposure to U.S. and
Soviet aircra ft.6

continued

On the initial mock inspections: "The initial
mock inspections were very brutal, especially
with our allies. The allies looked at this CFE
mission initially as an opportunity to talk and to
celebrate together. From our own INF experience,
we knew that the Russians were very profes-
sional, and that we had to approach it that way.
We exercised every aspect of the treaty and made
it very, very tough and very, very difficult. The
allies, at first, regretted it. They didn't like it.
They didn't think the Americans were nice. What
we tried to explain to them was that you train
harder than what you actually do in reality. By
the time the inspections began, | think the allies
became tougher and we became easier. But when
say easier, it's because we were not reasonable in
our mocks, for we always pushed to the extreme
to make treaty points. Many times we would
purposely be unreasonable with the allies for
training pu rposes.

"Mock inspections taught you how to orches-
trate an inspection, how to organize an inspec-
tion, the mechanics of trying to get a crew of
eight people underneath the team chief to work
together as subteams. You did it so that when you
hit the ground you weren't worried about who
had what room or where's the equipment going.
You had to learn how do to the mechanical things
to make an inspection work. When you hit the
site, your time was very limited. You had to use it
wisely.

"It takes organization and some thought. |
believe I've used the example before that we
learned that it takes a much longer time to do a
treaty inspection report than ever anticipated
because of the legal aspects, using the proper
ver biage, and referencing the proper points in the
treaty. These things just took longer than antici-
pated. There are also some straight mecha nica |
things you have to do to facilitate and to keep
your inspection going."

On leading multinational inspection teams: "I
think that actually made the mocks more impor-
tant. Learning how to put together and orches-
trate an inspection with three new people helped.
We always have three new people on every one of
our real inspections, in addition to the core six-
man team. During the mock inspections we
learned how to make it work. How to make it
task-oriented, to know what task you want to
give to a new member, and what you want to give
to an experienced inspector. You learned how to
organize and how to set up a true, thorough
inspection. Sometimes it was very, very tough
because you had to learn how to use somebody
from another country who had a slightly different
agenda than yours. But if you know how to facili-
tate an inspection, how to organize-which we
learned during the mock regime-it made it much
easier. That's what the training really taught us to
do, how to conduct a good, well-orchestrated,
well-organized inspection. And it took a while to
learn that. You don't go into it blindly."

Source: Interview, Lt. Colonel David P. Gessert, USAF, with Dr. Joseph P. Harahan, Historian, OSIA, July 12, 1993.




While weapons specialists developed their lesson plans in
eq ui pment identification, linguists had their own training require-
ments. Once selected for duty with OSIA, most linguists attended
the Defense Language Institute's (DU) Inter med iate Russian
Course in Monterey, California. The 27-week
course provided linguists intense training to
expand their ability to speak Russian. The course
also introd uced students to arms control treaty
term inology. After successful completion of the
DLI course, linguists arrived at OSIA's European
Operations, and shortly therea fter attended a
two-week course at the U.S. Army Russian Insti-
tute (USARI) at Garmisch, Germany. This course,
sponsored by the Treaty Verification Division of
USARI, put linguists into classrooms where they
spoke only Russian as they studied terminology
specific to the CFE Treaty. Freed from the daily
pressures and distractions of individual and team
Defense Language Institute, M onterey, California. training at Rhein-Main, students at Garm isch
focused on the treaty's complex, technical lan-
guage for six to seven hours a day. Back at Rhein-Main, in addi-
tion to individual daily practice, linguists gathered in small groups
led by Alan J. French, OSIA European Operations' in-house R us-
sian language professional. They drilled in Russian three to five
hours a week, for practice in conversation and inter pretation.
Lingu ists enhanced their training by viewing taped Russian televi-
sion broadcasts and reading any available written materials. Most
linguists agreed , however, that the most realistic training for the
inspection teams, short of an actual treaty inspection, was the
mock inspections. ’

One lesson Americans had learned in preparing to implement
the INF Treaty was that mock inspections were an extremely
valuable training tool. These inspections enabled teams to practice
inspection and escort proced ures, make and correct mistakes on
the spot, uncover unanticipated problems or situations, and im-
prove their proced ures in accordance with treaty protocols. Teams
went beyond scenario development and discussion in their offices
to exercising their treaty knowledge at an inspecta ble site on a
military installation.? Seventeen months into treaty implementa-
tion, Lt. Colonel Joseph ]. Drach, Jr., USA, an experienced OSIA
CFE Treaty team chief, led a series of training classes and a mock
inspection with Moldova n inspectors in December 1993. He told
the Moldovan team about the approach American inspectors took
during mock inspections:



"Our experiences during the mock inspections before baseline
and during the real treaty inspections, both inspecting and escort-
ing, were very similar. This (fact) indicates that our level of realism
during training was very high. That is always one of the main
goals in training, to train the way you wou ld fight, to be as realis-
tic as you can."

Initial OSIA mock inspections for the CFE Treaty placed
OSIA inspectors and escorts opposite their NATO counterpa rts.
This was realistic training-teams traveled, lost sleep, missed
meals, inspected unfamiliar military facilities, discussed treaty
rights and obligations with foreign officers, and completed the
inspection reports as required by the treaty. As inspectors, they
aggressively demanded all of their govern ment's treaty rights; as
escorts, they made certain that their govern ment's interests were
fully protected. Colonel Kelley was a strong proponent of mock
training inspections because his INF Treaty experience had con-
vinced him that-

"The mock inspections are now and have always been the
single most im portant training tool that we have at our disposal
for a number of reasons. First, they force you to put into practice
the skills that you have developed individually in these various
areas over time. Second, the experience forces a team-or, in many
cases, multiple teams-to function as a team. Mocks develop the
cohesiveness that we wanted to see and permit the teams to further
test each other on knowledge of the treaty, and knowledge of
policy. "1°

Colonel Kelley turned the responsi bility for the detailed coor-
dination and planning of mock inspections over to Captain David
R. Carter, USAF. As Chief of European Operations' Plans Branch,
he worked directly with other NATO nations' treaty veri fication
agencies to plan each series of mock inspections. Much of the
initial coordination was completed over the phone, but final plan-
ning was clone in person, approxi mately one month prior to in-
spection. Face-to-face, the planning officers from the nations
ironed out the details of the exercise. After several planning meet-
ings Colonel Kelley opted for a higher ranking team chief, a lieu-
tenant colonel, to accompany Carter as a matter of protocol for
the usua lly senior allied counterparts. For inspections of U.S.
facilities, United States European Command (USEUCOM ) relin-
qu ished the coordination of site selection to OSIA. Captain Carter
or one of the Plans Branch NCOs then dealt directly with the
component commands to determine which U.S. sites wou Id
be available to participate, either ground forces assigned to
USAREUR or air forces under USAFE. With a list of U.S. sites
available for mock inspection, U.S. planners and their NATO
counter parts developed an agenda for the mock inspection includ-
ing dates, units, locations, notification proced ures, expenses, and
team composition. **

Seal of the French
verification agency L'Unite
Fran{:aise de Verification.
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The initial U.S. mock inspections were conducted with
France's verification agency, L'Unite Francaise de Verification.
Lt. Colonel Gessert led this mission and the next five U.S. mock
inspection missions. Because Lt. Colonel Gessert was new to the
on-site inspection process, he relied heavily on his deputy, Chief
Warrant Officer 4 (CW4) Michael R. Lukes, USA, who was an
experienced IN F Treaty inspector. On this first mission, Gessert's
nine-person team drove from Rhein-Main Air Base on May 14,
1991, to Strasbou rg, France, the point of entry (POE) for this
mission. The following day they continued on to Nancy-Ochey
Airfield , where Lt. Colonel Gessert declared the French Air Force's
3rd Fighter Wing the object of verification (OOV) for the first
OSIA CFE mock inspection. Because the French airfield was very
large and there was much to be inspected, Lt. Colonel Gessert
surprised his hosts by declining the prepared, formal luncheon.

At the site, Gessert divided his team in two subteams for the
inspection, with CW4 Lukes leading the second team. The U.S.
teams set out on foot to inspect the site, overlapping each other's
efforts to ensure double coverage. Their approach was strictly
business, as if the inspection were an actual CFE inspection in
Eastern Europe or the Soviet Union. "We exercised every aspect
of the treaty," Gessert recalled, "and made it very, very tough
and very, very difficult" for the French escorts. After both U.S.
subteams counted all the TLE and confirmed their counts to be
correct, Lt. Colonel Gessert declared a sequential inspection. He
then signed the inspection report, completing the mock inspection.
The following day the American team traveled to Chenevieres for
the sequential inspection. There Gessert declared the French
Army's 3rd Tank Battalion as the OOV his team wou ld inspect.
During this second inspection, Gessert observed that the French
mil itary escorts had become much more aggressive in their escort
proced ures, trying to minimize U.S. access and photogra phy, but
always remaining within the guidelines of the treaty. These first
mock inspections mirrored what would become the U.S. trade-
mark for all future CFE inspections: an aggressive, "letter of the
law" approach to gaining all rights allowed under the treaty.

These missions confirmed that a detailed knowledge of the
treaty was the key to a successfu | mission. Without a thorough
knowledge of the treaty, team members could not effectively exer-
cise all their govern ment's treaty rights. Lt. Colonel Gessert also
recogn ized the importance of teamwork and planning. Because an
inspection team had limited time on-site, the team needed to de-
velop a plan that allowed all team members to carry out their
specific tasks, while allowing for a thorough inspection of the
declared site, inspecting all areas and equipment twice. Each indi-
vidual had to understand his role as an inspector so that the team
could complete an inspection effectively. With a strong base of



preparation and training, the team leader could make adjustmen ts
on-site as circu mstances dictated. *?

At Rhein-Main, OSIA inspection teams continued to hone
their skills in areas such as treaty knowledge, equipment identifica-
tion, language, and photogra phy. The allied mock inspections
allowed teams to test those skills, to encounter different ap-
proaches to the same treaty, and to establish inspection standa rds.
Over time nearly all the Eastern countries, as well as the allies,
pressed U.S. representatives to commit to scheduling mock inspec-
tions. Colonel Kelley believed that the United States had an obliga-
tion to give preference to the NATO nations to cond uct mock
inspections beca use they "had stuck with us in hard times and
been true allies to us." In addition to loyalty to allies, it was also
in the U.S. interest that all NATO inspections of Eastern nations
be thorough and consistent to provide reliable and accurate infor-
mation for a confident assessment of treaty compliance.

From May 1991 until the treaty entered into force in July
1992, OSIA inspectors participated in mock CFE inspections with
inspection teams from 13 NATO nations. All allied nations except
Turkey and ltaly participated in 27 OSIA missions, during which
U.S. inspection teams conducted mock inspections at more than 50
sites. Jn addition to mock inspections with NATO teams, OSIA
inspectors deployed on 11 missions to U.S. declared sites through-
out Western Europe to cond uct mock inspections with other OSIA
teams. These OSIA-on-OSIA mock inspections provided training
not only for the U.S. teams but also for the American military
units that wou ld receive Eastern inspection teams when the treaty
entered into force. On several occasions, OSIA teams provided
classroom training followed by demonstration mock inspections
at U.S. declared sites. These missions, known as "road shows,"

Lt. Colonel Joseph ]. Drach, .fr.,
briefing Greek inspectors during a
mock inspection at Bitburg Air
Base, Germany, October 18, 1991.
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allowed OSIA inspectors to reach various groups of people who
wou Id be responsible for treaty implementation, usually as instal-
lation escorts during inspections.

One such mission began on October 28, 1991, when Lt.
Colonel Jan S. Karcz, USA, led a team to Sembach Air Base, Ger-
many. During this mission OSIA inspectors trained CFE points of
contact (POCs) from USAFE units on treaty escort and challenge
inspection proced ures. Partici pants from the 16th Air Force bases
in Greece, Italy, Crete, and Turkey gathered, along with Colonel
Schuyler (Sky) Foerster, USAF, a member of the U.S. delegation at
Vienna, representatives from the 17th Air Force, USAFE, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, European Command (EUCOM), and Team Karcz
at Sembach Air Base, Head quarters of the 17th Air Force. On
October 28th, Colonel Foerster provided classroom treaty train-
ing, emphasizing the inspection protocol. Representatives from
JCS, EUCOM, and USAFE then offered their organizations' cur-
rent guidance on treaty escort and challenge inspection proce-
dures. The final blocks of the course provided instruction on
wor king with linguists and with the U.S. government's liaison
proced ures. The next day Lt. Colonel Karcz demonstrated on-site
the lessons taught in the classroom, leading his inspection team
through the mock inspection at Sembach Air Base.

Participation in mock inspections enabled OSIA CFE team
mem bers to gel as competent, professional inspection teams. Indi-
viduals traveled as a team to new and unfamiliar locations, carried
out specific tasks as part of an overall team effort to exercise all
treaty rights, and gained valuable experience on how best to
implement the CFE Treaty. The next step in preparation for the
treaty's entry into force was mock inspections with teams from the
Eastern group of states.n

The United States participated in mock inspections with
Czechoslovakia, Russia, Hu ngary, Poland, Romania, and Bulgaria
before the treaty entered into force in July 1992. A major reason
for the success of those missions was Germany's participation as
the host state. As a stationing state, the United States needed the
cooperation and permission of the German government to bring
in Eastern inspection teams. Germany was to be a major player
during treaty implementation because there were more than 900
declared sites in the newly unified Germany, including the sites of
stationing states such as the United States, France, Canada, and
the United Kingdom. These mock inspections offered Germany's
Zentrum fiir Verifikationsaufgaben der Bundeswehr (ZVBW) an
opportunity to test many aspects of implementing the treaty as a
host state-these included proced ures at the POE, transportation



to the declared site, and provid ing lodging and
food when required.

The first of these inspections occurred on
October 8, 1991, when a Czechoslovakian in-
spection team came to Germany to inspect U.S.
forces at Camp Vilseck and the Merrill Barracks.
Major Elmer G. (Guy} White, USA, the escort
team chief, noted that the drawdown of U.S.
forces, coupled with the deploy ments to the Gu If
War, had dramatically changed U.S. forces in
Europe. Conseq uently, the information ex-
changed at treaty signature was no longer accu-
rate. Because there would be no exchange of data
until 30 days after the treaty's entry into force,
OSIA escorts would be busy explaining differ-
ences between the old data and the status of Russian N uclear Risk Reduction Center.
forces during the initial days of baseline.

Major White also highlighted a communications problem
between his team and Head quarters EUCOM. This problem
wou Id recur later du ring other mock inspections, and it came up
during the treaty's baseline phase. One of the duties of U.S. escort
team chiefs and liaison officers was to communicate the inspection
team's status to EUCOM, which in turn initiated a series of notifi-
cations to U.S. forces in Europe. Because of limited phone lines or
poor connections through various phone systems, and the com-
pressed time during an inspection, OSIA team chiefs and liaison
officers were sometimes unable to contact EUCOM. Instead, they
passed the information on to OSIA's European operations center at
Rhein-Main. From the operations center, team status was passed
to Headquarters EUCOM. It worked, but it was not the way that
it had been envisioned. Communications in the future would rou-
tinely go through OSIA's operations center and then on to
EUCOM.

The next mock inspections with an Eastern nation, and the
first opportunity to train outside a NATO nation, were to occur in
January and February of 1992, following preliminary discussions
in December 1991.'* As Christmas 1991 approached, Colonel
Kelley and Major Henry J. Nowak, USA, traveled from Frankfu rt
to Moscow, accompanied by Lt. Colonel Peer Schwan of the
ZV BW, the German treaty verification organization, to arrange tri-
national mock inspections at CFE facilities in both the Soviet
Union and Germany. Again, Germany's cooperation was pivotal.
As a stationing state, the United States owned none of the territory
in the ATTU; consequently, it turned to the sovereign host state
before arranging a visit by Soviet inspection teams. Major Griffith
S. Hughes, USA, of the Arms Control Implementation Unit of the
American Embassy in Moscow, accompanied Colonel Kelley,



General-Lieutenant Vladimir 1.
M edvedev, Director, Soviet Nuclear
Risk Reduction Center.

Major Nowak, and Lt. Colonel Schwan in Moscow. On Decem ber
18, 1991, these four officers met a Soviet delegation of 10 officers
led by General-Lieutenant Vladimir |I. Medvedev, head of the
Soviet Nuclear Risk Reduction Center. Jointly, they planned two
mock inspection missions.

The first mission was scheduled for January 1992 in Ger-
many. The inspection sites were the German Artillery Branch
School at Idar-Oberstein, the U.S. Air Force's 52d Tactical Fighter
Wing at Spangda hlem Air Base, and the U.S. Army's 200th The-
ater Army Materiel Command (TAMC) at the Germersheim Army
Depot. The second mission, planned for February 1992, would be
held in the Leningrad Military District. There, the designated sites
were the Soviets' 67th Bomber Regiment at Siverskiy Air Base and
the 457th Howitzer Artillery Regiment at Pushkin.

The parties then turned to discussing the ground rules for
these mock inspections. These included planning ad ministrative
breaks to allow for discussion of possible technical difficulties as
they occurred . This provision contributed to a major aspect of
these training missions-allowing key treaty participants time to
iron out problems before the real inspections took place. The
parties also modified treaty inspection timelines to allow for over-
night stays. Another deviation from treaty requirements was desig-
nating Frankfurt as the single POE for the Soviet mission into
Germany. Norma lly Frankfurt could not be a POE for the three
declared sites selected for the inspections. The officers determined
that the Soviets would fly into Rhein-Main Air Base and be bussed
across the shared runway to Frankfurt International Airport.
There German escorts would exercise host state POE proced ures;
Americans would test their liaison officer proced ures; and the
Soviets would perhaps avoid airport fees by landing at Rhein-
Main. The conferees also discussed notifica tion proced ures, the
num ber of inspectors/observers, team composition, inspection
languages, dining schedules, equipment markings, and distribution
of expenses.

These detailed planning discussions in Moscow, as had been
the case with all planning sessions, prevented problems that would
have detracted from the quality of training during the mock in-
spections. For example, Colonel Kelley reminded the Soviets that
U.S. inspectors occasiona lly skipped lunch when cond ucting in-
spections, and that escorts were obliged to assist inspectors in
carrying out an inspection, even if that meant a missed meal.
Other discussions confirmed the U.S. intent to record all external
markings of TLE. The Soviets stated that there wou ld be no access
to the interior of any equipment for the purpose of recording serial
num bers. The planning agendas for both inspection series were
reviewed, and both sides agreed to hold posti nspection discussions
("hotwashes") at each site to clarify points they had discussed



Colonel William R. Smith checks
the serial number on an AC\

during each inspection. The group also agreed to discuss any prob-
lems encou ntered during the two missions and to pursue how each
nation planned to conduct its inspections.

During this con ference several issues arose that were beyond
the authority of the conferees and required resolution by their
respecti ve governments. A change of inspection dates for the mock
i nspections in the Leningrad Military District required U.S. gov-
ernment approva l. Lt. Colonel Schwan, the ZVBW represen tative,
turned to the German government for approva |l of a Soviet request
to allow a Soviet military aircraft to use Sperenberg Air Base in
transit, either before or after dropping off the Soviet inspection
team in Frankfurt. Sperenberg Air Base would provide the Soviets
an opportunity to refuel their aircraft without purchasing fuel in
Frank furt, which had been a common practice during the INF
Treaty implementa tion. Once those decisions were made, and

despite the fact that the Soviet Union had collapsed as a nation on
Christmas Day 1991, only seven days after this meeting, planning
for the tri-nation mock inspections moved forward.®

For OSIA, these mock inspections in Russia differed from all
previous CFE mock inspections. Colonel Kelley elected to forgo
the usual team structure. Instead, he formed teams using only team
chiefs and deputies, with the one exception of Technical Sergeant
Joseph A. Amen, USAF. He did this because many of the American
team leaders had never been in the Soviet Union. As Kelley put it:

"I wanted very bad ly to avoid a situation in which our team
leaders would be rendered ineffecti ve for the first several hours, if
not a day, after their entry into the former Soviet Union for the
first time, by virtue of awe. They had to get over that awe. The
best way to do it was to do so at some time other than when they
were performing a real inspection.”



Captain David R. Carter
coordinating a mock inspection
at the Operations Center.

Colonel Kelley wanted to be certain that team leaders realized
that military superpower status did not equate with a strong
economy; that they held no misconceptions as to whom and what
they wou Id be dealing with in the Soviet Union. If team leaders
were going to be distracted by their surroundings, Colonel Kelley
wanted it to happen in a benign environment, during a mock
inspection. When the CFE Treaty entered into force, he wa nted the
team leaders to be focused on the actua | inspection. Kelley thought
that this wou ld proba bly be the only opportunity for team chiefs
and deputies to enter the Soviet Union before basel ine started-it
was a one-shot deal. The team chiefs and deputies would then
share their experiences with their teams in preparing them for
baseline inspections. ¢

A total of 13 American team chiefs or deputies got firsthand
exposure to Russian CFE inspection/escort techniques during these
mock inspections. Major General Robert W. Parker, USAF, Direc-
tor of OSIA, was an observer on both missions. Five OSIA team
chiefs and three deputies were on the escort team in Germany,
January 27-31, 1992, when the Russians visited Spangdahlem Air
Base and Germersheim Army Depot. In addition to augmentees
and observers, five U.S. team chiefs and two deputies were as-
signed to the American team that inspected Russian forces at
Siverskiy Air Base and at Pushkin, February 10-14, 1992. These
nation-to-nation mock inspections revealed differences in treaty
interpretation that simply would not have been uncovered except
for these exercises.

Captain David R. Carter, USAF, of the Plans Branch at OSIA
Europea n Operations, coordinated the effort among USAFE,
USAREUR, the German ZVBW, and OSIA to bring about the
Russia n/Germa n/U.S. mock inspections. The official U.S. escort
team chief was Lt. Colonel Donald C. Snedeker, USA, and his
deputy was Lt. Colonel Edward G. Gallagher, I, USA. The liaison
officers for this mission were Majors Richard J. O'Shea, USAF,
and Keith A. Oatman, USA. Major Oatman was an excellent
resou rce for facilitating these inspections beca use he spoke Ger-
man and Russian, a benefit derived from the emphasis placed on
language skills when manning the unit. Technical Sergeant Joseph
A. Amen, USAF, the only enlisted member of the team, was the
logistics coordinator, a position usually referred to as the
"bagman.” Technical Sergeant Amen's role was to make certain
that inspectors and escorts were billeted and fed when it was the
U.S. government's responsi bility to do so. Before departing on the
mission, he withd rew funds from the 435th Tactical Airlift Wing
accounting and finance center to cover anticipated expenses. He
arrived with the escort team at the declared site ahead of the in-
spectors. There, he made arrangements and paid for billeting or
hotel rooms if the teams were spending the night. He also paid for
all meals. *’



At the first Russia n/A merican/German CFE mock inspection,
January 27-31, General Parker greeted the incoming inspectors
and briefly spoke of the importance of this series of inspections.
He welcomed the opportunity for joint training, continued coop-
eration, mutual trust, and most importa nt-developing a "key
blueprint for the CFE verification regime."

OnJanuary 27, 1992, little more than a month after the Soviet
Union had collapsed, a Russian inspection team arrived in Frankfu rt
to conduct mock inspections, thus maintaining continuity in arms
control treaty implementa tion. The Russian inspection team and six
Russian observers underwent POE proced ures with the host Ger-
man escort team. The U.S. liaison team, General Parker, and Colo-
nel Kelley were also there. The Russians declared their first inspec-
tion site, ldar-Oberstein, and departed with the German host state
escorts. After an overnight ad ministrative hold, the Russian inspec-
tors arrived at ldar-Oberstein at 0830 for the mock inspection.
Following the inspection, the two teams held an informal discus-
sion, reviewi ng the proced ures and inspection issues. Then, the
Russian team chief followed treaty protocol procedures and de-
clared a sequential inspection at Spangdahlem Air Base. Finally,
again following treaty protocols precisely, the two team chiefs
signed the inspection report. While the Russian inspectors and
observers, the U.S. liaison team, and General Parker and Colonel
Kelley spent the night at Idar-Oberstein, the U.S. escort team trav-
eled ahead to Spangdahlem Air Base. There they made final, last-
minute preparations for the next day's inspection.

Upon leaving Idar-Oberstein, the German escort team contin-
ued their responsi bilities for the Russian inspection team and
transported them to the next inspection site. The U.S. escort
team greeted the Russian and German teams upon arrival at
Spangdahlem Air Base and once again assumed escort responsi bil i-
ties from the Germans. After provid ing refresh ments and the site
diagram to the Russians at the Officers' Club, Lt. Colonel Snedeker
and his team waited 30 minutes for the Russians to declare the
OOV to be inspected. The Russian team chief declared the 52nd
Tactical Fighter Wing, and the Americans began the site briefing.

Followi ng this briefing, the entire R ussian inspection team
participated in a bus ride around the base. Colloquially known
as a "windshield tour," this bus ride gave the inspection team a
chance to compare the site diagram with the actual facilities, a
practice that many nations would later adopt in escorting inspec-
tion teams. After the windshield tour the Russian team broke into
three subgrou ps, which departed im mediately for different areas
on the base to begin their inspections. The Russian inspectors
req uested access to all doors that exceeded the treaty's two-meter
limit and were satisfied with visual access if they could readily
determine there was no TLE present in a building. If the inspectors



U.S. escorts confirm a two-meter
opening during a mock inspection
at Lak enheath Air Base, England.

could not immed iately determine that there was no TLE in a facil-
ity, the American escorts provided them access as far into a facility
as necessary to confirm there was no TLE there, or until they
encountered doors that did not exceed two meters.

When one subgroup requested access to the Munitions Stor-
age Area, Lt. Colonel Snedeker responded that the area was a sensi-
tive point with limited access. He offered the inspectors an option
to select four of the bunkers within the storage area for visual
access only. The inspectors however, wanted either total access or
no access to the area. Lt. Colonel Snedeker referred to rhe treaty
definition of a sensitive point as allowing total, limited, or no
access. At that point the Russian inspectors declined the A merican
offer for limited access and proceeded to inspect other areas. By
evening, the Russian team had finished its inspection, cond ucted a
briefing, declared the sequential inspection (the 200th TAMC at
Germersheim Army Depot), and completed the inspection report.
After a dinner at the NCO Club, all reams left for Germershcim,
where they remained overnight. The next day the Russians con-
ducted their inspection, participateci in a briefing, completed their
report, and departed promptly for R hein-Main, where they re-
mained overnight before returning ro Moscow the next ciay.!®

Several issues arose during the inspections of the two U.S.
sites. Photogra phy was a point of contention on several occasions,
specifica lly, the framing of photos. The U.S. escorts insisted that
inspectors photogra ph an entire object, nor just a part of it. U.S.
escorts stated that an inspection team's photos were a tool in
counting equipment, not a means to focus on an aspect of a spe-
cific piece of equipment or the area around it. Subsequently, in
February 1992, during the U.S. mock inspection at Siverskiy Air



Base, Russian escorts rcciprocat ¢l by changing the framing of U.S.
photos of Russian aircraft. Announcing when inspectors w re
going to take apicture also beca me anissue when the R ussians
declared that, under the trea ty, they were required to annou nce
their intention to take photos only once. In December 1991 at
Vienna, however, General 1\!lledvedev had stated that an annou nce-
ment should be made prior to each photo. Later, Russian escort
officials concurred with that position during a U.S. mock inspec-
tion at Pushkin.

Because the treaty does not define a container, differences of
interpretation arose during the mock inspections at U.S. facilities.
The inspection protocol allows for the inspection of any container
that exceeds two meters in all dimensions. The Russian inspectors
defined a container as anythi ng that "contains,” to include the
trailer of a tractor trailer rig or a communications vehicle. The U.S.
position was that the back of a truck was a piece of equipment, and
i f the vehicle was not a piece of conventiona | arma ments and equ ip-
ment subject to the treaty (CAEST), inspectors had no right to
inspect the vehicle. Later, in April 1992, Joint Chiefs of Staff guid-
ance on conta iners al lowed inspectors to view the in terior of cargo
vehicles or tractor trailers. Other vehicles that had been mod ified
for other uses, such as communications vehicles, called for different
proced ures. If the mod ification to the vehicle were not readily ap-
parent, an effort would be made to show that it was a modified
piece of equipment and did not contain TLE.*°

Anot her question was sparked by the presence of two Egyp-
tian F-4 fighters at Spangdahlem. The Russia n inspectors felt the
fighters should have been declared as CAEST; the U.S. response

U.S. site escorts open a container
during a mock inspection.




SU -24 park ed outside aircraft shelter at Siverskiy Air Base, Russia, during mock insp ection in February J 992.

was that since Egy pt was not a signatory to the treaty, the Egy p-
tian fighters were not subject to the treaty, and the United States
wou |ld not report it during a site briefing or through formal CFE
reporti ng channels.

Shorrly after these Russian mock inspections in Germany
were complete, a nine-man American inspection team led by Lt.
Colonel Gallagher cond ucted the mock inspections in Russia. The
inspection team and six observers departed Rhein-Main on an Air
Force C-141 on February 10, 1992. They arrived in Moscow
around noon and, after a brief greeting, the Russians im mediately
initiated POE proced ures. After Gallagher declared Siverskiy Air
Base to be the first inspection site, the teams agreed to stop the
inspection clock. The team-along with General Parker, Colonel
Kelley, and other observers-remained overnight in Moscow. The
following morning all departed for Siverskiy Air Base, where they
conducted the first inspection. The American team departed for
Pushkin the next day, where it cond ucted its inspection of the
Russian Army artillery site over the next two days. After complet-
ing the second inspection on the 13th, Lt. olonel Ga llagher's
team spent the night in Pushkin, returning to Moscow the next
morning and then to Rhein-Main to complete the mission.

Photogra phy again proved to be a source of questions during
these inspections. One situation dealt with the number of photo-
graphs inspectors were allowed to take of CAEST. Escort officials
questioned the need to take more than one photo of any piece of
CAEST. Lt. Colonel Gallagher countered that photos were allowed



to account for CAEST. He added that there was no way of deter-
mining how many subteams had photogra phed a piece of equ ip-
ment and that treaty-a uthorized use of video cameras made the
question moot. This issue was resolved v.rhen the Russian escorts
reluctantly agreed that there was no limit. Reciprocity, which was
an element of operations under IN F inspections, also came into
play during these CFE mock inspections when the Russians re-
quired U.S. inspectors to frame photos of SU-24s, just as U.S.
escorts had required Russian inspectors to frame F-16 photos in
January.

In addition to photo questions, a site diagram issue arose
during the inspection at Pushkin. Russian escorts presented to the
American inspectors a site diagram that did not indicate common
areas, only the areas specific to the two OOVs at Pushkin. The
American team chief, Lt. Colonel Gallaghel asserted that the
diagram was not complete because it did not show the extent of its
manmade external boundary. This limited the inspection team's
access on the site. The Russian escorts did not agree with his inter-
pretation of the treaty and did not alter the boundary of the site
on the diagram. Lt. Colonel Gallagher noted the problem on the
inspection report. It was a problem that would resurface during
the baseline period and become the focus of a concerted allied
effort to change the Russian interpreta tion.?

The February 1992 mission to Russia was the first CFE mock
i nspection deployment into the Eastern group of states. Following
that mission, from March 15through May 9, OSIA teams con-
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d ucted mock i nspections in Roma nia, Czechoslova k ia, Hu nga ry,
and Poland before the treaty entered into force in July 1992. The
final OSIA mock inspection with an Eastern nation before the
treaty's entry into force occurred on May 11, 1992, when Bulgar-
ian inspectors deployed to Belgi um. Each of these missions u ncov-
ered problems that were corrected on the spot, or noted and
passed on for resol ution by the U.S. government. One problem
that inspectors could not correct was the presence of look-ali ke
equipment in Czechoslovakia that was not included in the proto-
col on existing types of conventional armaments and equ ipment.

Site diagrams also proved to be a problem at several loca-
tions. In Czechoslova kia, an escort team gave a thorough site
briefing using wall charts; however, the site diagrams provided to
the inspection team were not as accurate. The Czech escorts be-
lieved that the treaty requirement to provide a site diagram was
satisfied by the wall charts and that giving diagrams to the inspec-
tors exceeded treaty requirements. The Czechs later changed their
view on this issue. In Roma nia, escorts presented a site diagram
that included the entire town adjacent to the military instal lation.
The American inspection team discussed treaty requirements for
site diagrams with their hosts, whereupon the Romanians nar-
rowed the scope of their site diagram. In several states the U.S.
teams experienced diff icu Ities comm u nicati ng with the U.S. Em-
bassy. Nationa | phone systems were sometimes inadeq ua te, and
often U.S. Embassy person nel were not yet aware of notification
requirements mandated by the treaty.

In all, from May |4, 1991, through July 5, 1992, OSIA in-
spection teams deployed on 44 mock inspection missions. During
these missions, OSIA inspectors participated in nearly 100 mock
i nspections. A merica n inspectors trained with inspectors from 18
nations and shared their knowled ge with representatives or units
from USAREU R, USAFE, and U.S. Navy Europe. Typically, a
mission lasted for several clays and involved two or more mock
inspections. Al though the stay at any one location was brief, the
mock inspections provided an u ndersta nd ing of how U.S. teams
wou Id conduct an inspection and how U.S. teams wou ld work
with foreign teams inspecting U.S. forces. In addition, these inspec-
tions familiarized U .S. inspectors with the environment of the
Eastern states, which wou ld prepare them for contingencies that
might arise during an actual inspection mission. These missions
also tested the efficiency of the logistics system used to prepare
and transport U.S. teams. One group that did not benefit from this
series of mock inspections, however, was the U.S. liaison person-
nel, who wou ld not be ready to perform until clays before the
treaty entered into force.



During treaty negotiations, U.S. delegates were satisfied that
proposed escort provisions wou ld protect A merican interests when
Eastern teams conducted CFE inspections at U.S. installations. It
wasn 't until late in negotiations that the United States recognized
that there were many U.S. facilities, equipment, and person nel
th roughout Western Eu rope that were not subject to the treaty but
were nonetheless v ul nera ble to CFE inspections. These forces were
located on allied installations or at separate locations, not on U.S.
insta llations. They were vulnerable during challenge inspections of
specified areas or inspections of allied forces. Consequently, the
United States insisted that the treaty contain a provision requiring
a liaison officer's presence during any inspection of a nation's
forces. OSIA's European Operations Command was not manned to
carry out these liaison duties. The manning document allowed for
two liaison officers; however, their planned duties did not include
deployments throughout Western Europe whenever Eastern tea ms
cond ucted CFE inspections.

The first American liaison officer (LNO), Major Richard J.
O'Shea, USAF, arrived at OSIA's European Operations Command
in February 1991. One of O'Shea's first tasks was to develop a list
of the locations of American forces throughout Europe. OSIA
LNOs needed to know exactly what U.S. interests could be vulner-
able to an Eastern CFE Treaty inspection team. The list proved
difficult to start and impossible to complete. No single headq uar-
ters in Europe maintained a list of all U.S. forces in Europe. Lists
of major units-units that would be reportable under the treaty as
well as non-CFE units-were readily available from USAFE and
USAREUR. Determining the wherea bouts of the many small
groups of U.S. military people and equ ipment, however, proved
extremely difficult. Within a few months, Major O'Shea deter-
mined that his list encompassed more than 1,200 locations
throughout the NATO treaty area; in Germany alone there were
140 U.S. OOVs as well as 741 U.S. facilities that were not on U.S.
declared sites. In addition, the drawdown of U.S. forces from
Europe caused movements of people and equipment, much of
w hich were not reportable under the CFE Treaty. This made it
difficult to maintain a current list.

Two N COs assigned to the Plans Section-Technical Sergeant
Ronald S. Fox, USAF, and Staff Sergeant Thomas ]. Brad ley,
USAF-assisted Major O'Shea by designing and building a com-
puter database nicknamed "Big Hog" to identify U.S. forces, de-
clared sites, and POEs throughout Europe. The numerous loca-
tions made the list difficult to compile; the locations of classified
programs made it im possible to complete. The JCS placed respon-
sibility for rhe CFE liaison mission on OSIA; however, OSIA was
nor privy to ongoing classified programs. Consequently, the

Major Richard]. O 'Shea,first U.S.
Liaison Officer.



OS/ A inspectors inside bomb bay
of B-52 bomber during mock
START inspection.

"working" list that Major O'Shea developed provided OSIA liai-
son teams the most reliable and current information available in
Europe. It was clear, however, that U.S. teams could be called to
protect U.S. interests, whatever they might be, at any place and at
any time within the NATO states.?*

Although the JCS guidance on the OSIA liaison mission
spelled out what was to be accomplished, manpower to carry out
that mission was not addressed. The JCS guidance required that a
U.S. liaison team be available to the NATO states' escort team
whenever Eastern inspectors arrived at a POE to cond uct CFE
i nspections. Each U.S. liaison team would arrive ahead of the
inspection team and remain available to the host escort team
throughou t the Eastern team's mission in case U.S. interests were
involved. By October 1991, OSIA European Operations did not
have sufficient manning to accomplish the liaison mission during
basel ine, and Major O'Shea remained the lone LNO assigned.
Colonel Kelley turned to Headq uarters to press for a solution. He
indicated that 13 temporary duty two-person teams would be
required during the 120-day basel ine period. Kelley recom mended
13 teams based on the inspection quotas of the U.S. and the
NATO allies, travel time to all NATO POEs compared to noti fica-
tion times, and the assum ption that the Eastern states would con-
duct all inspections available to them in Western Europe. He also
pointed out that following the basel ine period, OSIA wou ld re-
quire four officers to carry out the continuing liaison mission;
therefore, three add itional officers should be assigned perma-
nently. Colonel Kelley em phasized the importance of experience
with life in Europe and a proficiency in a European language-
German, French, Italian, Spanish, Turkish, Greek, or Portuguese
(in that order)-when selecting officers for liaison duty.22




The issue of who would supply the 13 temporary teams was
not resolved until the sum mer of 1992. Headq uarters and other
OSIA locations had sufficient personnel to execute the CFE liaison
mission. However, many of these people were preparing to im ple-
ment other treaties such as the Strategic Arms Red uction Treaty
(START) and the Chemical Weapons Convention. When the issue
of CFE liaison support arose, Headq uarters personnel pointed to
the possi bility that these treaties might enter into force simu lta-
neously, requiring a maximum effort from Headquarters to imple-
ment these other treaties. Outside OSIA, an increasingly smaller
USAREUR also balked at providing teams for the 120-day tempo-
rary duty. In February 1992, Major General Robert W. Par ker,
USA T Director of OSIA, decided that unless START and CFE
entered into force simultaneously, OSIA would provide the tem po-
rary liaison support. By June 1992, it beca me apparent that in the
followi ng month the CFE Treaty would enter into force, and it
was equally clear that START, stranded in the ratification process,
wou ld not enter into force. The liaison teams wou ld come from
OSIA'Y

On each team, the temporary liaison team mem bers, one
officer and one enlisted, were knowledgeable and experienced in
one of the other arms control treaties, but not the CFE Treaty. All
wou ld require training on the CFE Treaty and on the speci fic
duties and responsi bilities of a U.S. LNO. In add ition to LNOs,
two ad ditiona | temporary teams for escort and reduction inspec-
tions wou Id receive CFE Treaty training at the same time. Major
O'Shea recom mended that European Operations conduct the
trainina at Rhein-Main so that students would be free of the dis-
tractions of Headquarters and home. Ar Rhein-Main the future
team members could focus on their upcoming duties.

During the course Major O'Shea provided more than a third of
the classroom treaty instruction and nearly all the liaison-speci fic
i nstruction. Throughout the course he stressed activities expected to
occur in Germany. Other treaty experts taught equ ipment familiar-
ization and demonstrated an escort mission, while representatives of
the German and the British verification agencies provided their

H eadquarters OSIA near
Washington, D.C., was the primar y
source for liaison offi cers during
CF'E haseline.




U.S.CFE LIAISONTEAM DEPLOYMENTS agencies' perspectives on liaison operations.

/ Three days after the CFE Liaison (7-11July) and
CFE Treaty (13-16 July) courses, hal f the gradu-
ates were in place throughout Europe awa iting
Eastern inspection teams, while the rest retu rned
to their duty sections. Midway through baseline,
at the end of 60 days, the two groups wou ld
rotate posi tions.*

The concenwnion of American and NATO
forces in Central Europe dictated that the U.S.
liaison mission focus on Germany. Conversely,
the flanks or outlying areas, such as Portugal,
held far fewer U.S. or NATO forces, would be
su bject to fewer Eastern i nspections, and there-
L | fore would require fewer American LNOs. The

primary consideration in team placement was
response time. Six liaison reams in Germany could operate effec-
tively from Rhein-Main to meet inspection teams in Germany,
Belgium, Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Greece. Com-
mercial airline schedules were not timely enough, and military
airlift was too limited to support LNO missions that could be
unpredictable and possibly frequent in the United Kingdom, Tur-
key, Spain, or Portugal. To satisfy the U.S government policy to
have a liaison team available for each Eastern inspection team,
two teams deployed to the United Kingdom while two teams trav-
eled to Turkey, and one team deployed to Spain to stand by to
carry out liaison operations. The single team in Mad rid was also
prepared to respond to an Eastern team in Portugal.

Luxembourg, Iceland, and France were exceptions for U.S.
liaison operations. There were no U.S. forces in France, only six
M47 tanks. In the unlikely event of an inspection of those tanks,
the U.S. wou ld forgo its right to be present at the inspection. Lux-
embourg and Iceland had no OOVs of their own, but there were
U.S. O0Vs and declared sites located on their territory. When an
Eastern state annou nced its intent to inspect in one of these na-
tions, an entire U.S. escort team would deploy beca use the inspec-
tion had to be on a U.S. declared site.?®

During the 30 days prior to the CFE Treaty's entry into force,
Colonel Kelley provided the inspection teams one last opportu n ity
to shore up any weak spots in their readiness to conduct their
m issions. He directed the support branches to provid e the inspec-
tion division with briefings and refresher training progra ms on
specif ic topics he felt would be critical to a successful baseli ne
effort. The Logistics Division reviewed and refined "bagman™



proced u res, vehicle operations, supply, and procuring air tra nspor-
tation under several different scenarios. Plans and Analysis briefed
inspection teams on target folders, special databases, and other
areas of direct assistance. The Plans Branch also reminded inspec-
tors of their responsibility to provide accurate information needed
to develop treaty notification messages. The Operations Branch
provided training on its capa bilities for assisting teams through
commu nications and current information on different cou ntries.
Other briefings and training dealt with team equipment, photogra-
phy, TLE identification, emergency medical training, and prepara-
tion of CFE Treaty reports.?®

Tra nsporta tion was critica | for successfu | i mplementation of
the treaty. Inspection teams traveled hundreds or even thousa nds
of miles to arrive at distant points of entry (POEs) at the notified
time. Liaison and escort teams had to react with minimal notice to
the arrival of Eastern inspection teams at NATO states. The escort
teams had to transport up to 10 people, including a bagman.
Escort and liaison teams needed flexible and timely transporta tion
to meet the limited notifications allowed in declared site or chal-
lenge inspections. Trains and commercial planes in the region were
excellent, but they ran only on fixed schedules and didn't go di-
rectly to the inspection sites or all POEs. Because automobiles
could satisfy mission requirements for 90 percent of the U.S.
OO0Vs, escort and liaison teams in Germany and the nearby
Benel ux countries relied on minivans. Vans allowed teams to leave
at any time and to go directly to the inspection site or POE. Dur-
ing baseline, each escort team was assigned two minivans to trans-
port all team members and their gear. The two-person LNO teams
deployed by station wagon. The motor pool at Rhein-Main could
not support OSIA with a fleet of 15 minivans and 7 station wag-
ons, so OSIA leased them from two local companies. Liaison
teams pre-positioned outside Germany normally used rental cars
in their missions. Motor vehicles, however, could not satisfy all of
OSIA's mission requirements.27

To cond uct CFE inspections in the Eastern states, U.S. tea ms
wou Id deploy to national entry points as far away as Moscow.
American escort teams would also respond, on short notice, to
areas across Western Europe from the United Kingdom to Turkey.
Airlift was the only way to implement the treaty in those circu m-
stances. In early planning Major Steven E. Pestana, USAF, of the
Mission Coordination Branch, studied the possibility of using
C-20 class aircraft. These small business jets were perhaps the best
suited for the mission, although there was concern that all the
inspectors and their belongings could exceed weight limits of the
aircra ft. With the Gu If War and the drawdown of American forces
in Europe, however, the C-20s were no longer an option. There

M inivans and station wagons were
prin-wr y transportation for escort
and liaison teams.



A C-141 from the 437th M AC prepared to depart Rhein-M ain Air Base, Germany, on an OSI A mission.

were not enough suitable U.S. aircraft in Europe to support the

FE mission. In January 1990, the director of operations at Head-
quarters USAFE announced that the Military Airlift Command
(MAC) would provide C-141, C-130, or C-5 airlift for the CFE
mission, based on passenger or load requirements. In addition,
USAFE wou ld provide C-130 aircraft to support the CFE mission.
The 435th Tactical Airlift Wing at Rhein-Main, a USAFE unit,"
and the 437th and 438th Military Airlift Wings from Charleston
AFB, South Carolina, and McGuire AFB, 1 ew Jersey, both MAC
wings, wou ld provide airlift support to OSIA t ams.

The 435th crews flew C-130s on inspection missions into
Eastern Europe, and also were tasked to support CFE escort mis-
sions outside Central Europe. To perform that mission, which
cou ld be on short notice for escort operations, the 435th kept two
crews and one C-130 on alert. Meanwhi le, crews of the 437th and
438th flew C-141s on inspection missions into the former Soviet
Union. The MAC wings alternated support with two C-141s that
were pre-positioned at Rhein-Main. Wilbur Lewis, Jr., of OSIA's
Military Airlift Coordination Branch, arranged for the C:-141

'‘During the same time OSIA was preparing for CFE Treaty implementation, the U.S. Air
Force underwent a reorganization. As a part of this reorganization, control of Rhein-Main
Air Base and its host unit, the 435th Tactical Airlift Wing, passed from MAC to USAFE.
Previously, while USAFE played a major role in scheduling the 435th's C-130 theater

airlift forces, it did not actually own the unit. The reorganization also resulted in many
redesignations, both to field units and major commands. On 1 June 1992, MAC inactivated
and was replaced by the Air Mobility Command (AMC). In addition, both Military Airlift
Wings and Tactical Airlift Wings were redesignated simply as Airlift Wings.



support from OSIA Headquarters. The Plans Branch at European
Operations (EO) coord inated C-130 missions at Rhein-Main.

One of the elements of coordinating airlift support was track-
ing vital information on all aircrew members.?® The protocol on
inspection required that each signatory provide a list to all other
treaty nations of aircrew members (600 maximum) and inspectors
(400 maximum) designated to support or participate in CFE in-
spections. The list included names, gender, date and place of birth,
and passport number. The long, detailed U.S. list was compiled by
OSIA's Treaty List Management Branch. Once the list was com-
piled, OSIA turned it over to the U.S. State Department for dis-
semination to other nations at Vien na. The inspection protocol
required each state to provide this list to all other signatories
within 90 days after treaty signature. The next opportunity to
update lists came within 30 days of treaty implementa tion. In
addition, the treaty allowed a nation receiving the list up to 30
days to review it and request that the originating state delete cer-
tain names from the list; there was no right of refusal to delete
names. Because of the long period between signature and entry
into force, the U.S. list was outdated at entry into force. Some
people were no longer available for duty but were still on the list,
and others who arrived after the original list was submitted were
available for duty but not listed. This situation wou ld affect
OSIA's early basel ine operations.?

Communications under the INF Treaty had been relatively
simple. The Nuclear Risk Red uction Center (NRRC) at the U.S.
State Department passed information directly to the Soviet
Nuclear Risk Reduction Center in Moscow. A single cond uit
passed all required data. Under the CFE Treaty, a new system, the
CSCE (Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe) com-
munications network, was only partially functional when the
treaty's baseline inspection phase started in July 1992.

The CSCE members had anticipated a communications net-
work linking 35 CSCE capitals and three CSCE institutions 24
hours a day. The system, designed to support the Vienna Docu-
ment, was linked by a central switching center at The Hague.

Un fortu nately, when the system was designed , the Soviet Union
required only one terminal, in Moscow. With the breakup of the
USSR, however, a glaring weakness in the CSCE comm u nications
system surfaced. No nation in the former Soviet Union, except
Russia, had the hardware to connect to the system. Hardware was
expensive, and newly emerging nations opted to apply their lim-
ited resou rces to other pressing matters. As a result, during CFE
baseline the U.S. NRRC transmitted CFE messages to only those
nations that were operating on the CSCE network.



To reach those nations that were not yet
on the network, and as a back up in case of a
system failure, the State Depa rtment also sent
CFE notif ication messages through diplo-
matic channels. Diplomatic channels some-
times entailed hand-carried messages from
the U.S. Embassy to the appropriate officials
in that state. Acknowledgment of receipt and
acceptance of an inspection required addi-
tional hand-carried notes from state agencies
to the U.S. Embassy. This added a burden to
some embassy staffs that were already ex-
tremely busy and, as was discovered during
The Nuclear Risk Reduction Center in the Department of mock inspections, were sometimes unaware
State sent and received treaty messages. of notification requirements of the CFE
Treaty. Meanwhile, the Plans Branch and
Operations at EO had opened an informal "back door" commu ni-
cations network that eclipsed the formal system during the early
stages of baseli ne.

This informal commu nications system was based on the
excellent working relationships of staff with their counterparts in
verification agencies throughout Europe. This informal system
developed with the initial outreach for mock inspections and grew
day to day as the agencies-particu larly the German, French,
British, and U.S. agencies-repeated ly looked to each other for
reliable and timely infor mation. This informal network would
prove valuable during baseline, when the formal notification sys-
tem occasionally failed. Fortu nately, the informal communication
system provided a safety net, and frequently OSIA liaison teams
had to prepare or deploy based on information from this networ k.

As baseline drew near, the teams were trained and eager,
equ ipment was in place, transportation stood ready, and several
comm u nications systems were opera ting.*°
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Chapter 5

lNAL PREPARATIONS:
ND WTO NATIONS

Defense ministers of the N orth Atlantic Cooperation Council meet at NATO headquarters.

hat was the status of the other CFE Treaty states as they

prepared to implement the treaty? On the first day of

the treaty's entry into force, every state had to be ready
to carry out its treaty obligations and rights. Obligations meant
that states had to be prepared to display and account for their
treaty-limited equipment (TLE); ready to send and receive treaty-
required communications regarding force data, red uction activi-
ties, and notifications of all inspections; and ready to receive in-
spection teams, transport them to the declared sites, host and
escort them on-site, and return them to the point of entry (POE)
after completion of the inspection. Treaty rights focused on the
selection, preparation, and training of inspection teams that wou ld
monitor the different phases of the treaty. They also included the
opportunity to send national delegates to serve on the Joint Con-
sultative Group (JCG), which was responsible for facilitating the
treaty's i mplementation. A survey of the 29 CFE Treaty states on



The Russian N R R C-the largest,
most experienced verification
agency in the Eastern states.

A

the eve of the treaty's entry into force on July 17, 1992, revealed
a wide degree of prepared ness, as one might expect from a wide
array of nations-large and small, stable and unstable, and spread
over a continent.

Within NATO, four nations-the United States, Germany,
France, and Great Britain-had esta blished new agencies or ex-
panded existing on-site inspection organizations in 1990-91.
Other NATO nations, such as Belgium, Italy, and the Netherla nds,
set up small arms control verification staffs in their ministries of
defense or on their general staffs. Generally, nations with larger
military forces set up separate agencies to implement the treaty,
whi le smal ler nations opted for military staff offices to satisfy CFE
requirements.

Within the Eastern group of states, the Soviet Union/R ussia
had the largest and most experienced inspection agency. Estab-
lished in 1987 to implement the Intermed iate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty, the Soviet Union's inspectorate, the Nuclear
Risk Red uction Center (N RRC), beca me the new Russian nation's
inspection agency late in 1991. To impleme nt the INF Treaty, the
Soviet Union's NRRC had established treaty support organizations
in the Soviet military districts. From 1988 to 1991, when all INF
treaty items had been eliminated, these support elements gained
invalua ble experience work ing with inspection regi mes, red uction
protocols, notifica tion requirements, and timelines. Conseq uently,
when Belarus and Ukraine set up their CFE Treaty verification
agencies in 1992, they had a cadre of people experienced in imple-
menting arms control treaties. Six months after the collapse of the
Soviet Union, eight of the newly independent states beca me parties
to the CFE Treaty in June 1992 at the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) summit in Oslo. They were Russia,
Belarus, Uk raine, Georgia, Moldova, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and



Kazakstan. Of these states, only Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine
possessed a professional cadre of inspectors, escorts, red uction
facilities, and institutional relationships with national military
forces. The other states, Georgia, Mold ova, Armenia, Azerba ija n,
and Kazakstan, had little or no direct treaty experience. Many of
these new nations were caught up in internal and external wars
and had little time or interest in any treaty that would reduce
conventiona | arma men ts.

As with agencies of the NATO nations, the size and structure
of the Eastern European nations' inspectorates varied consider-
ably. Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Roma nia
established CFE Treaty verification agencies either before treaty
signature in Novem ber 1990, or shortly therea fter in early 1991.
In 1991, Poland established a separate verification agency with an
authorized force of 85 military officers and civilians, and placed
the new organization in the Ministry of National Defense. Hun-
gary, by contrast, set up a small arms control section within its
national armed forces in 1990.

When Germany established its Federal Armed Forces Verifi-
cation Center, the Zentrum fiir Verifik ationsa ufga ben der
Bundeswehr (ZVBW), in October 1990, it had an authorized staff

German team chief signing reduction insp ection report in Slovak ia.



German offi cers of the ZVB W training to impl ement the Open Skies Treaty.

of 65 inspectors, commu nicators, trainers, logisticians, and admin-
istrators.' For its initial odre of CFE Treaty inspectors, the new
German center drew upon a small grou p of military officers who
had been conducting inspections of large-scale military exercises of
the CSCE states under the Stock holm Docu ment of 1986. A few of
these experienced officers became CFE inspection team leaders.

For the other CFE team leaders, the German Bundeswehr re-
quested volu nteers. Many officers appl ied, and by Decem ber 1989,
some 11 months before the CFE Treaty was signed, all the German
CFE team leaders had been selected and enrol led in an intensive
Russian language course. Colonel Joern Steinberg recalls that he
and the other German team leaders stud ied for nine months at the
national language school at Hurth, Germany.? All German team
leaders were professiona | military officers, 40 to 50 years old, with
151to 25 years of service in the German army, air force, or navy.

The German verification center opened in October 1990 at
Geilenkirchen and immed iately began the process of organizing
inspection teams. Each team trained as a unit, concentrating on
learning the treaty as well as the current military force structure
and the TLE of a single signatory state or roup of states. German
CFE Treaty inspection teams were led by colonels, with lieutenant
colonels serving as deputies and captains, lieutenants, and non-
commissioned officers (NCOs) as inspectors. [n 1991 and 1992,
the German veri fication center grew rapidly, acquiring new mis-
sions under the Open Skies Treaty and the Vienna Documents of
1990 and 1992. By July 1992, the center had 400 personnel on
board. A considerable part of this growth reflected the incorpora-



tion of the former German Democratic Republic's (GDR) treaty
verification unit.*

Following German unification in October 1990, the German
federal armed forces incorporated the GDR's army and air force
personnel and equipment. Approxima tely six months later, in
March 1991, the GDR's verification agency became a branch
off ice of the German Federal Armed Forces Verification Center.
It had 140 officers, NCOs, and civilians and was located at
Strausberg, 30 kilometers east of Berlin. Many of the Strausberg
personnel had direct experience with the INF Treaty. Now, in
1991 and 1992, their mission would be to supervise the CFE
Treaty red uction centers located in eastern Germany and to escort
inspection teams from the Eastern group of states.’

One interesting aspect of German unification was the large
quantity of former GDR army and air force weapons and equip-
ment available for incorporation into the federal armed forces.
Shortly after unification, the German minister of defense decided
that most of the former GDR military equipment was not suited
for the federal army and air force. Since the mid-1950s, West
Germany's military forces had been equipped with weapons and
munitions that met NATO standards. Most, if not all, of the GDR
army and air force equ ipment had been designed and prod uced for
use with the Soviet armed forces. Operationally incompatible, it
was surplus equipment and would be eliminated. Since many of
the former GDR's offensive wea pons fell under the provisions of
the CFE Treaty, Germany wou ld have to destroy them during the
treaty's red uction period . Before the CFE Treaty entered into force,
however, Germany's CFE Treaty inspection teams used this former
GDR equipment as an opportu nity to study firsthand Soviet army
TLE and "look-alike™ equi pment. For the new German verification
center, this was both an unexpected and importa nt opportun ity.°

The French CFE inspection teams were led by professiona |
military officers, usually lieutenant colonels, 38 to 45 years old,
with service on command headq ua rters staff or on the French
General Staff. In February 1994, Colonel Frarn;:ois Rozec, Com-
mandant of L'Unite Frarnaise de Verification, explained that three
areas were important in selecting inspection team leaders: profes-
sional skill, linguistic ability, and maturity. "As far as maturity is
concerned ," Colonel Rozec said, "We consider it to be psychologi-
cal equilibrium, judgment, and ease of communication.""

The French agency was formed in September 1990 to carry
out French "verification and hosting" responsibilities under the
CFE Treaty and the Vienna Document 1990. Located approxi-
mately 70 kilometers north of Paris, on French Air Station 110 at
Creil, France, the unit was subord inate to the Arms Control Divi-
sion of the French General Staff in Paris. For its person nel, the
new treaty verification unit drew upon specialists from the French

Colonel Franr;ois Rozec,
Commandant, L' Unite Franr;aise de
verification.
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army, air force, and navy. Under the CFE Treaty, France declared
1,355 tanks, 1,392 artillery pieces, 4,154 armored combat ve-
hicles, 376 helicopters, and 688 fighter aircraft. As a state pa rty,
France declared 168 sites and 211 objects of verification. Brigad ier
General Jean-Paul Huet served as the first Commandant; in April
1992, Colonel Rozec assumed com mand.’

From the beginning, the French inspectorate devel oped "or-
ganic teams,” each with a dedicated team leader, deputy, linguists,
and inspectors. Their approach to preparing for an inspection
mission was similar to the German inspection teams'-studying a
specific nation's TLE hold ings, current force structure, and organi-
zational lines. For part of their time, each French inspection team
worked directly with French army and air force units and installa -
tions subject to CFE Treaty inspections, providing training on the
treaty, inspection protocols, and red uction proced ures.®

Great Britain had experience with on-site inspections u nder
the Stockholm Docu ment of 1986 and with the British Military
Liaison Mission in Berlin from 1947 to 1991. Its officers were
professiona I, knowledgea ble, and at the forefront in ana lysis and
eva luations. In August 1990, the British Ministry of Defense se-
lected Colonel Roy Giles, RAF, to lead the Joint Arms Control
Implementation Group (JACIG). Located at RA F Scampton, the
new four-service group drew personnel from the Royal Navy,
Marines, Army, and Air Force. It had an assigned strength of 120
officers, NCOs, and civilians. From the beginning, Colonel Giles
directed that the British group would use full-time inspection and
escort teams. Most of the initial cadre of inspectors had served in
Berlin with the British Military Liaison Mission or had worked as
i nterpreters in the Berlin Corridor. They were very k nowledgea ble
on the Soviet Union, its armed forces, and its military equipment.
Colonel Giles encouraged volunteers, especially officers and NCOs
with Russian language skills.®

The Belgian concept of operations called for the establish-
ment of a small professional verification staff attached to the
Ministry of Defense in Brussels. This staff would organize, train,
and lead the Belgian CFE Treaty inspection and escort teams,
which were composed of inspectors drawn from the ranks of the
military services. Early in 1990 the General Staff selected two
groups of five midlevel officers, all lieutenant colonels, and en-
rolled them in an intensive Russian language course. According
to Lt. Colonel Fred Janssen, Director of Operations, L'Unite Beige
de Verification, initial language training for the team leaders
wou Id enable them "to express themsel ves in normal, ordinary
daily talks" with their Russian military escorts.'* For treaty issues
and technical questions that might arise during the inspection,
Janssen indicated that each team would have some inspectors who
were qualified interpreters. It is interesting that the leaders of the



Belgian verification agency envisioned, almost from the beginning,
mu ltinational CFE inspection teams composed of inspectors from
several different nations. Inspectors from Luxem bourg joi ned the
Belgian agency's initial language training course, as did officers
from the Dutch inspectorate. For the three Benel ux nations, this
joint language training signaled a will ingness to participate in
other joint activities in implementing the treaty.'?

In the Netherlands, in early 1990 the Ministry of Defense set

up a small treaty verification staff called the Arms Control Branch.

Its mission was to assume responsi bility for the nation's CFE
Treaty compliance and to coordinate with the Dutch military
forces on all aspects of treaty implementation. According to Navy
Commander C.N.M. Wierema, Director of the Arms Control
Branch, the Netherla nds operated under a "cadre" concept in
implementing the CFE Treaty, meaning that the Arms Control
Branch would be a small, joi nt-service staff, with approxi mately
16 to 18 military officers. Their princi pal role was compiling the
Netherla nds' required treaty data submissions, developing all
official treaty notifications, coordinating the scheduling and con-
duct of inspections and reductions with the military forces, and
representing the nation at the Verification Coordinating Com mit-
tee meetings held at Headquarters NATO. The Dutch army identi-
fied 80 to 85 officers and NCOs to be trained as CFE Treaty in-
spectors and escorts, and the Dutch air force dedicated 30 to 35
officers to assist in implemen ting the treaty. When it came to con-
ducting CFE Treaty inspections in the Eastern nations, the Arms
Control Branch selected senior army or air force officers, usually
in the rank of lieutenant colonel, to serve as team chiefs. The
Dutch required their inspectors to speak and understand Russian.
Accord ing to Commander Wierema, "It takes about a year and a
half before the inspectors reach the required level in their language
skills. Russian is very difficult." 3

When Poland established its veri fication agency in 1990, the
Polish government was in the midst of a general restructu ring of
its armed forces. Colonel Stanislaw Malinowsk i, Director of the
Polish Verification Unit, explained that Poland had elected to
place the new center in the civilian component of the Ministry of
National Defense, outside the military structure of the armed
forces. He added, "It cooperates very closely with the military
component." ** After CFE Treaty signature in Novem ber 1990,
the Ministry of National Defense determined that the verification
center's initial staffing was not sufficient to carry out Poland's
treaty requirements. In its Novem ber 1990 data submission,
Poland stated that it had 124 declared sites and 149 military units,
or objects of verification (OOVs) with TLE. At the same time,
Poland's red uction liabil ity was approxi mately 1,120 tanks, 690
artillery pieces, 1,130 armored personne | vehicles, and 91 aircraft.
Conseq uently, the Ministry of National Defense organized special

Colonel Stanislaw M alinowsk i,
Director, Polish Verification Unit.



arms control sections in each of the Polish army's
military districts and at the Polish Armed Forces
Head quarters. Colonel Ma linowski explained,
"The center's present activities are, among other
things, to supervise activities of these divisions in
the military structure.™® For CFE inspection and
escort team leaders, Poland used professional
military officers who were experienced and
knowledgea ble about armaments and equ ipment
included in the CFE Treaty. Competence in a
foreign language was an important criterion for
selection. Colonel Malinowski said that from
their initial planning, they had anticipated host-
ing many national inspection teams at Polish

red uction facilities and declared sites.

General-M ajor Sergey Fedorovich Tsygank ov, Deputy
Director, Russian N RRC.

The largest CFE Treaty state, Russia, had significant advan-
tages in recruiting, selecting, and training its CFE inspection teams
because of its experi ence in implementing the INF Treaty. The
Soviet Union's inspection agency, the Nuclear Risk Red uction
Center (NRRC), was located in Moscow. When Russia emerged as
a successor state, the NR R C retained all the agency's missions,
functions, and personnel. Thus, Russia had an existing treaty
veri fication organization, experienced leaders, and a corps of
professiona | inspectors and escorts steeped in the proced ures and
processes of cond ucting and escorting on-site inspection teams.*’
To carry out the provisions of the CFE Treaty, the INF Treaty, and
the other arms control agreements, the Russian center had ap-
prox imately 150 to 200 personnel.

General-Lieutenant Vladimir I. Med vedev, Director of the
N RRC, selected General-Major Sergey Fedorovich Tsygankov to
lead CFE Treaty operations. Six months before state representa-
tives signed the CFE Treaty in Paris, Tsygankov arrived in Mos-
cow to become Deputy Director of the NRRC. He began all of his
preparations, he said, "with the treaty theory.™x He also drew
upon his years of service with the Soviet Armed Forces Group of
Western Forces, where he had participated in inspections under the
Stockhol m Docu ment. In selecting CFE team chiefs, deputies, and
inspectors, General Tsygankov worked closely with General
Medvedev and Colonel S.N. Slepnev, Director of Operations for
the CFE Treaty Section. For team leaders they selected career
military officers with at least 15 years of service. General
Tsygankov indicated that some of Russia's CFE team chiefs had
been "regimental com ma nders,” others had held important "staff
positions,” and all "were considered professionals. " The key ele-
ment, he declared, in the selection of team chiefs was their "leader-
ship skills." He observed, "Almost every officer in the center
works as an inspection team leader or as an escort team leader.
When they go on an inspection, they are responsible for supervis-



ing at least nine people. When you are assigned to the escort team,
you are to some extent the leader of the inspection facility, so you
are in charge of that facility. The inspection team leader, or the
escort team leader, is the representative of Russia. This is a very
importa nt appointment beca use everything that he says is on be-
half of Russia."°

The Belarus Nationa | Agency for Control and Inspection
(NAKI) was established in June 1992, just weeks before the CFE
Treaty entered into force. U nder the treaty, Belarus had 87 sites
su bject to inspection. Even more importa nt, the nation had a red uc-
tion lia bility of 1,873 tanks, t ,441 armored personnel vehicles, and
130 fighters. This was a significant red uction liability, especially
since Belarus was a newly independent nation, having achieved its
i ndependence in December 1991 following the collapse of the Soviet
Union. When the national verification agency was set up, the presi-
dent made it directly subord inate to the Deputy Minister of Defense
for Military Policy of the Republic. General-Major Viktor K. Vakar
served as the agency's first Comma nder.

Although the Belarussian agency was set up just weeks before
the CFE Treaty entered into force, the initial cadre of inspectors,
escorts, and linguists had had experience under the Soviet Union in
implementi ng arms control treaties and agreements. Belarus had
been a Soviet military district with 27 sites subject to inspection
under the INF Treaty. From 1988 through 1991, U.S. inspection
teams had conducted more than 100 INF Treaty inspections in
Belarus. Two major INF Treaty reduction centers, Lesnaya and
Stankovo, had been located within the Byelorussian Military Dis-
trict. Most of the officers and specialists who operated these re-
duction centers were incorporated into the new Belarus National
Agency for Control and Inspection.

The Belarus NAKI had five divisions: planning, operational
communications and information systems, internationa | relations,
escorting and inspecting, and support and logistics. Colonel M.Y.
Melomedov, Deputy Chief of NAKI, explained that the escort and
inspection division had responsi bility for hosting all foreign in-
spection teams that would be monitoring Belarus's substantial
red uction liabilities. To reduce its large quantities of allotted tanks,
artillery, and armored personnel vehicles, Belarus set up three
red uction centers at Borisov, Stankovo, and Baranovichi. Accord-
ing to Lt. Colonel 1.G. Gerus, Group Leader, CFE Treaty Red uc-
tion Division, the first task was to "prepare the red uction sites.
There, the most complicated issue was to prepare a technology for
setting up a reduction line."?° The reduction of all 1,837 tanks in
accorda nce with the provisions of the treaty's reduction protocols,
Lt. Colonel Gerus explained, took considerable planning and
expense by the Belarus N AKI and the armed forces. He observed
that "We spent a lot of effort just organizing the red uction effort.”
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Lt. Colonel I.G. Genis, Group Leader, CFE Reduction Division, Belarus, and Lt. Colonel
Steven A. Barneby, OSIA Team Chief, sign inspection report.

The initial manning for the Belarussian verification center called
for an authorized strength of 87, although the actual number of
officers and specialists at the treaty's entry into force was less than
50. The agency's headq uarters was located in Minsk, the nation's
capital. Under the CFE Treaty, Minsk was designated as a point of
entry for arriving and departing inspection teams.??

Ukraine was another new nation with significant CFE Treaty
rights and responsi bilities. In defining its foreign policy and mili-
tary department treaty responsibilities, the Ukrainian government
set up a new, presidential-level national committee. Led by
Konsta ntyn Gryschen ko, a senior diplomat, this new Nationa |
Comm ittee for Disarma ment reported directly to the president. Its
staff and offices were located in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
where it was responsible for representing Ukraine at the negotia t-
ing sessions of the CFE Treaty's |CG in Vienna, and in future
negotia tions on other international arms control treaties, such as
the Open Skies and START treaties. This national committee also
collected , processed , and prepared Ukraine's CFE Treaty data and
reports. 2?

The Verification Center of the Armed Forces of Ukraine was
located in Kiev, and was organized under the Ministry of Defense.
Accord ing to General-Major N.T. Honcharenko, Director, the
center had four departments: conventional armed forces, open
skies, nuclear disarmament, and adm inistration. When the center
was established in May 1992, it had approxi mately 50 officers and
civilians. Subordinate to the verification center were four treaty



implementa tion support centers. Located in Kiev (army and air
force), Odessa, and Lvov, each center was manned with 25 to 45
military person nel.?

Before the Ukrainian government established its Veri fication
Center of the Armed Forces in May 1992, General Honcha ren ko
said the govern ment hosted several sm-11, high-level delegations
from other CFE Treaty states. These groups presented an informa l
briefing, explaining their assigned roles and missions, their organi-
zational structure, and their experiences in implementing various
treaties. In April 1992, a team arrived in Kiev from the Canadian
Verification Agency. In June 1992, Dr. Edward M. Ifft, Deputy
Director for External Affairs, OSIA, led a small, six-person Ameri-
can team to Kiev. He was accompanied by Colonel William R.
Smith, the new Commander of OSIA's European Operations Com-
mand, two planning officers, and two linguists. They explained
OSIA's charter, structure, and treaty experiences.

The visit to Kiev was part of an extended 21-day trip to seven  pr gqward M. Ifft, Deputy
CFE Treaty states of the Commonwealth of Independent States: Director for External Affairs,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakstan, Moldova, and OSIA.
Uk raine. Colonel Smith's impression of the preparations of Belarus
and Ukraine was favorable. "In Minsk and Kiev we met with large
groups of people who knew a lot about arms control." He found
that "they had set up very professiona | organizations,” and were
well prepared to carry out their treaty responsi bilities.?* Smith
learned that the Ukrainians had researched many of the national
verifica tion centers and agencies. General Honcharenko said they
had studied reports from treaty verification centers in Great Brit-
ain, Germany, and the United States.
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Dr. If/i's team on its 14,000-mile 1nissioll to seven states in 21 days.



Belarussian seal.

In addition to reviewing the structu re and mission of other
nations' verification centers, General Honcharenko explained that
"Our verification center was founded on the base of the im ple-
mentation department of the Kiev Military District." That depart-
ment had been established by the Soviet Union to carry out the
IN F Treaty. Honcha ren ko ind icated that "most of the officers who
had served in that department ... beca me the officers of the Uk rai-
nian verification center.” In May and June of 1992, the center
organized special training for its escort teams. Personnel also went
to every unit of the Ukrainian military forces and held classes on
how to prepare OOVs for inspection. Then they conducted a
full-sca le mock inspection with the units, sending an inspection
and escort team from the verifica tion center. Finally, General
Honcharenko said that they conducted a few joint mock training
inspections with teams from the United States and Germany.2®

From these different nation al experiences in establishing CFE
Trea ty inspection orga n i za tions, certa in genera lizations emerge. To
begin with, all NATO, Eastern European, and USSR successor
states recruited, trained, and used their professional military as
CFE Treaty inspectors and escorts. In the NATO nations, the
selection, training, and lead ership responsibilities of the inspection
team leaders were quite similar in all of the inspectorates. The
selection of inspectors varied, however. The larger verification
agencies-those in the United States, Germany, France, and Great
Britain-used a concept of organic, fixed teams, while the smaller
verification organizations-those in Holland, Belgium, Luxem-
bourg, and Italy-opted for composite teams with permanent
leaders and linguists as the core team. Inspectors drawn from the
military forces augmented the teams.

Among the Warsaw Pact nations, there was a similar concep-
tual distinction. Russia, with its INF Treaty experience, used the
fixed team model for escort and inspection operations under the
CFE Treaty. Belarus and Ukraine focused their operations on
escorting, but here again, they used professiona |l military officers
dedicated to implementi ng the treaty. In both nations, the national
CFE Treaty obligations were substantial in terms of the num bers
of OOVs and TLE su bject to inspection. The likelihood of these
sites and units being inspected by the NATO nations was con-
siderable; consequently, the greatest burden in both Belarus and
Ukraine fell to the escorting mission. Further, the poor economic
conditions in these nations after the collapse of the centralized
Soviet Union limited their governments' capability to organize and
send CFE inspection teams abroad. Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
and, to a degree, Poland used com posite inspection and escort
teams.



Local escorts hosted I N F inspections in the Soviet Union; later they brought their experience
to the newly formed national verification agencies.

Other genera lizations applied. Among CFE inspection team
leaders, virtually all were colonels or lieutenant colonels. As com-
missioned officers, they had trained and served with their respec-
tive military forces during the Cold War. Within the NATO alli-
ance, these senior and mid-level officers had served in NATO
military commands or on combined staffs; thus they were familiar
with the military structure of the national armies and air forces of
the 16 NATO nations. By 1990, NATO was a mature, experi-
enced, cohesive alliance, and this fact contributed directly to plan-
ning, training, and communicating operational concepts in imple-
menting the CFE Treaty.

The Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) experience was
considerably different. There the Soviet Union-and by extension
Russia-commanded the dominant role. Within its officer corps,
there was a clear sense of professionalism and commitment to
direction from Moscow. Compared to NATO nations, there was
far less communication among the former nations of the Warsaw
Pact. Among the states of the former Soviet Union, Belarus and
Ukraine had team chiefs who had, with some exceptions, direct
experience with escorting America n inspection teams mon itoring
Soviet missile eliminations under the INF Treaty. Thus they shared
a distinct set of experiences with Russian inspectors and escorts.



One fina | genera lization applied: the directors,
comma nd ants, and comma nders of the national
CFE Treaty inspection agencies saw their or-
ganizations and i nspection/escort teams as
implementers of the treaty. Their mission was to
mon itor on-site the entitlements and obligations
of the respective nations; they did not articu late
policy or advocate future agreements. Theirs was
a limited role.

A distinctive pattern of training emerged
during the 20-month period from CFE Treaty
signature in Novem ber 1990 to entry into force
inJuly 1992. This pattern applied in both the
larger, separate national verification agencies and
in the smaller, cadre type of inspection organ iza-
tions. The key concept was the use of mock
inspections in which two teams of inspectors, an
i nspection and an escort tea m, cond ucted a fu ll-
scale on-site inspection at an active military
insta l lation using the CFE Treaty as "the law."
All the treaty's provisions and protocols applied,
A U.S. site commander conducts a “windshield tour" from the team's arrival at a treaty-designated
of the declared site. POE through the conduct of a detailed, thorough

i nspection, to the inspection and escort team
leaders' signatu res on the final inspection report. A joint evalua-
tion followed each mock inspection, with the participation of
the two teams, the military installation commander, and invited
observers. As Colonel Lawrence Kelley, the Director of Operations
for OSIA's Europea n Operations Com mand, declared, "Mock
inspections are now and have always been the single most impor-
tant training tool that we have at our disposal."?-

In setting up the U.S. CFE inspection operations, Colonel
Kelley established a three-pronged approach for these training
i nspections. One involved a series of mock inspections cond ucted
with inspection teams from the NATO nations. Rigorous and
thorough, these inspections developed a common understanding of
the process, the CFE Treaty, and national obligations of the
inspectora tes. Another had American CFE inspection teams con-
duct rigorous mock inspections opposite other American teams on
U.S. military sites and installations throughout Europe. These
training inspections educated both the American inspection teams
and the American military personnel at each of the installa tions,
from the security police at the gate to the combat commander at
the unit that was the object of verification. Participants tested all



aspects of the on-site inspection protocols, particularly the line
between the treaty rights of the inspectors and the treaty obliga-
tions of the inspected state. The final aspect of the American ap-
proach had U.S. inspection teams participating in a series of mock
i nspections with Russia and the Eastern European nations.
Through mock inspections with Russia, Poland, Hungary, Czecho-
slovakia, Romania, and Bulgaria, OSIA built early and continuing
liaisons. The mock inspections initiated these ties, and over the
course of many discussions among inspectors and escorts, and
directors and commanders, common approaches to many areas of
treaty implementation developed.27

A mong the other NATO nations prepa ring to im plement the
CFE Treaty, a three-stage training pa ttern emerged: mock inspec-
tions with the nationa | milita ry forces, mock inspections with
allied inspection teams and their organizations, and finally, mock
inspections with the inspection agencies of the former Warsaw
Pact nations and their military forces. These latter mock inspec-
tions usua lly were planned and organized on a reciprocal basis,
with inspections in one nation followed by inspections in the other.
Beca use nation-to-na tion relationshi ps varied considera bly across
the Europea n continent, there was no set order or sequence to this
pattern of inspections. In some nations, mock inspections with
allied nations preceded training inspections with their own mili-
tary forces. In others, mock training events with former Warsaw
Pact nations were schedu led before similar events with NATO
allies.

Group Captain D.A.G. Bremner, Commandant of the United
Kingd om's Joint Arms Control Im plementa tion Group (JACIG),
explained that British inspector training began with an intensive
four-week course on the CFE Treaty and other current arms con-
trol agreements. Then team training began with the agency's in-
spectors “"simulating a foreign inspection group and a JACIG
escort team cond ucting mock inspections at United Kingdom
sites."?® According to Group Captain Bremner, these inspections
developed team skills and standard operating proced ures for both
the British military installation comma nders and the British inspec-
tion group's escort and inspection teams. Next, the British group
arranged and conducted bilateral mock training inspections with
teams from the inspectora tes of the NATO nations, and then they
set up a series of mock training exercises with the nations of the
Warsaw Pact from mid-1991 to mid-1992. The French experience,
accord ing to Colonel Frarn;:ois Rozec, Commandant, L'Unite
Frarn;:aise de Verification, followed a pattern similar to that of the
other NATO nations' inspection agencies. "All of the verification
agencies,” Colonel Rozec explained, "more or less, worked along
the same lines. We first started doing mock inspections on a na-
tional level, then bilaterally with the NATO allies. Then, as a third
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German escorts, representing the host state, took Eastern teams to insflection sites.

step, we started working on mock inspections with the Eastern
bloc countries, especially with Russia, Belarus, Hungary, and
Czechoslova k ia."?)

Germany developed one of the most extensive training pro-
grams of the NATO nations. To begin with, the unified German
nation, because of its incor poration of East Germany's military
forces and equipment, had more than 900 CFE Treaty OOVs,
more than any other NATO nation. All of these sites had to be
surveyed and their personnel trained and prepared for on-site
inspections under the CFE Treaty. Since most, if not all, of the
former GDR's military equipment was either Soviet-made or built
to Soviet military specifications, it provided a training windfall for
German CFE Treaty inspection teams. Germany was one of the
principal NATO nations for implementing the CFE Treaty. Ger-
man inspection teams wou ld be leading and conducting 20 percent
of the NATO alliance's inspection quota. Another important op-
erational consideration driving Germany's training was the fact
that many of NATO's military installations and CFE red uction
sites were located on German territory. When the Eastern group of
states' CFE teams conducted inspections on stationed forces' mili-
tary units and equipment located on German territory, German
escort officers had to meet them at the point of entry, transport
them to the declared military installation, and, following the in-
spection, accompany them back to the exit point. Germany had to
anticipate, over the 40-month red uction phase, dozens of inspec-
tion teams arriving at designated points of entry in the former



F1 "\l. PRI P-\RArIOM: NATO AJD WTO NAIION

German Democratic Republic, traveling under escort to the red uc-
tion sites, and then, for a period of days, monitoring TLE destruc-
tion. Finally, because of Germany's strategic position in middle
Europe, its national political leaders encouraged and supported
joint training with all the Central European national verification
agencies during prepa rations for implemen ting the CFE Treaty. For
all these reasons, the German verification agency was extremely
active during the 20-month treaty preparation phase.*

By the time of the CFE Treaty's entry into force in July 1992,
the Germans had cond ucted more than 200 mock inspections and
escort missions. Brigadier General Doctor Heinz Loquai, Director,
ZVBW, recalled a particularly im portant series of mock inspec-
tions:

"We arranged with the Eastern European countries, the
former Warsaw Pact countries, a series of test inspections or mock
inspections in order to establish with them practical cooperation. I
think one of the most crucial mock inspections was our inspection
in the Soviet Union. It was agreed on at the ministerial level and
took place in August 1991. Two guest inspectors participated in
this inspection, a Dutch and a French inspector. Two weeks later,
the Soviets came to Germany, conducting an inspection on a Ger-
man site.... These were revolutionary times, with the attem pted
coup d'etat in Moscow, but | was convinced that if the coup had
succeeded, the new government wou ld have done everything to
fulfill the obligations of the CFE Treaty."

The Russian experience in training paralleled in many re-
spects the experiences of the other large state parties to the treaty.
In explaining Russia's training concept, General-Major Tsygan kov,
Deputy Director of the Russian NRRC, was characteristica lly
forthright: "The most im portant task was to prepare the training
for our forces. Objects of verification must be prepared, beginning
with diagrams of the declared sites. The correct stand on these
issues must come from the NRRC."n The Russian center hand led
virtua Ily every aspect of treaty preparations, from drawing up site
diagrams, to designating administrative zones, to defining the
OOVs. Every Russian military district, according to General
Tsygankov, had an arms control department, staffed with 10to 16
persons. Officers from the Russian NRRC trained these district
officers on the CFE Treaty. Every Russian army division had two
or three CFE Treaty specialists assigned to the division's training
brigade. The scope of the CFE Treaty and the size of the Russian
Army meant that training had to be reinforced by regul ations and
regular training visits from NR RC officials. In July 1992, at the
time of the CFE Treaty's entry into force, Russia declared 9,342
tanks, 8,346 artillery pieces, 19,399 armored personnel carriers,
and 4,624 aircraft. This vast array of treaty equipment was main-
tained at 488 declared sites and 503 OOVs throughout R ussia.®

149

"The most important task
was to prepare the framing
(or our (orces. ..

Cencral-\talor T.,nank(ll
D\:put) Dirl-i.:tor. Rus\1,111 .



Logistics requirements 111creased
for OS/A's European Op erations
Command under the CFE Treaty.

From ApriltoJuly 1991, General Ts gankov had the CFE
Treaty section plan and organize mock inspections wirh several
military commands and units of the army, air force, and air de-
fense forces. Their objective was to train the in pection teams and
Soviet forces on the practical a,pects of treaty implementation.
They cond ucted full-scale CFE inspections at several focilities of
the army, air force, and air defense forces. * ur approach, " Gen-
era! Tsygankov stated, "was that we call it a training inspection if
we carried it out with our people on Russian territory, but we call
ita mocl§ in.pection if inspector from a foreign country pa rtici-
pued.'i From ugust 1991 to pril1992, the Russian RRC
conducted mock in pections on a mutual basis with even treaty
states-the United States, Great Britain, Germany, Denmark,
Turkey, Holland, and France. Observers participated in the post-
trainin "inspection debriefing in all these mock inspections. ;'

Itis important to remem ber that throughout this lenuthy, 20-
month CFE Treaty training phase, Eastern Europe was in turmoil.
The Soviet Union was in revol ution, and it ceased to exist as a
nation in late 1991. After its colbpsc, eight new states beca me

-ignatory parric ro the CFE Treaty. Throughout these chang s,
FE inspection teams from the N TO nations and the Warsaw
Pact nations, including the successor states of Russia, Ukraine, and
Belarus, conducted several hundred CFE Treaty mock inspections.
They refined all aspects of treaty i mplementation, from communi-
cations, to inspection/escort proced ures, to logistics. Slowly and
deliberatel y, a consensus emerged over time among the national
inspectorates on certain "understandings of the treaty,” asdid a
general agreement on what constituted "standards of an inspcc-
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rion." These by-prod ucts of extensi ve bila teral and mu I tilatera |
mock tra ining inspections wou Id become even more sign if ican t
when the trea ty entered i nto force. Consensus, especia | ly w hen
based on actual experience, became a powerf ul instrument in
implementing this multinational arms red uction treaty.

In negotiating the CFE Treaty, diplomats in Vienna had
reached an understanding of the treaty's language, protocols, and
requ irements. Now, in preparing to implement the treaty, leaders
of the national inspectorates were trying to reach a similar mea-
sure of understanding about the practical, operational aspects of
cond ucti ng recu rring on-site inspections. Given the turmoil across
Central and Eastern Europe in 1991 to 1992, the significance of
these national agency-to-agency, milita ry-to-mil itary mock training
inspections cannot be underesti mated. They occurred, like the CFE
Treaty itself, on the cusp of major political and economic changes
across the European continent.

READINESS FOR ENTRY INTO FORCE

When the diplomats met at the CSCE summit in Helsinki
onJuly 10, 1992, they signed documents that per mitted the CFE
Treaty to enter into force provisionally. Ten days later, FE Treaty
basel ine inspections wou Id begin. Were the respecti ve national
verification agencies ready? Were the military forces prepared ?
Had the site diagrams been draw n properly, were the POEs ready,
were the nation-to-nation communications systems ready to go?

By and large, directors of verification agencies were confi-
dent. At the German verification cemer in Geilenkirchen, General
Loquai stated unequivocally that they were ready. Only a few
weeks before, the German center had organized a maximum-level
mock inspection ex rcise involving inspection teams from rhe
United States, Canada, France, Great Britain, and, of course, Ger-
many. Within one week, these national teams cond ucted 10 on-site
i nspections, exercising every el ement of the inspection process:
noti fications, com munica tions, security, logistics, site prepa rations,
escort proced u res, inspection rights, photogra phy, emergency
proced ures, and report sequencing. "The normal military logic,”
General Loquai observed, "is that you should perform training
exercises under conditions more difficult than real life."3!: After
completing this training exercise withou t incident, General Loquai
knew the German agency was ready. Germany had cond ucted
more than 200 mock training inspections prior to entry into force.

Directors at other agencies also were ready. At the Belgian
verification agency, Lt. Colonel Fred Janssen, Director of Opera-
tions, expressed his confidence, declaring, "Without any doubt we
were ready, more than ready, | should say. We were eager to go
in."” The Belgians had conducted 56 mock inspections prior to
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entry into force. At the French verification unit in Creil, Colonel
Rozec acknowledged, "l think we were ready, considering that you
can never be completely ready for this kind of job.... Some of our
new inspectors were not on the list of inspectors, but we were as
ready as we could possibly be."*x In Warsaw, Colonel Malinowsk i
noted that the period from treaty signature to entry into force was
"a long time." He believed that Polish armed forces were well
prepared and that the verification center was ready: "I wou ldn't
like to boast, but I think that Poland, the United States, Nether-
lands, Germany, and Britain were very well prepared at that
time." In Moscow, General-Major Tsygankov had reached a
similar conclusion: "The center was ready. The center had a mis-
sion, and we were responsi ble for carrying it out. We knew that
when the treaty entered into force, there would be no time for
further preparations. " In Frankfurt, Colonel Kelley, speaking of
the U.S. effort, concluded, "lthink that although the butterflies
were there, and although there were certain areas where we were
not quite satisfied that we had the optimal solution, comm unica-
tions, liaison officers, transportation, operations center, we did feel
at entry into force that operationally, we were ready."*

Colonel Kelley's next comment, provided with the perspective
of thinking back over all the inspection and escort operations
cond ucted during the CFE Treaty baseline phase, was both short
and insightful: "And, that turned out to be the case."*
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Chapter 6
FE TREATY BASELINE
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American and R11ssiall team chiefs sign the re/wrt completing the inspection of Russian for ces in Gyand zha,
Azerbai jan.

nJuly 17, 1992, the FE Treaty entered into force, alb ir

provisionall y. While rmenia, Belarus, and Kazak tan

had nor yet ratified the treaty by early July their repre en-
tatives a sured other nations in Vi nna that they would oon
ratify. onsequently, when the European and orth A merican
leaders arrived at the Hel inki Summit onJuly 10, 1992, th y were
prepared to sign the FE | A Agreement and to approve the FE
Treaty's provisiona | entry into force. As prom ised, Armenia depos-
ited its instrument of ratification at The Hague on October 12,
1992, and Belarus and Kazakstan followed on October 30, J 992.
Two week later, the 29-nation Joint Consultative roup (JCG)
assembled in Vienna and confirmed that the tr aty had officially
entered into force 10 day after rhe final instru ments of ratification
had been deposited. Conseq uently, the provisional entry into force
statu ended on ovember 9, 1992. Regardle ,the formal date
for the FE reaty's entry into for e r mained July 17, 1992.1
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ATO 's VCC allotted the
United States a total of 45
baselille inspectioll s.

U. . Inspection Quotas
Passive- 8%
Actiue-1 8%

The start of the treaty's baseline phase was not a shotgun
blast of national inspecti on teams racing across Europe. Instead,
NATO nations dispatched their teams according to a coordinated,
well-planned sched ule. This was necessa ry to prevent inspection
teams of different NATO nations from trying to inspect the same
site simultaneously or sending too many teams into one country at
once. The treaty's Protocol on Inspection limited the number of
teams a nation was required to host at any given time within its
nationa | territory or at any given declared site. In add ition, the
protocol dictated the number of inspections any nation was liable
to receive during any period of the treaty's life, and it limited a
nation to conducting no more than 50 percent of the declared site
and challenge inspections any nation was liable for during a calen-
dar year. On the other hand, there were no provisions stipu lating
how many inspections any one nation could conduct or how the
inspections were to be divided among the participating states.
There was no central monitor. Consequently, planning inspection
schedules and monitoring activity during any phase of the treaty
was an option that fell to the two groups of state parties.

The NATO Verification Coordination Committee (VCC),
with mem bership from all 16 allied nations, determined the num-
ber of inspections that each NATO nation wou ld cond uct annu-
ally. A starting point for determining each nation's quota of in-
spections in the East (active quota) was the number of inspections
it was liable to receive (passive quota). A nation's passive quota
compared to the total NATO passive quota produced a percen tage
that could be applied to the Eastern group of states' total passive
quota. This calculation prod uced a potentia | active guota .

The U.S. passive quota was 8 percent of the passive gquota for
the NATO states. The VCC, however, agreed to allow the United
States an active quota of approximately 18 percent of the NATO
states' total share. This was the result of heated debate among
VCC delegates. The U.S. had requested a greater share of the
Eastern inspection quota because its contributions to NATO were
not measu red only in terms of its OOVs. Moreover, the United
States had experience in arms control treaty im plementation as
well as the financial and logistical capability to cond uct numerous
inspections. On the other hand, the United States was only one of
16 nations in the alliance. European nations wanted their share of
inspections as participants in the security affairs of Europe. Some
nations did not set up verification agencies, only small sections
with a hand ful of treaty experts, because they had few objects of
verification (OOVs); Iceland had none. These nations were not
interested in devel oping inspection teams and spending money to
cond uct inspections. A solution to their needs was relingu ishing
inspections to the United States with the proviso that their inspec-
tors join U.S. teams on those missions. After much haggling and



bargaining, the VCC allotted the United States a
total of 45 baseline inspections out of a total of
251 to be conducted by NATO allies.

The Verification and Implementation Coor-
dination Section, which was the VCC's work ing
staff, had the task of taking the inspections allo-
cated by the VCC and guiding the NATO nations
through a process in which each received a block
of time (three days) and an Eastern nation to
inspect. Selection of the specific OOV for inspec-
tion was left to the N ATO state. The time blocks
were critical because the NATO nations had to
conduct 251 inspections in the Eastern states
during baseline-only 120days. This
"deconfliction"schedulewould enablethe European Operations Command's Operations Center,
NATO allies to conduct all possible inspections a focal point for CfE inspection communications.
during baseline. Every state could benefit from
infor mation gained and shared in those inspec-
tions.

Assigning states to be inspected was also im porta nt beca use
of the greater demand among the NATO allies to inspect OOVs
in Russia than those in any other Eastern state. The coordinated
effort of all NATO states ensured each of at least some opportu-
nity to inspect OOVs in nations that were important to them. This
sched u le also precluded NATO states from exceed ing the inspec-
tion protocol limits of two simultaneous inspections in a country
and one inspection team on a declared site.? The first NATO states
to cond uct inspections were Canada and the United States. The
Canadians notified the Russians that they would arrive for a de-
clared site inspection on July 17, 1992. On the day the Canadians
were arriving to cond uct the first NATO inspection, the U.S. gov-
ernment noti fied Russian authorities that on July 18, 1992, an
American inspection team would arrive at the Russian point of
entry (POE), Moscow, for a declared site inspection. The differ-
ence in dates of notification reflected a different interpretation of
im plementation; the Canadians viewed the arrival for the inspec-
tion on the 17th as the first step of im plementa tion, whereas the
United States considered the notification of intent to inspect the
first step of implementa tion.®

The first U.S. CFE inspection team, led by Lt. Colonel EImer
G. (Guy) White, USA, arrived in Moscow at 1700 GMT on July
18, 1992. Before Team White deployed to Russia, a great deal of
coordination and preparation had been completed. In Washington,
the Arms Control Policy Coordinating ommittee had selected
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U.S. inspection equi/Jment in metal
cases known as "“silver bullets."

Buy, Russia, to be the first  FE inspection site and had notified
Headqu arters OSIA of the selection. Headquarters OSIA had then
forwarded that information to OSIA European Operations. In
Europe, Team White began its many checks to prepare for the
mission. Lt. Colonel White prepared a "mission warning order" to
notify hiseight team members of the upcoming mission and the
schedule of briefings required before departure. Through his warn-
ing order, he also assigned responsi bilities for different elements of
mission preparation to his team members." He later gave the Plans
Section the information necessary to prepare the "Notification of
Intent to Inspect™ mess:ige, which wou ld ultimately arrive in Mos-
cow 36 hours before the American inspection team's arrival there.

The Plans Branch of OSIA's European Operations Command
compiled the information Lt. olonel White had provided for the
intent-to-inspect message and forwarded it t0 Headquarters OSIA.
There, Robert G. Green of the Treaty List Management Branch
verified aircrew and team augmentee data such as names, birth
dates, and passport numbers. Any discrepancies between the
Headquarters computer lists and the data transmitted from the
European Operations Command were resol ved at OSIA before the
Headquarters Operations Center forwarded the message tO the
Nuclear Risk Reduction Center (NRRC) at the U.S. State Depart-
ment. Changes or discrepancies discovered in treaty inspector or
flight crew lists wou ld be corrected in a "Remarks" block of the
notification. This action was critical to ensure that U.S. inspectors
wou ld be allowed entry without delay to conduct their inspections.
Next, the NRRC sent the official U.S. government announcement
of intent to inspect through the Conference on Security and Coop-
eration in Europe (CS E) network, and the State Department sent
the same mess-1ge through diplomatic channels.?®



While Headquarters OSIA, the NRRC:, and the State Depa rt-
ment processed the CFE Treaty notification, Team White contin-
ued its preparation for this first CFE on-site inspection. The
American inspection team gathered infor mation, equipment, and
documents required for their mission. Current weather reports for
the inspection area, and news of ongoing activities by NATO ally
inspection teams, provided information that could improve the
odds of a successful mission. The team checked that its equ ipment
was operational and ready for deployment. Each team had its own
set of equipment in metal suitcases nick named "silver bullets." In
addition to their equipment, the team gathered passports, inspec-
tor badges, dog tags, bottled water, and mementos to be ex-
chanued with their hosts. Team documents included maps of the
area, photos of the treaty-limited equipment (TLE) submitted by
the inspected nation at the exchange of treaty information, CFE
inspection forms, inspection notif ication messages, copies of the
treaty, and checklists to be used at various stages of the inspection
trip. As the team assembled these items, Lt. Colonel White worked
with the Inspection Support Staff (ISS) to develop a detailed mis-
sion briefing on the Russian site to be inspected.

Lt. Colonel White's briefing paralleled his mission operations
order. In both, be outlined his basic game plan for the inspection
m ission, covering the type of inspection, the specific site, equip-
ment subject to the treaty as well as any other equipment the team
could antici pate encountering at the inspection site, and the com-
position of his inspection team. His briefing also ad dressed the
site's terrain, the weather forecast for the mission, and hmv those
conditions might affect the inspection. He also made certain that
the team's time in country, from arrival at the POE to its return to
a POE after the inspection, would be under 48 hours. The treaty

A British inspector drinl<s bottled
water during an inspection mission.




Team White preparing to depart on
the first U.S. CFE mission to Buy,
Russia.

allowed 48 hours in country to execute a single declared site in-
spection, and for any sequential inspections planned, the treaty
allowed an additional 36 hours per inspection, up to a maximum
of 10 days.

White also set up three subteams and planned the inspection
to ensure red undant coverage of the entire declared site. At the
same time, he assigned specific responsibil ities to individual team
mem bers, such as video filming, timekeeping, passport check ing,
and monitoring the team equipment case throughout the inspec-
tion. The American team set up a subteam commu nications plan
to use during the inspection, with code words for key events. Lt.
Colonel White also announced the df\parture staging area and
time, where final checks wou ld be made on equipment and

I uggage.®

In addition to White's briefing, the ISS also provided team
briefings before deployment. These included the latest informa tion
available about the inspection site, including imagery from na-
tional technical means (NTM), findings from inspections under the
Vienna Docu ment, and the CFE data exchanged. The ISS briefi ngs
provided an insight about the significance of the site selected and
guidance on the kind of information required to satisfy U.S. gov-
ernment concerns.

In addition to these briefings, the Cou nterintel ligence Section
reminded inspectors of personal and team security requirements
during CFE inspection missions. Topics included adherence to the
two-person rule that prohibited U.S. inspectors from being alone
outside their rooms or bathrooms during an inspection mission,
the policy on alcohol consumption during a mission, and guide-
lines on what was appropriate for discussion with an Eastern
escort, both in persona |l and business matters. The U.S. govern-




U.S. policy allowed U.S. inspect ors to engage in toasts at the completion of the inspection.

ment expected its ,FE Treaty inspectors to be open with their
Eastern bloc escorts, but to remain unimpeachable in their behav-
ior while im plementing the treaty.’

Having completed these final briefings, the team was pre-
pared to deploy on their mission to Buy, Russia. Lt. Colonel
White's team, including OSIA's Director, Major General Robert W.
Parker, gathered on July 18th to perform their final predeparture
checks for this histori ¢ mission. Final checks confirmed that every-
one was on the flight manifest and had passports, inspector
badges, and dog tags. Certain that both personnel and equipment
were ready for departure, Lt. Colonel White led the nine-person
team to the bus for the short ride across the ramp to the waiting
military aircraft.

The U.S. Air Force C-141 aircra ft departed Rhein-Main
at 1545 Frank furt time, flew for three hours, and landed at
Moscow's Sheremetyevo | Airport at 2052 Moscow time. As the
team prepared to depart the aircraft, General Parker and Lt. Colo-
nel White met the senior Russian CFE Treaty escorts. The team
chiefs agreed to 1700 Greenwich mean time (GMT) as the official
arrival time, as had been announced in the message of intent to
inspect. A representa tive of the U.S. Embassy's Arms Control
Implementation Unit (ACIU) met the American inspection team to
assist them and the aircrew if needed. Meanw hile Captain Jeremy
Wi ntersteen, USA F the deputy team chief, gathered passports for
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processing. While "in country,” diplomatic privileges and immu ni-
ties were extended to inspectors and aircrews as outlined in the
treaty. Team mem bers unloaded their gear and, as planned for all
changes of transportation, one member of the team performed a
final sweep for anything left behind. The team then proceeded
through a routine Russian customs inspection of personal bel ong-
ings. Russian CFE escorts also completed a treaty-speci fied check
of American inspection equ ipment. In accordance with the CFE
Treaty's inspection protocol , the U.S. noti fication of intent to
inspect specified a seven-hour delay between arrival time at the
POE in Moscow and Lt. Colonel White's declaration of the first

i nspection  site.

Exactly seven hours after the team's arrival, Lt. Colonel
White announced to the Russian escort team that Buy was the site
for the first U.S. CFE inspection. It was now 0400 Moscow time,
0200 Frankfurt time.x The American team had worn civilian
clothes on the flight ro Moscow, but changed into field military
uniforms, called BD Us-battle dress uniforms-in preparation for
the trip to Buy. During INF Treaty inspections, American inspec-
tors wore civilian clothes throughout the missions, but CFE in-
spections were to be conducted in much more rugged cond itions,
so field uniforms were more practical. After declaring the site to be
inspected, the American team notified the ACIU of its plan to
depart for Buy rnd estimated the time of arrival at 0700 GMT on
July 19th.

Nearly three hours after the American team chief bad de-
clared the site, the Russians escorted Team White to an I1L-18
aircraft, and the two teams left for Tunoshna. After a two-and-
one-half-hour delay in acquiring ground transportation in
Tunoshna, the team and escorts continued on, switching vehicles
once again before arriving at Buy at 0855 G MT. The arrival time
at Buy was within five minutes of the maximum nine-hour transit
time the treaty permitted from the POE to the declared site, in this
case approximately a 250-mile trip. The treaty allowed the in-
spected nation six hours to prepare a site fol lowing the inspection
team's site declaration. In this mission the six-hour allowance was
easily satisfied. Despite the long tran port time, the American team
was ready and eager to begin their inspection.

Shortly after arriving at Buy, the team notified the U.S. Em-
bassy of its arrival. The senior Russian escort then presented the
site diagram to the Americans. Lt. olonel White immed iately
declared the 22nd Central Tank Reserve Depot as the object of
verification for t he i n spection. The R ussia n escorts and site repre-
senta tives in turn commenced a 42-minute prei nspection briefing.
During this briefing, they announced the depot'sequipment quan-
tities; they were consid 'rably higher than Russian data had previ-
ously indicated in Novem ber 1990. A correction to the 1990 infor-
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mation had been made in February 1991, but even that was 17
months ago. The Russian military had experienced many changes
since then, just as the U.S. military had in Europe. The Russian
February 1991 data were outdated and would be updated soon,
but that was one reason for the on-site preinspection briefing: to
update information and explain any differences.

The Russian briefing provided the U.S. team with specific
qu antities of the various CFE Treaty equipment on-site, an expla-
nation for the dramatic increase of equipment since the CFE data
had been exchanged, and a listinu, to be attached to the inspection
report, providing information on when the additional equipment
had arrived and where it Ind come from. Three categories of
equipment were present on the declared site: tanks, armored com-
bat vehicles (ACYs), and ACY look-alikes. In 1991, Soviet data
had indicated that there were no tanks at Buy; but now, inJuly
1992, the Russian military briefers informed the American team
that there were 996 tanks on site. The number of ACYs briefed
was 301 versus a reported holding of 31. The number of ACY
look -alikes briefed was 176 more than previously reported. The
Russians also provided safety and administrative information
specific to the 22nd Central Tank Reserve Depot."”

\Xlith approxi mately 31 hours remaining for the American
team to complete its inspection and return to the POE, Lt. Colonel
White broke the team into three subteams and began counting the
equipment on-site. White led one team while his deputy, Captain
Wintersteen, and Sergeant First Class Curtis E. Ingram, USA, led
rhe other teams. Sergeant First Class Ingram, Sta ff Sergeant Wa lter
E. Hare, USA, and weapons specialist Mike Holthus identi fied and
documenred the equipment at the 22nd Central Tank Reserve
Depot. General Parker also contributed to the effort to identify
and count equipment and record serial numbers. Two other spe-
cialists, John L. Detch,Jr., and Kip Melat, handled photography
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duties, while Sergeant First Class Kenneth D. Periman, USA, a
linguist, bridged the commu nications gap.

The teams inventoried the equ ipment twice and confirmed
their figures with the Russian escorts when they completed a facil-
ity or group of equipment. This proced ure avoided last-min ute
recounts to clear up discrepancies. It proved to be a timesaver
because the U.S. inventory figures did not match those in the pre-
inspection briefing. The U.S. team inventoried 254 T-54 tanks and
417 T-55 tanks, which varied from the briefed figures of 361 and
308, respectively. Russian escorts and U.S. inspectors agreed on a
combined total of 671 T-54s and T-55s on-site. Both sides agreed
that the difference of two in total tanks was an accounting mis-
take, while the difference in totals for the two types of tanks
stemmed from the difficulty in identifying the many variants of
these tanks. The ACY and ACY look-alike inventories were nearly
error-free. The Russians briefed 301 ACY's on-site, Imore than
the teams found, and again the difference was
attributed to a tabulating error. In all, the Ameri-
can inspection team counted and recorded 1,315
pieces of treaty equipment. The inspection ended
22 hours and 37 minutes after it began, with the
signing and exchanging of inspection reports by
the two team chiefs on July 20th, at 0720 GMT.

Team White notified the U.S. Embassy that
the inspection was complete and that the Russian
escorts had arranged for transportation to the

N Y ) POE within 20 minutes after completion of the
F ; / ¥ inspection. Team White departed the site within
i noaarky | , w4 23 hours of its arrival on-site. That night the

[ f ? team toured Moscow, enjoying the hospitality
arranged by its Russian hosts. The next morning,
July 21st, the host escorts transported Team
White to Sheremetyevo | Airport, where the team
rendezvoused with the American C-141 aircrew
and left Russia at 1115 GMT. Team White had
completed the first U.S. CFE inspection and left
Russia within the three-day timeline required by
the NATO decon fliction schedu le.*®

While the inspection in Russia was over, the
mission was far from finished. The C-141 flight
back to Rhein-Main was a working trip as team
mem bers reviewed notes taken during the inspec-
tion. During the flight, Captain Wintersteen
completed the CFE mission report for Lt. Colo-
nel White's review. White would submit the
CFE inspect ors particifJated in brie/ cultural events or ~ report within an hour of the 1430 GMT touch-
sight-seeing after completing their missions. down at Rhein-Main. Over the next several days,




while memories were fresh, the team partici-
pated in mission debriefs. They labeled the
inspection film and turned it in for develop-
ment, checked and repaired equipment as
needed, replaced expend ables, and returned
issued clothing. Team White wou ld soon pre-
pare for its next CFE inspection mission, sched-
uled for August 4th at Shuya, Russia.

The declared site inspection at Buy, Russia,
was signi ficant because it was a historical
first-the first U.S. inspection under the CFE
Treaty. However, the inspection's significance
was not only historical. The Russian equipment
declared at Buy in the initial equipment data
exchange of February 1991 was outdated and
differed significantly from what satel lite recon-
naissance indicated in July 1992. Questions
raised by NTM could only be answered by a
team on-site, a team that had the right to enter
buildings and determine their contents; inspect
all areas on the site that could hold conven-
tional armaments and equ ipment subject to the
treaty (CAEST); and take a detailed, exact

U.S. CFE Treaty Team Leaders

Declared Site/Challenge Inspections
July 17-November 17, 1992

Lt. Colonel Joseph J. Drach, Jr. U.S. Army

Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Fiser U.S. Army

Lt. Colonel Edward G. Gallagher, I1 U.S. Army

Lt. Colonel David P. Gessert U.S. Air Force

Lt. Colonel Jan S. Karcz U.S. Army

Colonel Lawrence G. Kelley U.S. Marine Corps
Lt. Colonel Keith A. Oatman U.S. Army

Major George P. Weller U.S. Air Force

Lt. Colonel Elmer G. White U.S. Army

Reduction Inspections
July 17-November 17, 1992

Lt. Colonel Edward G. Gallagher, Il U.S. Army
Lt. Colonel John D. Pesterfield U.S. Air Force
Major Timothy C. Shea U.S. Army
Lt. Colonel David F. Stack U.S. Air Force
Major George P. Weller U.S. Air Force

inventory of the equipment. The openness the Russian escorts and
local site officers displayed during the inspection and during dis-
cussions explaining the increased equipment on-site were im por-
tant bench marks for the United States and the CFE Treaty. Team
White had fulfilled its inspection mission. This first American CFE
inspection-wel I-prepa red, professiona |, and thorough-beca me
the norm for the 120-day CFE Treaty baseline phase and beyond.

U.S. inspectors had completed seven missions (nine inspec-
tions) before they escorted the first Eastern inspection team on a

declared site inspection of U.S. facilities. On August 10, 1992, the
Russian govern ment sent notices of intent to inspect to the Ger-
man, Canadian, and U.S. governments.** The Russians intended to
inspect U.S. and Canadian forces stationed in Germany. Germany
received notice because it was the host nation for the Russian

i nspection mission, and as such would be responsible for the POE
proced ures, transportation, and other support for the Russian
team while it was in Germany. On August 13th, treaty representa-
tives of the three nations were present when the Russian team
arrived at Frankfurt.

When the Aeroflot AN-72 touched down at Frankfurt Inter-
national Airport, the Russian inspection team disembarked and



proceeded to the VIP lounge where the POE proced ures were
cond ucted . The Russian team chief, Colonel Lev Vladimirovich
Patsiorin, and the German escort team chief, Lt. Colonel Klaus
Urban, agreed on a 1000 GMT arrival time for the inspection
report. The U.S. liaison team-Major Dee Dodson Morris, USA,
and Staff Sergeant Kent O. Elliston, USA-along with a Canadian
liaison team, participated in the German scort team's inspection
of the Russians' treaty-authorized equipment. The treaty allowed
each inspected nation to evaluate the inspection team's equipment
at the POE or, if necessary, at the inspection site. This one-time
group inspection of the Russian team’'sequipment facilitated the
inspection process. The Russian inspection equipment was accept-
able as outlined in the Protocol on Inspection.

The Russian team declared Canadian Forces Base Lahr as its
first inspection site. Major Morris notified European Command
(EUCOM) and OSIA of the selection and then proceeded to the
site. Major Morris did not Htend the preinspection briefing be-
cause it was a Canadian military facility, and the Canadians chose
to protect their national sovereignty. However, she remained in the
Lahr area as the Russians inspected, in case any U.S. facilities were
encou ntered. The Canadians billeted all inspectors for the night at
Lahr. The next morning the Russian team finished its inspection
and announced the sequential inspection site before signing the
i nspection report.

M ajor Les Garrison, USM C, and a Canadian insp ector on a reduction insp ection.



The sequential inspection was to be at an American site, the
U.S. Army Airfield at Giebelstadt, Germany. Colonel Patsiorin
declared the first sequential inspection site at 1150 GMT; 10 min-
utes later, Lt. Colonel Urban, the German escort team chief, noti-
fied Major Morris of the next inspection. Immed iately, she notified
Head qua rters EUCOM of the sequentia | declared site inspection
and then alerted the operations center at OSIA European Opera-
tions. Within 30 min utes of the Russian team's declaration, Major
George P. Weller, USAF, the American escort team chief for this
mission, received word of the inspection site. Ten minutes later his
10-member A merican escort team departed Rhein-Main, arriving
at Giebelstadt at 1500 GMT.

While Team Weller drove to Giebelstad t, Headq ua rters
EUCOM held a conference call with USAR EUR, USAFE, and
Headq ua rters OSIA to pass on the status of the inspection and to
alert Giebelstad t to prepare for the upcom ing inspection. Mean-
while, the German team assumed escort responsi bilities from the
Canad ians as the Russians left the Canadian facilities at Lahr.!2
The German escorts delivered the Russian inspectors to
Giebelstadt Army Air Field at 1915 GMT, seven hours and 15
minutes after Colonel Patsiorin had announced the site for this
sequential inspection. Travel time to Giebelstadt was well within
the nine-hour maximum, but long enough to provide six hours of
preparation time at the Army Air Field. Team Weller arrived four
hours ahead of the inspection team. The U.S. team used that time
for its own site familiarization and to hel p site personnel prepare
for the CFE inspection.

Five minutes afrer Colonel Patsiorin's team arrived, site offi-
cials presented him a site diagram. Thirty minutes later, he de-
clared the 2nd Squadron, 3d Aviation Regiment as the OOV for
inspection . At this time, unit person nel presented the prei nspection
briefing, which ended 50 minutes later, 2040 GMT. One point of
confusion arose. The data presented in the briefing were dated
August 14, 1992. The Russian team had deployed before the most
recent data exchange and consequently held data from the previ-
ous exchange. Colonel Patsiorin accepted the new infor mation,
and he and his team retired for the evening.

The next morning, August 15th, at 0715 GMT, the Russian
inspectors began the inspection. Site officials had briefed them that
there were 14 AH-64 "Apache" attack helicopters, 11 OH-58
"Kiowa" multipurpose attack helicopters, and 3 UH-60
"Black hawk " helicopters on site. There were differences between
the reported and briefed numbers, and the reasons for those differ-
ences were explained to Colonel Patsiorin's satisfaction. At 2100
GMT Colonel Patsiorin officially announced the sequential site,
the U.S. Army's garrison at Schweinfurt, Germany. At 2130 GMT
Patsiorin completed his inspection report and both he and Weller
signed the report. !3



The Demands of a CFE Mission

;”“‘ L i
M ,'}bv W By
'\

LR AT
i -

Top to bottom: Long flights in
military aircraft; harsh
environments; challenging
conditions; fatigue from the
inspection pace, lack of sleep,
and track ing numerous details.




U.S. AH -64 "Apache" helicopters ready for inspection.

When the Russian inspection team left Giebelstadt Army
Airfield at 2145 GMT, the Germans again assumed escort respon-
sibilities. The Russian and German team chiefs agreed to follow
the spirit of the treaty, not the letter of the law, and exceed the
nine-hour travel rime limit to the next site, allowing the inspection
team to take ad vantage of a comfortable hotel in the vicinity of
Giebelsradt for the night. The following morning the inspection
team arrived at Schweinfurt at 0720 G MT. There, the Germans
relinquished responsibility for the Russian ream to the U.S. escorts
for the inspection of the U.S. Army's Conn Barracks facilities at
Schweinfurt, home of the Ist Brigade, 3rd Infantry Division .

Following the inspection of Conn Barracks, the Russian
inspection ream continued through three more CFE inspections: at
the Grafenwoehr Training Area, 3rd Brigade, 3rd Infantry Divi-
sion; at Mainz, the Mainz Army Depot; and finally at Baben-
hausen, the 41st Field Artillery Brigade. The Russians had not
planned to conduct the Grafenwoehr inspection, bur all the tanks
and most of the ACVs normally in place at Conn Barracks in
Schwein fu rt were not on-sire; the American units had deployed to
the training areas at Gra fenwoehr. As a result, the Russian inspec-
tion at Schwein furt was brief, since there was little equ ipment
there. Beca use the deployed equipment represented over 15 per-
cent of the declared equipment for Conn Barracks, the R ussians
exercised their treaty right to declare a sequential inspection to the
location where the equipment was in place: the Grafenwoehr
Training Area. Team Weller, OSIA's escort team, stayed with the
Russian inspection team through the first three inspections. Colo-
nel Lawrence G. Kelley, OSIA European Operations Command's
Chief of Operations, chose to have Major Keith A. Oatman, USA,
and his team relieve Team Weller enroute to the Mainz Army
Depot. Kelley did this to mitigate fatigue and to allow Wel ler's
team time to prepare for an upcoming inspection mission. Colonel
Kelley also wanted to spread the escort experience among all of
the teams.** Major Morris and Staff Sergeant Elliston remained as
the liaison team throughout the nine-day inspection trip, assisting
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Colonel Kelley changed escorts at
the Mainz Army Depot during the
Russian inspection mission to
mitigate fatigue and spread escort
experience among the teams.

the American escort teams and USAREUR site officials as neces-
sary. Ar Grafenwoehr, a very large Army training facility, Major
Morris also assisted in escorting rhe Russian team. This concluded
the first series of Russian CFE inspections at American facilities.
Colonel Patsiorin's team departed Frankfurt for Moscow at 09'14
GMT on August 22, J992.

The Russian team did not declare ambiguities during the in-
spections of the five U.S. declared sites. There were instances in
which the briefed and the observed equipment totals differed, but
U.S. escorts and site representatives fully explained those differences
to the inspectors, who annotated them in the inspection reports.®

FIRST U.S. LIAISON M1ss10

The first U.S. liaison activity during basel ine occurred in
England on July 20, 1992, just three days after entry into force.
Captain Ellen Merk le, USAF, and Petty Officer First Class (POI)
David E. Sparks, USN, were the liaison team that met the British
escort team chief, RAF Wing Commander Griffiths and his nine-
person team at the POE, RAF Scarnpton. The Russian inspection
team arrived onJuly 20th at 1730 GMT and declared a challenge
inspection near Catterick Garrison at Richmond; the team contin -
ued with sequential declared site inspections at Roman Barracks at
Colchester, Meany Barracks at Colchester, and finally Carver
Barracks at Wim bish. The Russians were in England for seven
days during this four-site inspection trip. The inspection team did
not come upon any U.S. facilities on these British Army insta lla-
tions, so it was a quiet mission for the American liaison team.
Captain Merkle and POI Sparks stayed in contact with the British
escort team from the time the Russian team arrived in country
through its departure. They then retu rned to their staging area, the
East Gate Hotel in Lincol n, to wait for the next mission. *°



Formal communications proved to be a problem during this
first liaison mission and continued to be a source of concern
throughout baseline. An informal communications system devel-
oped among the Allies that enabled them to complete their mis-
sions. As an example, Russia notified the United Kingdom that a
Russian inspection team intended to arrive in the United Kingdom
on the evening of July 20, J 992, to conduct one challenge and
three declared site inspections during a CFE mission in Engla nd.
Russia satisfied its treaty notification responsibilities with the
single message to the United Kingdom because it intended to in-
spect only English sites. Diploma tic channels, however, failed to
carry out the treaty requirement to notify allies within a group of
states when a state received a notifica tion of intent to inspect. The
United States wou ld have been unaware of the impending inspec-
tion had it not been for the informal, "backdoor,” communica-
tions system.

This system operated as an informal networ k among the arms
control verification organizations throughout Europe. It devel oped
during the coordination of mock inspections, grew as entry into
force approached, and matured during basel ine when the various
i nspection organizations came to rely on it. For the United States,
assigning person nel with linguistic skills to OSIA's European Op-
erations was a key to the development of the commu nications
network . Colonel Kelley looked not only for R ussian-spea king
inspectors but also for personnel conversant in the six CFE lan-

U.S. M aster Sergeant William N . Chesney, JI., parti ci/Jates in a French-led reduction inspection.



guages when filling assign ments. For instance, Captain William C.
Plumlee, USA, and Major John D. Monahan, USA, were combat
arms officers and West European FAOs. Their language skills
proved invaluable as they directed the Command's Operation
Center in communicating with the European verificati on agencies.
It was these skills that ena bled OSIA personnel to esta blish profes-
siona | and persona | relationships with their cou nter pa rts through-
out Eu rope.

The Plans Branch provided ample opportu nity for U.S. per-
sonnel to exercise their language capabilities and to commu nicate
effectively with U.S. allies. Master Sergeant William N. Chesney,
Jr., USA, and Technical Sergeant Ronald S. Fox, USAF, of OSIA
European Operations Command's Plans Branch, both spoke Ger-
man; Chesney also spoke French and dabbled in several other
languages. They frequently spoke with the Zentrum for
Verifikationsa ufga ben der Bundeswehr (ZVBW) officials during
prepa rations for mock inspections, and whenever possible, they
spoke German. They coordinated with the ZVBW not only U.S./
German mocks but also U.S. mocks with other nations at U.S.
facilities in Germany. The United States respected German sover-
eignty when inviting other states to visit U.S. facilities, and Ger-
many took every opportunity to exercise its role as host nation for
these inspections. These planners helped OSIA develop a working
relationship with the busiest of the NATO verification agencies in
implementa ting the CFE Treaty. Whenever possible, OSIA's Euro-
pean Operations Command communicated with its counterparts
in their language. As the number of mocks increased and baseline
drew near, communications among the agencies increased; people
work ing in the verification agencies grew increasingly confident in
each other.?’

When baseline began it soon became apparent that the formal
treaty notification system would not be 100 percent reliable. Most
verification agencies did not transmit the official notifications to
other states-other agencies within their governments were re-
sponsible for these formal notifications. The verification agencies,
however, relied on accurate and timely information to properly
implement the treaty. The "Group of Four"-the French, English,
German, and American verification agencies-called each other daily
and faxed situation reports to each other. In the first U.S. liaison
mission, discussed above, the United States received notification of
the Russian inspection only because the joint Arms Control Imple-
mentation Group (JACIG), the United Kingdom's verification
agency, faxed a copy of the notification to OSIA's European Op-
erations Command on August 18th, two days before Russian CFE
inspectors would arrive in England. This gave the American
inspectora te sufficient time to notify one of the two OSIA liaison
teams prepositioned in England and to notif y Head qua rters
EUCOM of the impend ing inspection. 8



Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Fiser, U.S. Army

Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Fiser, U.S. Army, was one of
the original American CFE team chiefs during the
baseline and reduction phases of treaty implementa-
tion. He holds a master's degree in Russian area
studies. An armor officer (tanks) and a foreign area
offi cer (Russian), Lt. Colonel Fiser served with the
1st Cavalry Division in the Gulf War prior to re-
porting to OSIA European Operations in Frank furt,
Germany.

On preparing the team for its inspection mission:
"The first thing | always do is give my operations
order. This is pretty much a standard, five para-
graph, U.S. Army operations order: situation, mis-
sion, execution, administration/logistics, and com-
mand, control, communication, coordination. | lay
out all the deployment information so everybody
knows where we're going, when we're going, what
we're going to do when we get there, and how we're
going to do it. They know who is on what subteam,
when we break down into two- or three-person
subtea ms, who carries what equipment, and any
speci fic instructions covering a myriad of issues, like
drinking water or specific team equ ipment. Italso
covers individual tasks like who does the voice
format reports to the embassy or who's responsible
for laying on transporta tion.

"Following the operations order, we have a
period of training on all the inspection equipment.
The only thing that presented a challenge for any-
body was our photogra phic equipment, the video
or 35mm cameras, and the dictaphone. Those are
rea lly the only pieces of equipment that required
any training. We'd also have training, usually two
or three hours, on the signature piece of equipment
that we expected to see at that particular type of
unit, so everyone was well versed in what we were
going to be seeing, whether it be ground or air
equipment.”

Onuse of CFE Treaty's database: "The point of
departure was always the submitted data: Charts
one, three, and five data, and their subm ission
photos. We'd usually expand on that quite a bit. I'd
assign my wea pons specialist the job of presenting
classes on the declared TLE and other ty pes of
vehicles, equipment that vve expected to see in the
unit, be it a motorized rifle regiment or an air regi-
ment. We studied both order of battle and equip-
ment ty pes and we'd expand our study from there."”

On CFE team chiefs
and inspectors serving
as soldier-diplomats:
"That is a very impor-
tant aspect of being a
treaty inspector. It was
something | wasn't
really prepared for until
| arrived here. First, |
did some mock inspec-
tions, and then had one
or two real CFE Treaty
inspections under my belt. | found, especially in the
Eastern bloc nations, that at meals, and often at the
report-signing ceremony, you would be expected to
make some sort of toast. You're expected to speak,
to some extent, about the opening of relations
between our countries, and on how the CFE Treaty
was bringing us closer together. There were varia-
tions on that theme, but you are almost invaria bly
expected to say something along those lines. That
was a new experience in my career. There is defi-
nitely a diplomatic side to being an inspector.”

On the differences between being an inspector and
an escort: "l have to be careful here. The main
thing that makes being an escort more difficult is
that you are defensive as opposed to being on the
offense. You have to react to the inspector. The
treaty requires that you aid him whenever necessary
in carrying out his inspection. At the same time,
obviously, we have U.S. interests that we are trying
to protect. So there's a fine line you have to walk.
There have been times when we have had disagree-
ments concerning the interpretation of certain
treaty points with representatives from different
U.S. military headquarters here in Europe. We've
also had confrontations or issues arise with the
inspectors from various countries at U.S. sites. That
makes escorting more difficu It. Another aspect of
escorting is the logistics. They are much more
difficu It during the escort mission beca use you're
also dealing with the host nation escorts. You are
trying to make lodging arrangements, many times
off post, for 20 to 25 people, sometimes as many as
28 or 29 people. Going from site to site, there is an
extreme amou nt of coordination that has to be
done. It makes for a very difficult time, and some
very, very long nights. I've had some escort missions
where if you got a couple of hours sleep a night you
were doing well."

Source: Interview, Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Fiser, USA, with Dr. Joseph P. Harahan, Historian, OSIA, July 12, 1993.




The U.S. inspection teams cond ucted 44 basel ine inspections
at Eastern sites. Because of civil unrest in Georgia, the U.S. govern-
ment canceled one mission out of concern for the safety of its
inspectors. Teams deployed to nine different countries, inspecting
Russia most frequently. Of the 44 inspections, only one was a
challenge inspection, conducted in Belarus; the other 43 U.S. in-
spections were declared site inspections. In total, the United States
cond ucted 22 CFE single inspection missions and 11 missions
during which teams inspected two sites. Unlike their Eastern coun-
terparts, U.S. teams inspected only one or two sites per mission,
never approaching the 10-day in-country allowance outlined in the
treaty.

The U.S. pattern of inspection operations was influenced by
the NATO deconfliction schedule. The schedule allocated each
NATO state three-day inspection periods, or "slots,” in which to
conduct CFE inspections. The three-day slot restricted a team's
ability to cond uct sequential inspections. The treaty allowed 84
hours to cond uct two declared site inspections, 48 hours for the
first and 36 hours for each sequential inspection. The NATO slot
allowed only 72 hours; the team lost 12 hours when squeezing two
inspections into the same slot. In the later stages of baseline, the
slots were sometimes consecu tive, allowing a team six days in
country to complete its mission. By contrast, the Russian CFE
teams adopted a less costly approach by inspecting 10 U.S. sites
during two inspection missions. The cost of supporting and trans-
porting an inspection team was borne by the inspected state, while
the inspecting state paid its way to and from the inspected state.
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Insp ectors discuss treaty /nouisions behind an A CV in Azerbaijan.



Escorts could deny access to
aircraft shelters, hut inspectors
could require that TL E be brought
out of the shelter.

Two trips instead of five or six produced a significant savings for
the inspecting state.'®

Inspections were extremely intrusive, and U.S. inspectors
were trained to probe and push as deeply as possible when inspect-
ing. An inspection team had significant rights when conducting an
i nspection; however, the treaty also stipulated limits that protected
the inspected state. The treaty authorized an inspection team to
inspect all areas within a declared site except those that belonged
exclusively to another OOV. In add ition, inspectors had the same
rights at locations separated from the site where CAEST of the
inspected unit were routinely present, such as a railhead. This
meant, among other things, that the inspection team had the right
to access, entry, and unobstructed inspection of any location,
structure, or area within a structure in which CAEST were per ma-
nently or routinely present.

Escorts, however, could apply treaty restrictions on an inspec-
tion team to limit access to or within a structure in several ways.
The first and most common way was by citing the two-meter rule.
An escort could deny an inspector access through any entrance
that was less than two meters \vide because that was the threshold
throu h which no CAEST could fit. Having passed through an
entrance greater than two meters wide, the team could continue its
inspection within the facility until it reached a point where escorts
could successfu lly apply the two-meter rule. A second |imitation
was the right to shroud sensitive equ ipment and deny inspectors
access to any shrouded item or container, so long as any one of its
measurements fell under two meters. Third, escorts could also
deny inspecrors access to hardened aircraft shelters. While an
escort team could normally prevent an inspection team from enter-
ing a hardened aircraft shelter, inspectors had the right to look in
to determine if any CAEST were present. Further, if CAEST were



positioned in an aircraft shelter and the inspectors were denied
entry, they had the right to counterdemand that all treaty-limited
equipment (TLE) be brought out for display to determine qua nti-
ties, types, and models.

Finally, escorts could deny, limit, or delay access to those
areas or shrouded equipment that the inspected state's govern ment
considered sensitive. Sensitive areas could hold equipment that the
inspected state considered critical to national security, such as a
comm u nications center or a special wea pons storage facility. But
not all sensitive areas dealt with national security; prisons, for
example, were frequently declared sensitive areas. If an escort
team chief declared an area or object sensitive, he then needed to
state whet her there were any CAEST in the area. If CAEST were
present, the escort team was required to report the amou nt, type,
and model and to take steps to satisfy inspectors that no add i-
tional equipment was present.

As with access to facilities, the treaty allowed the inspected
state to impose limits on inspectors' access to CAEST. The Proto-
col on Inspection limited inspectors' access to the extent they
could confirm visually the number, type, and model or version of a
piece of CAEST. If inspectors encountered recategorized helicop-
ters, reclassified aircraft, armored vehicle look-alikes, or red uced
equipment, specific inspection protocol proced ures allowed inspec-
tion of the interior of these vehicles to confirm the status of the
equipment. Inspectors could require that the doors of an armored
vehicle look-a like be opened to confirm that the vehicle could not
transport a combat infantry squad. Equipment within or on such a
vehicle could be shrouded , and the inspectors had no right to enter
the wvehicle.

During baseli ne, declared site access beca me the most conten-
tious issue that U.S. inspectors faced d u ring inspections of Eastern
states. As baseline began, the U.S. understanding of access on
a declared site had not changed since American Am bassador
Lynn Hansen and the Soviet verification negotiator, Gennad iy
Yeftaviyev, ironed out an agreement in Novem ber 1990. During a
declared site inspection, a team could select and inspect only one
OOV on a declared site-the OOV was the subject of the inspec-
tion. The team, however, could inspect the entire declared site, to
its outermost natural or manmade borders, to include areas com-
mon to all OOVs located on the site. Inspectors were prohibited
only from any area on the declared site that supported another
OO0V exclusively.

The first indication of a different understanding of inspector
access during a declared site inspection arose during the U.S./
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Lt. Colonel Edward G. Gallagher, Il (right), leading an insp ection at Ovruch, Uk raine.

Russian mock inspection at Pushkin, Russia, on February 12,
1992. During the Russian preinspection briefing at Pushkin, es-
corts presented a site diagram that depicted only the two OOVs at
Pushkin and a limited portion of the common areas. Lt. Colonel
Edward Gallagher, the U.S. team chief, pointed out that U.S. sat-
ellite reconnaissance indicated that there were other inspecta ble
areas within the outermost boundary of the garrison. The Russian
escorts responded that the Pushkin site diagram was correct. This
problem was noted in the mock inspection report; the Russians
countered that U.S. inspectors had been given access to the entire
declared site associated with the OOV.%

When the treaty entered into force, it became obvious that
some states were not using the declared site definition that had
been negotiated. On August 5, 1992, during an early baseline
inspection of the 228th High Power Artillery Brigade at Shuya,
Russia, Lt. Colonel White received a site diagram that illustrated
the OOV but not all of the common areas on the site. Escort offi-
cials subseq uently denied the team access to the common areas not
included on the diagram. Nine days later, when all states again
exchanged treaty data, it became apparent that Lt. Colonel
White's experience wou ld not be an isolated one. The original
Soviet site diagrams had displayed multiple OOVs and common
areas on a single site. The new August 14th diagrams indicated
one OOV on one declared site that was defined by the bou ndaries
of that OOV.2! The sites were no different physica lly-the com-
mon areas remained-but some states had changed their concept
of a declared site.
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Lt. Colonel Joseph }. Drach, Jr., atop a tank while leadillg a declared site insp ection.

On August 29, 1992, U.S. inspectors had their first opportu-
nity ro confirm, on-site, that the new diagrams reflected changes in
the concept of a declared site. In addition, inspectors wou ld deter-
mine how these changes affected inspector access during an inspec-
tion. Colonel Joseph ]. Drach, Jr., USA, led an inspection of the
336th Rocket Artillery Brigade in Osipovichi, Belarus. Drach
received a site diagram from the Belarussian escorts that did not
include all common areas within the manmade boundaries of the
site. More important, the escort team denied the inspectors access
to common areas thar were on rhe installation hut excluded from
the site diagram. While Drach documented this fact as an ambigu -
ity in his inspection report, another U.S. team was preparing to
deploy to Russia.22

Four days later, on September 4, 1992, Lt. Colonel Jan S.
Karcz, USA, led his team to the 752nd Guards Motorized Rifle
Regiment at Novyy, Russia, to test the Russian definition of a
declared site. His mission was to draw a "line in the sand " on the
issue of the definition of a declared site and inspector access. In
preparing his team to confront those issues, Karcz worked closely
with olonel Schuyler (Sky) Foerster, USAF, who had partici pated
in the negotiation process in Vienna and was knowled geable of the
negotiators' intentions on the issue of declared sites and access.
Karcz and Foerster worked with team linguist Sergeant Danny K.
Boyd, USAF, and Alan J. French, Russian language professional, to
prepare treaty-based responses to questions that might arise during
the inspection. When the team deployed to Moscow, Russia's only
POE, they brought along five to six pages of Russian text to con-



vey the U.S. position on declared sites and access in language that
wou ld be unambiguous to an escort team chief.

On arrival at Novyy, Lt. Colonel Karcz received a site dia-
1lram of the OOV that was limited specifically to the area taken up
by the OOV. It did not include common areas outside the OOV on
the installation. The Russians defined the site's boundary using
roads that were well within the fenced area that was military
property at Novyy. At that point Lt. Colonel Karcz cited Article
XV of the treaty that allowed the use of NTM and prod uced a
ma p developed from overhead photogra phy. Ka rcz poi nted out to
Colonel V. Pavlenko, the Russian escort team chief, what the U.S.
considered the outer most bou nda ry of the site. After two to three
hours of discussion, Colonel Pavlenko left the briefing area ro
noti fy Moscow of the U.S. position. He soon returned and wou ld
not stray from the Russian definition of a declared site. He reiter-
-ned that the Russian site diagram was accurate as drawn and that
the U.S. team would have access only to the area depicted on the
diagram. At this point Lt. Colonel Karcz recognized that Colonel
Pavlenko was at his final position and would not budge. Karcz
com menced the inspection .

As the inspection proceeded, Pavlenko adhered to the Russian
definition of the declared site and did not allow the Americans
access to all areas that the U.S. team considered common areas.
This prompted Karcz to declare an ambiguity. Pavlenko protested
that an ambiguity was not appropriate in this situation because the
issue did not address TLE nor was it based on objecti ve facts.
Karcz countered that the declared sire definition and access issues
were indeed based on objecti ve facts: the negotiating history pro-
vided a very specific definition of a declared site and the access to
be granted to an inspection team at a declared site. The current
Russian approach did not follow that specific definition and did
nor satisfy CFE Treaty requirements, thus the ambiguity. Karcz
reminded Pavlenko that, ultimately, inspectors write the reports.

Lt. Colonel .fan S. Kar cz signing an
inspecti on re/J ort in Ukraine.




The inspecting team chief had the right to determine if an ambigu-
ity was to be written, just as the escort team chief determined w hat
response, if any, would be made on the report.2'

Thisnew interpretation ofadeclared site spawned several
other problems that surfaced repeatedly during baseline inspec-
tions. The first problem inspectors faced on-site was the site dia-
gram. Thenew diagramsillustrated that the declared site was
defined solely by the OOV-each OOV was a declared site. In
addition, states depicted OOVs bounded by internal roads, build-
ings, and fences specific to the OOV, not by the outermost bou nd-
aries of an installation. These site diagrams omitted common areas
located within an instalhtion that were outside the narrowly de-
fined OOV. Escort teams, armed with these site diagrams, allowed
teams to inspect only the OOV, which had become synonymous
with the declared site, thus limiting access to all common areas.
The new declared site interpretation also affected the requirement
under CFE IA to report organizations and person nel figures for
activities subject to inspection at the inspection site. Escorts did
not provide figures for units located in what had previously been
common areas. Another difficulty arose at the POE, before the
start of the inspection . Inspection teams were, de facto, required to
announce the OOV to be inspected while at the POE, beca use
OOVs were now located on their own individual declared sites. By
declaring the site for inspection, inspectors were also revealing the
OOV for inspection. This fact increased preparation time from
one hour when inspectors selected the OOV at the site to more
than six to nine hours when inspectors were forced to select the
OO0V at the point of entry.

The declared site issue arose repeated |y during baseline, caus-
ing U.S. inspectors to declare eight am biguities. These ambigu ities
occurred when escorts denied inspectors access to all common
areas. There were also occasions when states prod uced site dia-
grams that omitted all common areas, but escorts nonetheless
allowed access to all common areas.”* The repeated efforts of U.S.
and allied inspection teams led to discussions at the joi nt Consu I-
tative Group (JCG) in Vienna to resol ve the situation.

U.S. Ambassador Lynn M. Hansen addressed the declared site
isslle at the opening meeting of the JCG on September 23, 1992.
He discussed the site definition and access problems that Team
Karcz had encountered at Novyy and that other American and
NATO inspectors had encou ntered elsewhere. Citing the August
14, 1992, exchange of information, A mbassador Hansen stated
that the Russian definition of a declared site was now radica lly
different than that negotiated in New York in late October 1990.
The new Russian data indicated that all multiple OOV sites had
been converted to mu ltiple declared sites within a single installa-
tion. He highlighted one example in which the left side of a dormi-
tory was within the declared site of one OOV while the right side
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was in a different declared site. Hansen expressed concern as to
how this Russian approach might affect verification of treaty
com plia nce.

Ambassa dor Hansen further pointed out that the new Rus-
sian approach in effect forced a CFE inspection team ro declare the
specific OOV at the POE. This gave the inspected party an oppor-
nrnity to move equipment across a road and hide it in a different
OQV during the inspection team's nine-hour transit from the POE.
At a declared site with a single OOV there was nowhere to hide
the equ ipment because all areas were subject to inspection. At the
mul tiple OOV/clecla red site insta llations the inspection process
could become a pea in the shell game. This Russian change,
Hansen charged, directly threatened the openness that was a key
component in the treaty. Inspection teams could no longer visit a
site rnd be confident that they had seen all of the equipment there.
Further negotiations in Vienna led the Russians to agree with the
U.S. position and to provide assurances that they would change
their site diagrams.?® After receiving assurances of change, NATO
allies tested the Russians again.

On October 3, 1992, 10 clays after Ambassad or Hansen's
speech and on the heels of a German inspection team, Team
Gessert deployed to the Russian 423rcl Guards Motorized Rifle
Regiment at Naro-Fominsk. During that inspection, the issues of
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American team chief Lt. Colonel David P. Gessert discussing site diagrams and access issues with Russian
escorts at Naru-Fominsk.



Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Fiser (left)
leading an inspection in Belarus.

site diagrams and multiple declared sites on an installation sur-
faced again because the changes had not penetrated through from
the diplomatic to the operational level of the Russian army. Al-
though he received the personal assurances of General-Ma jor
Sergey Fed orovich Tsygankov that future access would be pro-
vided, Lt. Colonel Gessert declared an ambiguity. While the two
officers were discussing the issue, a French team that included Lt.
Colonel Karcz announced from the POE that it would inspect one
of the declared sitessOOVs at Naro-Fominsk. General Tsyga nkov
initially wanted to refuse the French permission to inspect Naro-
Fominsk because Team Gessert was already in place, and the
treaty prohibited more than one team on a site. He soon realized
however, that Na ro-Fominsk was a mu ltiple OOV and a multiple
declared sire, and that the French were nor requesting the same
OO0V that Gessert was inspecting. He acknowled ged the French
team's right to cond uct its inspection . They did so. These multina-
tiona | inspections caused new discussions at the ]JCG in Vienna.
They prod uced new assurances from the Russian representatives
that the site diagrams and multiple OOV problems would be
corrected. Three days after Team Gessert depa rted Na ro-Fomi nsk,
another U.S. team returned .26

On October 9th, Colonel Kelley led a team augmented by
two foreign mem bers-Lieutenant Ole T. Pedersen from Denmark,
and Georges M. Virse from France. Their destination was the 12th
Guards Tank Regiment at Naro-Fominsk. Again, a major goal of
the mission was to test the assurances given by Russian delegates
in Vienna that site diagrams wou Id be changed and inspection
teams granted full access to an installation. The presence of the
two augmenrees signaled to Russia that a community of nations,
not only the United States, considered the issue of site diagrams
and multiple OOVs to be very serious. Team Kelley arrived at
Naro-Fominsk and, like previous teams, received a restrictive site




diagram that did not include rhe entire installation. The R ussians
still depicted multiple OOVs as individ ual declared sites; the Rus-
sians claimed that the change would come with the next treaty
data exchange. Colonel Kelley declared an am biguity. Afrer com-
pleting this inspection, the team conducted a sequential declared
site inspection of the 589th Guards Motorized Rifle Regiment at
Totsk oye. Again site diagrams were an issue, and again Colonel
Kelley declared an ambiguity.27

These inspections revealed that the Russians had not yet
changed their position on OOVs and declared sites, or that direc-
tives to implement change had not yet filtered down to operational
levels of the Russian army. In Vienna, JCG discussions continued,
and Russian delegates stated that Russia wou ld soon revise the
declared sites and site diagrams at issue to reflect multiple OOVs
colocated on single declared sites. The Russians indicated that they
would develop new site diagrams that wou Id restrict access only to
those areas specific to another OOV on the same declared site.
Russian representatives assured JCG delegates that these changes
would appear in the annual exchange of data on December 15,
1992. An encouraging sign that Russia was making headway in its
changes came on November 8, 1992. During an inspection mission
of Russian forces in Azerbaijan, the Russian site represen tatives
presented Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Fiser, USA, site diagrams that
indicated multiple OOVs located on a single declared site. He
cond ucted two inspections on that mission and had no difficulties
in either location with site diagrams or inspector access.

On January 14, 1993, after an evaluation of Russia's Decem-
ber 15, 1992, exchange of treaty informa tion, President George
Bush presented his annual "Report to Congress on Noncom pli-
ance with Arms Control Agreements.” In the report he stated that
"the Russian Federation, and to a lesser extent, Uk raine and
Belarus" had developed an overly restrictive definition of a de-
clared site, consequently restricti ng access. But he noted that

"In its December 15, 1992, data exchange, the Russian Fed -
eration has, however, taken action to rectify its data depiction of
what should be single declared sites with multiple OOVs, and
discussions are continuing in the joint Consultative Group to
resol ve the rest of the access issue."?

The Decem ber 1992, data exchange indicated a change in the
Russian position on declared sites, OOVs, and inspection team
access. Confirmation came during subsequent declared site inspec-
tions in the reduction phase of the treaty. The Russians had indeed
conformed to treaty requirements, but Belarus and Ukraine did
not follow Russia'sexample.
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CHALLENG E INSPECTIONS

During baseline, U.S. inspectors cond ucted only one challenge
inspection. On August 11, 1992, Major Keith A. Oatman, USA,
led his team to Minsk, Belarus. Their mission was to inspect a
large holding of TLE that had not been declared in the data ex-
change of 90. One hour after arrival at Minsk, Major Oatman
specified the area for inspection, an apparent tank storage facility
at Urechye. Two hours later Belarussian officials grante lthe in-
spection request, and within an hour Team Oatman was en route
to Urechye. According to escort officials, these tanks and storage
facilities were part of the 969th Central Tank Reserve Base that
Belarus would declare in a matter of days in its August 1992 data
exchange. Although none was required, Belarus officials gave
Team Oatman a mod if ied site briefing that high lighted the 969th's
relationship to the other two OOVs that were on the declared site
at Urechye. The issue of declared site inspection versus challenge
inspecti on arose, because Urcchye was a declared site for both the
30th Tank Regiment and the 20th Independ ent Recon na issance
Battalion, and the specified area requested for inspection was
located on the installation. Ultimately, the Belarus escorts afforded
Team Oatman access to the tank storage facilities to com plete its
mission, but denied the team access to areas that were part of the
two declared OOVs.29

& S

Lt. Colonel Keith Oatman colllpletesaninspection inAzerbaijan.
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MULTI ATIO ALTEAMS

During the baseline period , NATO guest inspectors fre-
quently joined U.S.-led inspection teams, and U.S. inspectors par-
tici pated as mem bers of allied teams. The increase in inspection
opportu nities provided allied governments, through their guest
inspectors, a broad er view of treaty implementation throughou t
Europe. The multinationa |l teams represented a united front on
tr ny implementation issues at the JCG, as had been the case in
r solving the declared site definition and access issue. Colonel
Brenna Tesori of Italy was the first allied inspector to join a U.S.
team on a U.S. CFE mission, Team Gessert's declared site inspec-
tion mission to Ukraine, on July 30, 1992.;0 During the baseline
period, OSIA teams conducted 22 inspections with the assistance
of allied guest inspectors, usually one or two augmentees per mis-
sion. Inspectors from the Netherlands, France, Germany, Den-
mark, Spain, the United Kingdom, and Italy represented their
countries on U.S. teams. The allied multinationa | inspection team
foreshadowed the international mix of team mem bers subseq uent
to basel ine. However, while U.S. inspection teams became mu ltina-
tional, escort teams remained strictly American.

U.S. BASELI E ESCORT OPERATIONS

The OSIA escort teams stood ready to react at nearly a
moment's notice. Teams initially maintained a 30-minute, one-
hour, or three-hour stand by. The team on 30-minute stand by lived
on base in the 21st Replacement Battalion dormitory or the Rhein-
Main Hotel. Their three-day standby rotation matched the time
bl ocks of the NATO basel ine clecon fliction sched ule, facilitating
planning for inspection deployments. The short reaction time for
escort teams was driven hy the possibility that an Eastern team

OS/ A escort team with local
escorts during a declared site
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American ambulances were based
on the M -1 13 armored p ersonnel
earner.

)

would declare a sequential inspection of a U.S. site in northern
Germany or in the flank areas: Turkey, Greece, or Norway. Because
of the travel time to distant locations, an escort team might need all
of the six-hour site preparation time allowed by the treaty to arrive
at one of the outlying inspection sites before the inspection team.
The U.S. escort teams had to arrive on-site ahead of the Eastern
inspection reams to avoid delaying the inspection process and to
make certain that the site was prepared to receive inspectors.

During baseline, OSIA teams met nine Eastern inspection
teams and escorted them through inspections of 23 U.S. declared
sires. Russian reams cond ucted 10 of those inspections during two
missions. Hung uy, Bulgaria, Poland, and Czechoslovakia each
inspected three U.S. facilities, and Roma nia inspected one U .S. site.
All Eastern inspections of U.S. declared sites occurred in Central
Europe, the focal point of the treaty; none rook place in the flanks.
Specifica lly, Eastern teams cond ucted 21 inspections of U.S. forces
stationed in Germany, 1in Belgium, and 1in Luxem bourg. i

Russian inspectors recorded the only ambigu ities against U.S.
forces during baseline. During the second Russian inspection mis-
sion of U.S. sites in Septem ber 1992, Lt. Colonel Oleg Borisovich
Koptelov declared four ambiguities. On September 25, 1992,
he declared an ambiguity at the General Support Center at
Kaiserslaurern, Germany, about the categorization of three M-728
combat engineer vehicles. The Russian team chief asserted that the
vehicles should be considered M-60 tanks because of their short
muzzle, 165 millimeter gun, and extra plating. The American team
chief, Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Fiser, USA, countered that the M-
728s were not M-60 tanks; the M-728s were designed for mine-
clearing operations. Fiser cited Articlellof the treaty, stating that
they were not capable of "heavy firepower of ai high muzzle veloc-




ity direct fire gun." The Russian team chief did

not agree and exercised his treaty right to declare .
an ambigui ' b
gu ity. :

Lt. Colonel Koptelov declared two more
am bigu ities on Septem ber 28t h, d uring a sequen-
tia | i nspection at Rhine Ord na nce Ba rracks. The
first concerned ambu lances based on the M- 13
armored personnel carrier (APC). Lt. Colonel
Koptelov stated that an M-113 ambulance
shou Id be considered TLE beca use, with the
exception of quickly remova ble interior equ ip-
ment, it was an AP . Major Guy White, who
replaced Lt. Colonel Fiser at Rhine Ordnance
Barracks, responded that beca use the vehicle
carried the "red cross and was configured for
litters, it was not an APC."

Lt. Colonel Koptelov's second am biguity at
the Rhine Ordnance Barracks dealt with the site
diagram and access. The Russian inspection team
chief stated that U.S. military facilities on terri-
tory west of the declared site should have been
portrayed on the site diagram. He observed that
only a small road and chainlink fence separated The M1 13 armored personnel carrier was a mainstay
the depicted declared site and military facilities to  of American forces in Europe.
the west. Lt. Colonel Koptelov added that two
roads connected the two locations, making the facilities a single
declared site, and therefore the western portion should be acces-
sible to an inspection team. Major White replied that the facility to
the west was not associated with Rhine Ordnance Barracks-it
was the Weilerbach Ammunition Storage Area, an old INF site-a
separate facility. Major White pointed to the eight-foot chainlink
and barbed wire fences that surrou nded both facilities, and to the
German civilian road that bisected the facilities as evidence that
they were, in fact, separate military installations. The two team
chiefs discussed previous site diagram and access disputes that U.S.
inspectors had documented during inspections of Russian sites.

Major White maintained that the situations were not the same;
however, Koptelov was not persua ded and declared an am biguity.

The Russian inspector's fourth and final ambiguity arose
during the last inspection of his mission, on September 30th, at the
South Park Storage at Moenchengla dbach . After Russian inspec-
tors inventoried another 30 M-113 based ambulances there,
Koptelov repeated the Russian assertion that these am bu lances
should be considered APCs, thus TLE, contrary to the U.S. posi-
tion that as ambulances they were not su bject to the treaty.®?
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An INMARSAT provided reliable
but bulky communications.

AMERI AN LIAISON OPERATIONS

As discussed previously, the role of a U.S. liaison officer
(LNO) was to protect U.S. interests by representi ng the U.S. gov-
ernment whenever Eastern inspection teams cond ucted inspections
in a NATO state. To ensure read iness, OSIA's liaison teams in
Germany operated on a rotating stand by schedule. Two primary
stand by teams could deploy within three hours of notifica tion.
Two other teams were on a six-hour alert and moved up to the
three-hou r alert when one of the primary teams deployed . The
remaining two teams were on a one-day stand by schedule. The
forward-depl oyed teams in Italy, Turkey, Spain, and the United
Kingdom were prepared to respond at any time. Twice a day the
forward -deployed teams checked with European Operations to
monitor the status of treaty activities in their area. They also main-
oined ties with the host nation's treaty verification agency and
with the American Em bassy.

To communicate \Vith European Operations and EUCOM
when phones were not available, each team deployed with an
IN MARSAT (International Maritime Satell ite) communications
station. The IN MARSAT, an 80-pound self-contained satellite
communications system, was reliable and effective, but very cum-
bersome. Cellular phones offered L Os far greater flexibility.
Cellular phones were not available to all LNOs at the onset of the
CFE baseline, but were provid ed when they became available. The
cellular phones were purchased in Germany; there were different
national phone systems throughout Europe, and the new cellular
phones did not work on all of the systems. England and Spain
were two countries where LNOs experienced some difficul ties.
There were also places where the cellular comm unications systems
had "dead spots." The LNOs ultimately relied on their resource-
fulness to keep lines of communication open with the host escort
team, European Operations, and EUCOM.

Proced ures for American LNOs varied from nation to nation.
Before the baseline period, 1joint State Department and Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) team traveled throughout the NATO states to
negotiate bilateral agreements that would outline specifically what
actions the American teams could take to protect U.S. interests
and rights. These agreements varied widely. The U.S.-German
agreement mirrored years of closc government cooperation and
the interaction of sinnificant U.S. and German military forces. This
agreement permitted an A merican presence at the POE when
Eastern inspection teams arrived. Frequently German escort teams
invited the American L Os to ride with them and the inspection
team on the same bus. The German escorts kept U.S. LNOs wdl
informed of the inspection team's status and intentions for sequen-
tial inspections. The timeliness of the German notifiica tions al-
lowed American LN Os, through OSIA's "Big Hog" database, to



quickly determine which U.S. forces were known to be in the
vicinity of the next inspection. Conseq uently, those forces had a
better opportu nity to prepare for a possible inspection.

As discussed previously, maintaining up-to-date databases
was difficult because of the wide variety of activities of U.S. forces
in Europe. On two occasions, neither OSIA nor EUCOM data-
bases provided the American LNOs information of U.S. forces
located on sites to be inspected. In Germany, 600 U.S. soldiers
participating in an annual major NATO exercise, REFORGER,
surprised a German escort team when they encou ntered them near
Ham burg. The American LNO team standing by in the vicinity
responded to the German discovery and the inspection proceeded
smoothly. A similar situation arose in Florennes, Belgium. Neither
EUCOM nor OSIA databases were updated to show the tem po-
rary deployment of two F-15 and four F-16 aircraft to a U.S.
training program in Belgi um. However, the chief liaison officer,
Major Richard J. O'Shea, USAF, was aware that the training pro-
gram existed and the U.S. liaison team was able to alert the U.S.
forces and prepare them for the inspection. In both cases the U.S.
liaison teams, with the cooperation of host escort teams, protected
American interests.33

Other NATO nations took a much more restricti ve approach.

Turkey and Portugal, for example, preferred to exercise their
nationa |l sovereignty and insisted that U.S. LNOs not be present at
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U.S. aircraft, lil<ethe F-16, could be found throughout EurofJe far from American sites.



the POE when Eastern teams arrived . In the opinion of these na-
tions, the inspecti on process did not involve the United States until
American forces beca me subject to inspection. In an October 1992
inspection, the Portuguese escort team chief told the American
LNO, Major Charles R. Allison, USA, that the U.S. govern ment
wou Id be notified through the American Embassy if the Russian
team wanted to inspect U.S. facilities.®

Major John M. Bilyeu, USA, had a similar experience when a
Bulgarian team arrived in Turkey on July 27, 1992. The Turk ish
government had chosen to minimize U.S. visibility during CFE
inspections. The American LNOs traveled to the vicinity of the
POE and attempted to contact the escort team chief, but could
not. The U.S. team received no information from the Turkish
escort team until after the Bulgarian team had cond ucted two
inspections and was preparing to depart the country. Lacking
i nformation, the A merican team deployed to the only known U.S.
facilities that were in the area of the POE and stood by in case the
Bulgarians opted to inspect that location.®®

In August 1992, it was clear that Eastern nations were not
keeping pace with their allotted CFE baseline inspection qu otas.
It also beca me apparent that the Eastern inspection teams were
inspecting several sites during each mission, thus minimizing travel
expenses. For U.S. liaison teams this implied far fewer deploy-
ments to POEs, but it also meant longer missions when they did
deploy.

In late August, Lt. Colonel Stephen A. Barneby, USA, Chief
of the Plans Branch, evaluated the Eastern states' inspection pat-
tern amd recom mended cutting the number of forwa rd-deployed
liaison teams. On September 3, 1992, Colonel William R. Smith,
USAF, Commander, OSIA European Operations Command, agreed
and proposed the cuts to Headquarters OSIA. In mid-Septem ber,
the United States red uced its forward-deployed LNO presence to
single teams in Italy, the United Kingdom, and Turkey. The single
team in Spain was eliminated. Colonel Kelley decided that Lt.
Colonel Barneby, a West European foreign area officer (FAO) who
had come to European Operations Command in July 1992 from a
three-year tour in Spain, would deploy from Frankfurt to Spain
when required. Throughout the rest of the baseline period, the
remaining LNO teams fulfilled the JCS requirement to provide an
American presence to protect American rights and interests w hen-
ever an Eastern inspection team entered a NATO state.*®

Under the CFE Treaty, red uction inspections provided the
primary means to determine that nations were meeting their obli-
gations to red uce TLE. Western red uction inspection teams were



usua Illy multinational, and team leadership varied from mission to
mission. The NATO VCC designated which nation wou Id lead
red uction inspection teams for the group of 16 states. Rotating
team leadership spread the burden of the expense and the diffi-
culty of providing transporta tion, billeting, and meals associated
with the inspection effort. Many nations, however, declined the
opportunity to lead reduction teams during baseline, largely be-
cause of the cost.

Initially, the Eastern states red uced small sets of equipment
over a 30-day period, causing Western inspection teams to deploy
frequently. Colonel Smith suggested that the VCC consider de-
creasing the size of red uction inspection teams to reduce costs.

W hi le other nations declined leading reduction inspection teams,
the U.S. government's policy dictated that at least one U.S. repre-
sentative wou ld participate on any reduction mission and that the
United States would accept the lead on a mission whenever the
VCC offered it. Colonel Smith also recommended that nations

I engthen their red uction periods to the allowa ble 90 days and
increase the amount of equipment for red uction, thereby decreas-
ing the number of reduction inspections. During the baseline pe-
riod, U.S. inspectors led 5 of the 23 NATO alliance red uction

i nspection teams and participated in 12 others.

The first U.S.-led mission was in Germany.*" Lt. Colonel John
D. Pesterfield, USAF, led the first U.S. red uction team to the Capi-
tal Repair Plant at Wuensdorf, Germany, on August 6, 1992. Team
Pesterfield was composed of five Americans, an Italian, a Belgian,
a Canadian, and an inspector from the United Kingdom. While
cond ucting an opening inspection, the team checked and recorded
the serial numbers of the 100 ACVs to be reduced over the next 30
days. The team also watched and confirmed the destruction of two
ACVs-a BMP-1 and a BTR-60. Lt. Colonel
Pesterf ield signed the inspection report on A u- NN B :
gust 8th, indicating that his team had confirmed S : # il e
the destruction of two ACVs and recorded the UL LU L )mm"“ll”l‘” ;
serial numbers of those yet to be destroyed. Team ‘%!l‘! 11, ]L‘ el i - | |
Pesterfield 's data were available to the govern- . 2l B S8 ;
ments involved in the inspection and were sub- ’ A
mitted to NATO's VCC.

The VCC maintained the information for
subseq uent use by the closure inspection team
that wou ld return to Wuensdorf to confirm the
red uction of the remaining 98 pieces of equip-
ment. The Wuensdorf red uction period high-
lighted the VCC's critical role in scheduling and
data collection for red uction missions. The
United States did not lead the follow-up team,

but that team prepared for the mission based on  spanish and Danish inspectors on a multinational
the information provided by the VCC. During reduction inspection team.




Bulgarian escorts stand on a treaty-
limited tank converted for static
display.

the baseline period, OSIA inspectors led four other red uction
inspections, two to Ukraine, one to Poland, and one to Bul?aria.
All five red uction inspections were successful multinational efforts
and provid ed evidence chat nations were satisfying the treaty's
central objecti ve: reducing military hardware in Central Europe.ix

American inspection teams encou ntered various difficu Ities
during the CFE basel ine. The major problems that arose concerned
the definition of a declared site and the resulting difficulties with
i nspector access. As the baseline ended, however, Western states
held a cautious optimism that Russia had resolved these problems..
Ukraine and Belarus, however, offered no indication of changing
their restrictive approach to the definition of a declared site. The
issue of U.S. armored ambu lances versus M-113 APC:s also re-
mained unresol ved. Communications provided the most frequent
operational problems that OSIA teams confronted.

During the early stages of baseline, OSIA European Opera-
tions occasionally had to modify notification messages beca use
aircrew identification was inaccmate or because treaty-required
data had to be changed. European Operations had no control over
aircrew i dentification information, which was the responsi bility of
the aircrews' wing. In fact, EO could not confirm aircrew data
until the crews arrived in Frankfurt. Colonel Smith recognized that
late changes to inspecti on noti fication messages were an irritant to
State Depa rtment communications specia lists. Yet, he took excep-




tion to their insistence that no changes could be made after the
initial message submission. On three occasions during July-Augu st
1992, State Department representatives balked at transmitting late
message changes. The problem was simple to state, but difficult to
resolve. On the one hand, Colonel Smith had to provide
manditory treaty information about the inspections to the treaty
states. On the other hand, the State Department had to transmit
accurate, standardized message data to foreign nations through the
American embassies. When operational pressures createc) require-
ments for changing the data, network stand ards resisted any
changes. Friction resulted. The problem was resolved over time
by closer coordination on the manclitory CFE Treaty data require-
ments and hy better advance mission planning. By the encl of the
basel ine period, communicating messages over the State Depart-
ment networ k had improved considerably.

Another communications problem stemmed from host na-
tions' providing late announcements that they had recei ved intent-
to-i nspect messages, and someti mes that information came only
through informal channels. This problem continued throughout
the baseline period. As late as November 12, 1992, 118 days into
baseline, Greece notified the United States of a Hungarian inspec-
tion that had starred two days earlier. In this case, an American
LN O was not in place to protect U.S. interests.*® Late notifications
frequently put U.S. liaison reams in the position of catching up
with inspection teams. These notification problems, cou pled with
some nations' practi ce of keeping U.S. liaison teams at a distance,
made it difficult for LN Os to gather information and be certain
that all U.S. interests were protected during inspections.

The strict "letter of the law " approach to treaty implementa-
tion taken by OSIA te'Hns periodically strained working rel ations,
especially when U.S. methods were compared with the "spirit of
the law" approach taken by other nations. As directed by the
National Security ouncil, OSIA teams implemented the treaty
without deviation. American army field commanders complained
to Headqua rters USA REUR that OSIA team chiefs were too rigid
intheir interpretation of treaty timeline requirements; that OSIA
team chiefs would not allow rime requirements to be rel axed so
that inspection could begin in the morning instead of late at night.
This wou ld prevent calling civilians into work on overtime and
keeping military personnel on duty for lengthy periods. Field com-
manders pointed out that other nations took a much more casual
approach to treaty implementation.

Similarly, Eastern inspectors ex pressed displeasure that OSIA
teams arrived late at night or on weekends, causing difficulties
with their work force.*® What was not knovvn to Eastern escort
teams was the VCC scheduling of inspections and the NATO-
imposed three-day inspection time block. When U.S. teams de-



ployed , they had little choice but to execute their plan. An Eastern
escort team might have been willing to allow an American team to
relax time req u irements; however, by agreeing, the America n team
might have prevented another team, U.S. or allied, from cond uct-
ing a planned inspection several hours later. The 120-day basel ine
was a relatively short period in which to complete numerous in-
spections, and there were bound to be incon veniences associa ted
with any large-sca le effort. Illustrative of many states' outlook was
a Bulgarian inspector's comment during an inspection in Belgium:
"The main goal of the treaty had been accomplished by signing the

treaty, and the inspections were merely a forma lity."

Many inspectors from nations in both groups of states cited
the “spirit of rhe treaty" as a guide for implemen tation. The U.S.
experience during INF Treaty im plementation, however, indicated
that partici pants adhering strictly to treaty requirements had little
dou bt concerning their own or their counterpa rts' responsibil ities
and rights. OSIA's Director, Major General Robert W. Parker,
USAF, expressed that view in a letter to USAREUR 's Major Gen-
eral Joseph T. Davies, USA, on the issue of inspection teams' late
arrivals and briefings at U.S. facilities. Parker pointed out that
host state escort tea ms, not OSIA liaison or escort teams, delivered
inspection teams to a site following treaty guidelines. Once at the
site, the U.S. government had specific treaty obligations to fu Ifill.
General| Parker stated categorically that he "would not apologize
for OSIA standards of inspection.” He said that OSIA inspectors
followed the treaty strictly so that there wou ld be no doubt as to
what the requirements were and so that those requirements wou ld
be fulfilled. He asserted that in this way everyone's rights were
being protected .

Despite communication and perception problems, OSIA
inspectors, escorts, and LNOs succeeded in fulfilling their respon-
sibilities and protecting the rights of the United States as outlined
in the CFE Treaty. Problems that arose during inspections were
discussed and handled in a professional manner by OSIA team
mem bers and their counterparts. Even in situations that resu lted
in declarations of ambiguities, inspection and escort teams main-
tained an "operational" atmosphere, leaving resol ution of prob-
lems to their governmen ts.

During basel ine, OSIA inspection teams traveled 33 times
into Eastern nations to conduct 44 inspections. On one other
occasion a team traveled ro Moscow only to resched ule the mis-
sion beca use of poor weather conditions at the inspection site. The
U.S. completed 98 percent of tfue 45 missions available to it.
Meanwhi le, Eastern teams completed only 66 percent of the 34
inspections available to them at U.S. declared sites. OSIA escort
reams responded to 9 Eastern inspection missions to 23 inspection
sites.
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Chapter 7
REDUCTION YEARS

Severed Uk rainian fighters on dis/7lay during a U.S. reduction inspection.

"Committed to the objectives of establishing a secure and stable
balance of conventional armed forces in t:,urope at lower levels than
heretofore, of eliminating disparities prejudicial to stability and
security and of eliminating, as a matter of high priority, the capabil-
ity for launching surprise attack and for initiating large scale action
in Europe, ... the States Parties have agreed as follows: ..."

These objecti ves are found in the CFE Treaty Preamble. To
fulfill them, _the treaty requires the elimination of specific

g uantities ot conventiona | armaments located in the treaty's
area of application within specific timelines. The elimination-or,
intreaty terms, the reduction-of equipment had to be complete,
irreversi ble, and verifia ble. The Eastern group of states' agreement
to asym metrica |l red uctions was instrumental in enabling the two
groups of states to eliminate the disparities in force strength that
were "prej udicial to stability.” Collectively, the Eastern states,
previously the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) states, would
red uce more equipment than the NATO alliance nations beca use
they held a significant numerical superiority in conventional arma-
ments in Europe.



When the 22 nations signed the treaty on November 19,
1990, they exchanged data declaring their national holdings.
Based on these decl arations, the two grou ps of states possessed the
following:

Table 7-1. National Holdings by Alliance

Equipment On hand* Treaty limit Reduction liability?
Tanks

NATO 25,091 20,000 5,949

WTO 33,191 20,000 13,191

Armored Combat Vehicles

NATO 34,453 30,000 4,631

WTO 42,949 30,000 12,949
Artillery

NATO 20,620 20,000 2,334

WTO 26,953 20,000 6,953
Aircraft

NATO 5,939 6,800 0

WTO 8,372 6,800 1,572
Helicopters

NATO 1,736 2,000 0

WTO 1,701 2,000 0

*NATO figures include weapons held by the former German Democratic Republic.

2 NATO states allocated cuts below treaty limits.

Sources: Arms Control Reporter 1990, 407.E-0.7; Jane M.O. Sharp, "Conventional Arms
Control in Europe,” SIPRI Yearbook 1991, pp. 423-426.

At treaty signature, the reduction liability of the NATO states
stood at 12,914 pieces of equipment, the majority of which was
equipment of the former German Democratic Republic. The
NATO states placed greater reduction liabilities on themselves
than the treaty required by setting their tan k, armored combat
vehicle (ACY), and artillery ceilings below those outlined in the
treaty. In contrast, the Eastern group of states possessed 34,665
pieces of equipment for reduction. Regardless of quantity, the
treaty required each group to complete its reductions within 40
months of the treaty's entry into force.*
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As discussed in a previous chapter, the Eastern states' figures
for treaty-limited equipment (TLE) from data exchanged shortly
after treaty signature surprised the United States and the NATO
allies. The Soviets had transferred more than 57,000 pieces of
equ ipment out of the treaty's area of application before Novem ber
19, 1990. In addition to moving equ ipment east of the Urals, the
Soviets had reassigned portions of its conventiona | arma ments to
coasta |l defense forces, naval infantry units, and the Strategic
Rocket Forces. The Soviets claimed that these forces and their
conventiona | equipment were not subject to the treaty. The NATO
states countered that TLE within the ATTU (Atlantic to the Urals)
was TLE, regard less of the organization that possessed it. It was
accou ntable. The Soviet movement of equ ipment east of the Urals
raised concerns that the Soviets could quickly reintrod uce those
wea pons into the ATTU. Some nations declared that shifting the
TLE east of the Urals was a circumvention of the treaty. These
Soviet actions brought on political and diplomatic debate that
stalled ratification of the treaty. On June 14, 1991, after months of
lengthy and heated Joint Consultative Group (JCG) negotia tions,
Soviet representa tives submitted pledges addressing both the
equ ipment east of the Urals and the reassigned TLE within the
ATTU. These pledges allowed the ratification process to move
forwa rd.

One Soviet pledge provided a legally binding solution to the
TLE held by the Strategic Rocket Forces, naval infantry, and
coastal defense forces. The Soviets agreed to limit TLE assigned to
the naval infantry and coastal defense forces not to exceed a total
933 tanks, 1,080 pieces of artillery, and 972 ACVs. In add ition,
the Soviets agreed to increase their total treaty reduction liability



by the same totals. They \VVotdd accomplish 50 percent of those

red uctions within the ATTU and wou Id red uce the other 50 per-
cent in the east after transferring that amount of equipment out of
the ATTU. Once the Soviets transferred the equipment, they wou ld
red uce that same equ ipment or an equal number of the same type
of equipment. The Soviets would not incur any reduction liabil ities
associated with the 1,701 armored personnel carriers (APCs)
assigned to the Strategic Rocket Forces.

The other pledge, politically binding, dealt with the equip-
ment the Soviets had transferred east of the Urals prior to treaty
signature. The Soviets pled ged to red uce at least 14,500 pieces of
that equipment. This broke down to 6,000 tanks, 1,500 ACVs,
and 7,000 pieces of artillery. These red uctions were in add ition to
the obligations they had assumed concerning naval infantry and
coastal defense forces. The com bined red uction obligations for
equ ipment the Soviets had moved or wou ld move east of the Urals,
as outlined in the two pledges, totaled 15,993 items, specifically:
6,467 tanks, 7,540 pieces of artillery, and 1,986 ACVs.? There
was, however, one major difference between red uctions on the two
sides of the Urals. The NATO states could inspect all red uctions
within the ATTU-the Soviets had no right of refusal. East of the
Urals, however, satel lite reconnaissance was the only means the
NATO states had for monitoring reductions. The Soviets stated in
their pledge that all reductions in the East would be readily visible
for satell ite observation.

The collapse of the Soviet Union on Christmas Day 1991
threw red uction liabilities for the Eastern group of states into a
mudd le. Out of the former Soviet Union arose eight new treaty
states: Belarus, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Moldova, Georgia,
Kazakstan, Ukraine, and Russia. The new nations of the former
Soviet Union had no agreement on equ ipment ownership, much
less who wou Id be responsible for red uctions. Individual signatory
states, not the group, were responsi ble for treaty implemen tation,
and the NATO nations could not ratify the treaty without the
former Soviet states acknowledging their red uction liabilities. As
the new states focused on forming new governments, resolving
domestic issues, and dealing with armed hostilities, it appeared
that they would not soon agree on TLE and reduction allocations.
However, on May 15, 1992, at Tash kent, Uzbek istan, the new
republics came to a dramatic agreement on the national distribu-
tion of the former USSR 's military hardware and established ceil-
ings for holdings in the various categories of equipment. This
agreement led directly to the Oslo Extraordinary Conference in
June 1992, where all signatory nations had su fficient confidence
to proceed with ratification based on the understanding that the
combined red uction obligations of the newly emerged nations
wou ld equal those of the former Soviet Union.?



Months later, after the treaty entered into force, it was clear
that the individ ual nations had not reached agreement on all of
their red uction liabilities. The exchange of treaty data on Decem-
ber 15, 1992, indicated that the new nations' liabilities, when
totaled, wou ld not equal the original Soviet obligation. The origi-
nal Soviet reduction liabilities, not including the red uctions re-
quired under the agreement on coastal defense forces and naval
infantry, included 7,575 tanks, 9,890 ACVs, 763 artillery, 1,461
combat aircraft, and no helicopters. The new data showed short-
falls in declared reduction liabilities of 1,789 tanks and 819 ACVs,
while prod ucing overages of 68 pieces of artillery, 401 combat
aircraft, and 115 attack helicopters.

The disparities stemmed partly from confusion over invento-
ries as new governments continued to be embroiled in domestic
issues, and some even in armed conflict. None of the nations had
the expertise that the Russian Nuclear Risk Red uction Center
(NRRC) had developed through implemen tation of previous arms
control treaties. The armed hostilities in the Transca ucasus nations
(Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia) and in Moldova were a major
reason for the shortfall in red uction liabilities for tanks and ACVs.
Nongovernment forces control led some of the hardware in the
region, ongoing battles had destroyed or heavily damaged other
pieces, and withd rawing Russian troops had left behind equipment
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The new nations of the Caucasus were reluctant to declare broken-d own equi/Jlnent left
behind by the Russian army.
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suitable only for scrap. Most important, no one
claimed ownership or responsibility for the
equipment. In addition, Armenia and Azerbaijan,
invol ved in heavy fighting, wanted recogn ition
for TLE destroyed in combat, but the treaty did
not allow for battlefield losses. These new na-
tions reported no reduction liabilities yet they
reported possessing equ ipment in excess of the
ceilings agreed to at Tashkent.* During the two
subsequent years, ]CG discussions brought some
clarification as the shortfall decreased to 539
tanks and 1,394 ACVs by Novem ber 1994.
Azerbaijan's and Armenia's failure to declare a
red uction lia bility contributed significantly to the
1994  shortfall.

Shortly after the third reduction year, Arme-
nia announced its holdings, as did Azer baija n;
both still had more ACVs than the Tashkent
agreement allowed , Armenia by 65 and
Azerbaijan by 615. Azerbaijan also held 58 more
pieces of artillery than the 285 agreed upon at
Tashk ent. Belarus faced economic problems that
forced a postponement of its red uctions during
the third reduction year; it held 548 tanks, 446
ACVs, and 88 aircraft to be reduced. Although
Belarus resumed reductions, it did not meet its
goals before Novem ber 17, 1995.

U.S. inspectors at a Belarussian reduction site.

Despite these problems, the former Soviet
states reduced enough TLE as a group to be below their ceilings
for all categories of TLE. These red uctions, coupled with the suc-
cess of the Eastern European states during the third reduction year,
led to the former Warsaw Pact states’ meeting their CFE treaty
ceilings. As of Novem ber 1995, all NATO nations met their red uc-
tion goals and both groups of states were under the treaty ceiling
for all categories of TLE.

The U.S. reduction liability at treaty signature and entry into
force was 1,898 tanks, 375 ACVs, and 109 pieces of artillery. The
United States quickly decreased its reduction liabilities, because the
NATO group of states agreed to transfer equipment, along with
the equ ivalent red uction liability, among themsel ves. A treaty-
authorized transfer, colloquially called "cascading,” allowed the
United States, Netherlands, Germany, and Italy to transfer TLE to
other NATO states. The NATO Equipment Transfer Plan allowed
donor states to bring their TLE holdings down to treaty-declared
levels to avoid reduction costs and to modernize and standardize
armaments throughout the alliance. The initial planning for cas-
caded NATO equipment totaled 2,578 tanks, 1,114 ACVs, and



Table 7-2. NATO Equipment Transfers

Donor Recipient Tanks ACVs Artillery
u.s. Greece 671 150 84
Norway 0 136 0
Portugal 80 0 0
Spain 311 100 24
Turkey 932 250 72
U.S.totals 1.9 636 180
Germany Denmark 110 0 0
Greece 0 200 0
Turkey 85 187 131
Norway 92 0] 0
Portugal 0 50 0
German totals 287 437 131
Netherlands Greece 169 0 171
Portugal 0 104 0
Netherlands totals 169 104 171
Italy Turkey 0 97 0
NATO totals 2450 1,274 482

Source: Report, Under Secretary of Defense Tactical Warfare Programs, "Report on
Transfer of Certain CFE Treaty-Limited Equipment," August 30, 1994.

180 pieces of artillery. By the end of 1993 the final distribu tion
differed only slightly from the initial plan.

The U.S. European Command, the United States' executive
agent for the CFE Treaty, managed the cascad ing of U.S. TLE and
contracted for the destruction of the 632 excess M-47 tanks in
Buccino, Italy, and 7 M-47 tanks and 4 M-44 howitzers at the U.S.
Army Depot at Germersheim, Germany. ltalian contractors con-
ducted the first U.S. red uctions at Buccino on January 28, 1993.
Buccino was also the site for the final U.S. TLE reductions on
Novem ber 12, 1993. The combined cascading and destruction of
TLE enabled the United States to reach its declared TLE ceilings
of 4,006 tanks, 5,372 ACVs, and 2,492 pieces of artillery. The
United States had no reduction liabilities for combat aircraft and



helicopters because it held 334 combat aircraft against a ceiling of
784 and 341 helicopters against a ceiling of 518. Thus there was
no U.S. cascading or reduction for either category.®

Red uction methods varied depending on the type of equip-
ment, and several options were available to red uce any piece of
equipment. Destruction was the primary means of reducing TLE,
and technicia ns cou Id employ several methods to accomplish it. As
an optionto destroying all equipment, the treaty authorized modi-
fying a small portion of TLE for nonoffensive purposes. Tanks
could be converted into bulldozers, or combat helicopters into
support hel icopters. States could also elect to modify equipment
for use as trainers, static displays, or training targets.

The Protocol on Red uction allowed severing as a method of
destroying all types of TLE, such as the American M-47 tanks.
The protocol did not dictate a particular technology to sever TLE,
but it detailed the cuts required for each category of equipment.
Tanks, for example, required specific cuts for the gun breech ring,
the gun tube, one gun trunnion and mount, and the hull. The

Reduction by conversion to
static disfJ/ay.

Reduction by conversion
to nonmilitary equipment.
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Team Drach check ing the length
and location of a cut on a gun
tube.

guidance on specific cuts included location, length, and number of
cuts, as well as the extent of material to be removed in a cut. Sev-
ering with torches was the primary method used to red uce TLE.

While most states chose to sever equipment, Poland chose to
smash much of its TLE. Smashing was cheap and efficient. Techni-
cians positioned equipment on a pad below an eight-ton wreck ing
ball suspended on a crane and repeatedly dropped the ball on
tanks, ACVs, and artillery until they achieved the desired results.
The pad on which the tech nicians centered the TLE enabled them
to smash their equ ipment successfully. Accord ing to Colonel
Stanislaw Malinowsk i, Director of the Polish Verifica tion Center,
"It has to be made of a special material that can be enduring. If
not, it is easily smashed up with three or four droppings of the
ball. So the composition, the material that is used ...is patented by
Poland." The surface withstood the pounding as the Poles success-
fully destroyed their TLE.®

The treaty provided for two other destruction methods, bu t
states did not use them because they were expensive and less effi-
cient. NATO allies cond ucted tests to develop an inex pensive and
effective method for explosive demolition of TLE, but the tests
prod uced poor resu I ts. The treaty also allowed for the deformation
of tanks, helicopters, and combat aircraft. Superheating the equip-
ment before pressing the weakened metal led to satisfactory re-
sults, but the expense and efficiency precluded that method.

THE REDUCTIO PROCESS

Red uction of TLE under the CFE Treaty was a multinational
effort. The process began with each nation work ing within its
group of states to determine its red uction liability. Based on its
red uction liability, a state determined the nu mber of reduction



Poland's Reduction Method-A Smashing Success
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Above and left: Magnetic force releases
steel ball from gantry onto TLE in
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Reduction Process at Buccino, Italy
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Above: Technicians begin the cutting
process. Above right: Czech team
inspects severed components. Right:
Severed tank ready for scrap.




The reduction liabilities for some
treaty states were significant,
taxing facilities, rnanpower, and
funds.

sites required to red uce its TLE. The treaty did not limit the num-
ber of red uction sites a state could designate, but it did restrict the
number of sites engaged in red uctions at any given time to 20.
This number proved to be far in excess of what any nation actu-
ally organized. Poland required only four sites during the first

red uction year to begin reducing its sizable liability of nearly
1,200 tanks, 715 pieces of artillery, 300 ACVs, and 41 aircraft. By
the end of the first year, Poland had reduced its 41 aircraft and
closed its aircraft reduction site. Polish planners evaluated their
progress and elected to close a second site because the two remain-
ing sites wou Id be sufficient for their needs.’

Red ucing massive amou nts of equ ipment, such as tanks and
APCs, within treaty timelines required scheduling. The treaty
mand ated that states complete at least 25 percent of their red uc-
tions during the first red uction year, followed by 35 and 40 per-
cent of the total in the final two years. In addition, the treaty
required states to reduce equipment in blocks of time of not less
than 30 and not more than 90 days, known as calendar reporting
periods. Moreover, the capacity of red uction sites, in terms of
space and work flow and the movement of equipment to and from
the sites, dictated that the work be spread out over time. Cost, a
ma jor consideration for the Eastern states, slowed work flow
because of the expense of labor and materials.

Once the red ucing state had planned red uctions for a specific
calendar reporting period, it opened the process to the other signa-
tory nations through an official notification. The treaty obligated
the red ucing state to provide at least 15 days' ad vance notice of
red uctions. The state announced the red uction site, the quantities
and types of equipment, the OOVs that were releasing the equip-
ment, the method of red uction, and the dates of the reporting
period. The notification also indicated the final date and time
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inspection teams could arrive at a specific point of entry (POE) to
view the equipment before the red uction began. In addition to
giving notice of the red uction, the reducing state had to display the
equipment for inspectors. The requirements for display varied: A
fusela ge satisfied the requirement for an aircraft, whereas a proper
tank display included the hull, turret, and integral main arma ment.
In all cases, the displayed TLE had to he available for inspection
before red uction, and they had to be complete assemblies, a re-

qu irement that would become an issue during U.S. inspections.
The reducing state also established a register to document serial
numbers and to record the start and completion dates of red uction
for each piece of equipment.

Once an Eastern state sent a notification of reduction, the
VCC sought a NATO state to lead the red uction inspection. The
VCC polled member states to determine leadership and participa-
tion on the reduction inspection team. Some nations frequently
declined; however, the U.S. government's policy to lead red uction
inspections and participate whenever possible ensured that a
N ATO team wou ld inspect each Eastern reduction. The nation
leading the inspection team assumed responsibil ity to announce its
intent to inspect, to assemble and prepare the team, and to trans-
port the team to and from the POE.

The inspected state had no right of refusal to a red uction
inspection, and the treaty allowed inspectors to be present
throughou t the calendar reporting period to view all red uctions. In
practice, however, one team normally conducted an opening in-
spection at the beginning of the calendar reporting period to
record serial numbers of the equipment slated for red uction . The
team then departed, and later another team conducted a closing
inspection to confirm the proper reduction of TLE and to match
serial numbers against those previously recorded. Lt. Colonel
Thomas C. Fiser, USA, recalled that during his first red uction
inspection, an opening inspection at Tapioszesco, Hu ngary, he
required only 20 minutes to record the serial numbers of thelt
DJ 152-millimeter howitzers to be red uced. His team needed ju st
over 12 hours to cond uct the inspection, confirm that the site
red uction register was correct, and sign the inspection report with
the escort team chief. Less than one day on-site was the norm for
U.S. red uction inspections, but there were exceptions.x

Lt. Colonel Edward G. Gallagher, Il, USA, Chief of the In-
spection and Escort Branch at OSIA's European Operations Com-
mand, led a three-day red uction inspection of Dabrowa Gornicza,
Poland. Team Gallagher arrived at the site on October 26, 1992,
and remained there until October 29-from opening to closing of
the reduction. Lt. Colonel Gallagher declared the first U.S.ambi-
guity of a red uction inspection because "the 43 T-55 main battle
tanks were not presented as complete assemblies.” Gallagher's
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quantities and type of equipment.

Polish technicians presented
disassembled, stack ed TLE for
opening a reduction inspection.
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comments reflected the U.S. position that "complete assembly"
meant an assembled piece of TLE. Inspectors could not determ ine
whether the disassembled parts on the site came from TLE or from
a collection of spare parts. The Poles responded that disassembling
some tank components and stacking them allowed for more effi-
cient transportation. They added that separating components
improved the results of the smashing destruction method. Despite
the ambiguity, Gallagher'steam recorded com ponent serial num-
bers and observed the smashing of tanks for three days, confirm-
ing that the Poles had reduced all 43 tanks. Later in the red uction
year, Poland changed its presentation practice and presented as-
sembled TLE.

Ontwo other reduction inspections Lt. Colonel Gallagher
encountered circumstancesthat warranted notation on inspection
reports-one was only a comment, the other an ambiguity. On
March 17,1993, Gallagher led an opening reduction inspection
team at Szabadszallas, Hungary. During the inspection, the team
recorded the serial numbers of 53 items of TLE scheduled for
destruction by severing. The 18 T-34 tanks presented for red uction
did not have breech blocks. The escort team, however, provided
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documentation indicating that technicians had desrroyed 86

breech blocks at the Csepel Iron Works o11July 19, 1989, prior to
treaty signature. allaghcr accepted the explanation and ended the
American inspection after recording a comment describing the
situation in the insp ction report.

Lt. Colonel alla:her recorded an ambiguity durinu an open-
ing inspection at the Military Repair Works in Tr ncin, in the
Slovak Republic, on ovember 24, 1993. In this case, technicians
presented 38 OT-62 APCs for reduction by severing, hut 10 did
not have machine gun rurrets. Gallagh 'r cited the treat 'sprovi-
sions for presentinr.a complete a semhly. The Slovak escort team
chief responded th:lt the OT-62 was also prod uced in an "
model and that only the A model had a turret. Gallagher coun-
tered that rhe exchanged data photos for the OT-62 showed a
turret. The inspection concluded after Team Gallagher confirmed
the destruction of three PCs to include rwo of the AP -sthat did
not have turrets, leaving the re t for a future closin<:inspection.
The ] CG later approved a new piece of TLE, "OT-62, irhout
turret."”

Major Marc C. Lieber, USMC, also encountered problems at
Trencin, a reduction site used jointly h the Czech and Slovak
Republics, involving turrets on APCs during histeam'sopening
inspection on eptember 1, 1993. In recording serial numbers for
50 OT-64 AP s, Major Lieber noted rhat six of the units were
actually OT-64A mod | that had no turrets. The data exchange
photos indicated that they should have turrets. Czech escorts
responded that technicians had removed the turrets prior to treaty
signature as pan of a modification program for BM P-1 armored
infantry fiuhting vehicles.*’

Lt. olonel Fred E. Busing, USAF, declared the last of four
ambigu ities. During his opening reduction inspection n March
30, 1994, at ovy Jicin, in th * Czech Republic, he cited the re-
quirement for complete assembly when presenting TLE for de-
struction. Czech technicians had already disassembled 15 T-55
tanks and had begun disassembly on 14 other tank . The required
components were present and colocared, but not assembled. The
Czechs, like the Poles, responded that all components were avail-
able in one place and that complete assemblies were on hand but
not assembled.'*Allin all, during the 110 reduction missions, U.S.
team chiefs declared only four ambiguiric ,all of which dealt with
the standards of presentation.

A ER DI TN T(
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One U.S. mission highlighted a problem that other TATO
red uction inspection teams had encou ntered earlier. Major Henry
T. Storey, USA, led a multinational r duction in pection team to



Lt. Colonel Fred E. Busing, USAF,
confirms serial numbers read by
Senior M aster Sergeant David
Schmitz during a reduction

insp ection.

Trencin, in the Slovak Republic. He intended to conduct a closing
i nspection of 50 OT-64s. However, upon arrival, he learned that a
Hungarian team had already inspected and confirmed the reduc-
tion of 44 of the APCs nine days earlier, on Septem ber 28, 1993.
The NATO team had no definite proof that the Slovaks had re-
duced the equipment. This situation had cropped up several times
earlier in the reduction period . NATO state inspection teams were
unable to confirm the reduction of TLE because Eastern teams had
already inspected and confirmed the reductions. The inspected
nations had scrapped the destroyed TLE.

This presented a problem because the treaty does not prohi bit
intra-grou p red uction inspections, nor does it place quotas or
limits on reduction inspections. Some of the Eastern states in the
post-Cold War era were just as interested in the military capabili-
ties and holdings of neigh boring states as they were of most of the
N ATO states. These inspections, however, ran counter to what the
NATO states viewed as a basic tenet of the treaty, that each group
of states wou Id complete its red uction obligations within 40
months and that mem hers of the opposite group of states could
confirm all red uctions. The NATO states, however, could not
verify all red uctions when Eastern states cond ucted red uction
inspections within their group of states.

NATO allies were concerned about lost inspection opportun i-
ties beca use Eastern nations were conducting reduction and de-
clared site inspections within their group of states. In an attempt
to curtail these East-on-East inspections, the VCC sponsored a
meeting of all CFE states in January 1993 to discuss the intra-
grou p inspections and to propose a plan for Cooperation Partners.
Under this plan, the V ,C would continue to schedule CFE inspec-
tions for the NATO states but, based on requests from Coopera-
tion Partners for specific inspections, the VCC would also coonii-




nate the placement of Eastern inspectors on Western-led tea ms.
NATO states wou ld open slots on their inspection teams for East-
ern inspectors in return for their cooperation in not leading inspec-
tions within their group of states. This would allow the NATO
states to conduct as many inspections as possible, while providing
the Eastern states with inspection opportunities without the ex-
pense of leading an inspection. The NATO states also agreed to
share all red uction inspection data maintained in a database
known as VERITY.

In add ition to leading red uction inspection teams, individual
U.S. inspectors, known as "singletons,” participated in red uction
i nspections led by other NATO nations. This allowed U.S. inspec-
tors to participate in approxi mately 70 percent of the red uction
i nspections. Their participation in these inspections provid ed the
U.S. govern ment a presence and firsthand view of the majority of
the red uction inspections.

Declared site and challenge inspections continued through the
red uction years, although the incidence of those i nspections was
not as frequent. The treaty obliged nations to receive declared site
i nspections based on 10 percent of their decla red OOVs d u ring
each red uction year. By contrast, the baseline period inspection
rate had been 20 percent over only 120 days.

OSIA inspectors conducted 16 declared site inspections and
two challenge inspections during the first red uction year, Novem-
ber 1992 through Novem ber 1993. During that period, team
chiefs declared four am bigu ities, site access being the common
thread in all four. The first ambiguity occurred in Belarus at Ma-
rina Gorka, where Team Fiser inspected the 30th Independent
Mechanized Brigade. On April 1, 1993, Lt. Colonel Thomas C.
Fiser, USA, received a site diagram excluding areas of the military
facility. The Belarus escort team denied the American team access
to areas that were within the military facility but not on the site
map. Fiser declared an ambiguity and completed his inspection of
240 pieces of TLE and 96 pieces of conventional armaments and
equipment subject to the treaty (CAEST).!?

Former Major, now Lt. Colonel Keith A. Oatman, USA,
also declared an ambigu ity when he led an inspection team at
Baranovichi, Belarus, on Novem ber 9, 1993. He received the site
diagram for the 28th Weapon Combat Vehicle Storage Base, which
excluded areas believed to belong to two colocated missile brigades.
The Belarussians had not declared the colocated brigades a sensitive
point, nor had they declared them OOVs. Lt. Colonel Oatman
req uested access to these areas but the Belarus escorts denied the



A Belarussian site diagram is
displayed during a German-led
inspection.

request. As was the case in Marina Gorka, Belarussian officials
stated that it was the exclusive right of the inspected state to deter-
mine the boundaries of its OOVs and decl ared sites. Lt. Colonel
Oatman disagreed, cited the treaty definition of a declared site,
noted the am biguity, and continued his in pection of 254 pieces of
TLE and 57 pieces of other treaty-reportable equipment.u

Lt. Colonel David P. Gessert, USAF, declared an ambigu ity in
Ukraine on May 4, 1993, while inspecting Ukrainian army forces
at Khmelnitskiy. Lr. Colonel Gesserr announced the 15th Mecha-
nized Brigade as the OOV for inspection. uring the inspection,
Ukrainian escorts denied Gessert's team access to three of the
I5th's four subordinate battalions on the -ite. Lt. Colonel Gesserr
declared an ambiguity and completed the inspection.*

On July L4,J993, Major Ronald M. Tait, USAF, and his
team of CFE inspecrors arrived at Praslavice, in the Czech Repub-
lic. Before inspecting the 33rd Tank Regiment he received a site
diagram that depicted the OOV as being the entire declared site; it
did not include any other area of the military facility. The Czech
position was similar to the early Russian position during mock
inspections and baseline. A fen e -uound the OOV delineated the
boundary of the declared site, and any other fences beyond that
fence served a different purpose. The American team chief noted
the ambiguity and finished the in pection.'*

The number of declared sire and challenge inspections held
steady during the -econd reclu tion year. OSI A teams conducted J7
inspections, 14 declared site inspections, and ., challenge inspec-
tions. One of those inspections, led by Lt. Colonel Fiser, offered a
unigque opportunity for a U.S. .FE inspection team. On Anpril 5,
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1994, Fiser's team conducted a challenge inspection of a specified
area at Arkhangelsk , Russia. What made the inspection unusual
was the coastal defense and naval aviation forces stationed within
the specified area: As naval forces they were not subject to de-
clared site inspections because they were not OOVs; they were,
however, open to a challenge inspection.

During the second reduction year, U.S. teams declared only
two ambigu ities. Team Tait declared the first on February |, 1994,
at Slutsk, Belarus, when Behrussian escorts once again cited a
nation's exclusive right to determine the borders of an OOV. The
other ambiguity arose on August 22, 1994, when Lt. Colonel Kirk
E. Murray, USA, led his team to Odessa, Ukraine. Ukrainian es-
corts limited access, citing the same rationale that Belarussian
escorts had espoused .1®

A merican inspection teams conducted 15 declared sire inspec-
tions and one challenge inspection during the third reduction year.
Lt. Colonel James Jubilee, USAF- docu mented the only am bigu ity
during these inspections at Stryy, Ukraine. On March 22, 1995,
Team Ju bilee inspected the 10th Aviation Base and was den ied
access to a storage uea that was within the outermost fenced area
of the base. The Ukrainian site diagram, however, indicated that
the declared site stopped at a wire fence that was short of the
storage area. The escort team chief enforced the declared site as
depicted in the site diagram.

During the reduction years, many OSIA inspectors left the
European Operations Command for retirement, change of duty
within the agency, or a change of assign ment away from OSIA. To
offset these losses, new personnel arrived and trained to meet the
standards required of OSIA inspectors. Despite this turnover, U.S.
inspection teams contin ued their operations successfully, inspect-
ing 6 specified areas and conducting 45 declared site inspections
through the third reduction year.

During the red uction years, the composition of U.S. inspec-
tion teams changed . Participation by allied inspectors on U.S.-led
teams increased , and more U.S. inspectors joined allied teams. This
reflected a U.S. govern ment policy decision to seek more inspec-
tion opportu nities. The U.S.-led inspections with allied inspectors
required some additional preparations to familiarize guest inspec-
tors with U.S. inspection techniques and to train them in specific
tasks as mem bers of the team. The net benefit of more inspection
opportu nities outweighed the additional preparation requiremen ts.

A more significant change to te- m composition develop d
when Eastern inspectors joi ned NATO nation inspection teams on
declared sites and challenge inspections. As discussed previously,



the NATO states extended the invitations in an attempt to stem an
increasing number of East-on-East i nspections. The first i nspection
to include Cooperative Partners took place on March 16, 1993,

w hen inspectors from Poland, Hungary, and Azerbaijan joined an
Italian-led team in an inspection of a Romanian declared site. The
first Eastern inspector to join an American team, Lt. Colonel
Oldrich Lacina of the zech Republic, deployed with Team Fiser
on April 28, 1993, on a successful mission to Taszar, Hungary, to
inspect the 3lIst Fighter Regiment.'’

Beca use the program to incorporate Eastern guest inspectors
into NATO teams did not elimi nate East-on-East inspections, the
NATO nations chose to send Western inspectors to join Eastern
inspection teams. The United States government was reluctant to
participate, fearing that doing so would encourage more East-on-
East inspections. In May 1994, U.S. policy changed; OSIA wou ld
send U.S. inspectors to joi n Eastern teams. This decision allowed
the U.S. inspectors to rake advantage of opportunities that other-
wise wou ld have been lost. The first U.S. inspector to pa rticipate
on an Eastern inspection team, Major Nilarc Lieber, USMC, joi ned
a Bulgarian-led inspection team on May 15, 1994, on a mission to
inspect Romanian forces. A day later, Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Fiser
participated in an inspection of Ukrainian forces as a member of a
Polish-led inspection team.

Inspectors from the United Kingdom and Belgium were led by Lt. Colonel Ronald Tait, OSI A Team Chief,
during an inspection of Czech forces.
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Lt. Colonel Gabor Nagy of Hungary, a Cooperative Partner ins/Jector, served on a U.S. team
at Trencin, Slovak ia, in N ovember 1 993.

One inspection that dramatically portrayed the changes that
had occurred in Europe and in the im plementation of the CFE
Treaty took place in September 1994. Lt. Colonel Fred E. Busing,
USAF, led an inspection team to Cazarma Centru Oradea, Roma-
nia, to inspect the 2'lst Mecha nized Battalion. This A merica n-led
i nspection team was a mil estone of sorts because it included Rus-
sian guest inspectors Colonel Aleksandr Petrovich Kalinin and
Colonel Gennadiy Mikhaylovich Savostyuk. The two dominant
forces of the Cold War thus pooled their resources to conduct an
arms control treaty inspection. 8

The United States received only nine declared site inspections
during the first red uction year. A Bulgarian team cond ucted the
only inspection of U.S. facilities outside Germany during a mission
to a POMCUS (prepositioning of material configured to unit sets)
site at Grobbend onk, Belgium. The remaining eight inspections all
took place in Germany. The second year brought nine more in-
spections of U.S. forces, eight in Germany and one in Italy. During
the third year, OSIA teams escorted seven inspection teams: five in
Germany and one each in Luxembourg and Italy. The issue of
ambu lances mounted on M-113 chassis arose several times during
these inspections. Ukrainian inspectors wrote a comment on their
report concerning this type of am bulance at the U.S. Tactical
Training Center at Hohenfels, Germany, on June 5, 1993. The U.S.
escort team chief, Lt. Colonel Jan S. Karcz, USA, denied the Ukrai-
nian inspectors access to the interior of the am bulances. Karcz told



Colonel Alek sandr Petrouich Kal111i11, a Russian ms/lec/()r, serued (1 an American team in
Romania. He signals all's well after the /!lane slcidd cd Uuff the run/,I'ay.

them that th -ambulances were neither armored combat vehicles
nor look-alikes, and therefore were not ubject to the tre-Hy. The
inspection ream chief did nor declare an arnbiuuity, but com-
mented that there was no way to confirm that rhe vehicl es \Vere
ambulances instead of M-113s.

olonel Lawrence G. Kelley, SMC, encou ntered a similar
situation while escorting Hungarian inspectors during an inspec-
tion of the Leghorn Army Depot in Livorno, Italy, on June 21,
1994. Technicians accidentally had left th doors to the ambu-
lances open, allowing the inspectors to observe rhe interior of
ambulances that had not )ct been modified. The site comma nder
pro idecl the Hunt,arian inspectors documentation to show that
conversion kits had been ordered, bur had not yer arrived. The
inspectors ultimately made no comment, on the inspection
reporr .*°

During the red uction period, U.S. inspection teams contin ued
their policy of strict ad herence to the provisions of the FE Treaty.
They exercised their inspection right and protected U.S. interests
to the fullest. Despite encou ntering problems, .S. inspection
teams maintained a profes innal relationship with their cou nter-
parts while attem pting to resolve those problems. They incor po-
rated new team rnemb rs from different nations and participated
on teams from other nation . They displayed flexibility in complet-
ing their mission, while maintaining high standards.



After the 40-month red uction period, how had the situation
in Europe changed ? What remained ? Tables 7-3 and 7-4 list the
holdings of TLE declared by each state at the end of the reduction
period. They also show the net change in holdings from July 17,
1992, to Novem ber 17, 1995. The change was significant. The
two groups of states' combined decrease was 64,854 pieces of
TLE: the Eastern nations were down by 37,482 pieces while the
NATO states dropped 27,372 items.

Both groups were below the treaty's ceilings in each TLE
category. Several states, such as Turkey, showed increases in
equ ipment beca use their national ceilings, agreed upon within

Table 7-3. Residual Levels-NATO States (November 17, 1995)

Tanks ACVs Artillery Aircraft Helicopters Total
Declared Decrease Declared Decrease Declared Decrease Declared Decrease  Declared Decrease Declared Decrease
Nov 95 From EIF Nov 95 From EIF Nov 95 From EIF Nov 95  From EIF Nov 95 From EIF Nov 95  From EIF

Belgium 334 28 704 679 316 62 169 33 46 +38 1,569 764
Canada 0 76 0 136 6 26 0 28 0 0 6 266
Denmark 343 156 303 13 552 75 31 12 0 1,285 201
France 1.289 46 3,556 831 1,251 185 667 28 317 49 7,080 1,139
Germany 3,061 4,109 2,679 6,420 2,056 2,679 578 462 225 31 8,599 13,701
Greece 1,735 236 2,324 +892 1,878 97 489 +34 6 +6 6,432 +599
Iceland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Italy 1,162 70 2,986 788 1,939 74 524 18 137 39 6,748 989
Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Netherlands 734 179 1,002 443 580 257 182 +6 0 90 2,498 963
Norway 170 35 203 +79 246 298 75 14 0 0 694 268
Portugal 174 +28 367 +87 320 34 105 +13 0 0 966 +94
Spain 630 228 1,199 24 1,210 158 188 +10 28 0 3,255 400
Turkey 2,608 400 2,450 +391 3,125 +18 387 +27 20 +9 8,590 +45
United Kingdom 662 497 2,574 632 536 +2 640 117 342 47 4,754 1,291
United States 1,254 3,909 2,238 2,725 854 1,119 222 176 150 199 4,718 8,128
TOTAL 14,156 9,941 22,585 11,242 14,869 4,970 4,301 817 1,283 402 57,194 27,372
Bloc Authorized

TLE Levels 20,000 30,000 20.000 6,800 2,000 78,800

Source: "Fact file: Final Weapons Reductions Under the CFE Treaty," Arms Control Today, December 1995/January 1996.



Table7-4. Residual Levels-Eastern States (November 17,1995)

Tanks ACVs Artillery Aircraft Helicopters Total
Declared Decrease Declared Decrease Declared Decrease Declared Decrease  Declared Decrease Declared Decrease
Nov 95  From EIF Nov 95  From EIF Nov 95  From EIF Nov 95 From EIF Nov 95  From EIF Nov 95  From EIF
Armenia 102 DN 285 DN 225 NA 6 NA 7 DN 625 DN
Azerbaijan 285 +151 835 +722 343 +217 58 +43 18 +9 1,539 +1,142
Belarus 2,320 1,137 2,984 840 1,533 29 335 55 79 +3 7,251 2,058
Bulgaria 1,475 794 1,985 247 1,750 404 235 100 44 0 5,489 1,545
CzechRepublic 953 850 1,363 1,152 767 956 187 41 36 3,306 3,000
Georgia NIA DN NIA K NIA NIA K NIA N R NIA DN
Hungary 835 510 1,540 191 840 207 144 +1 59 +20 3,418 887
Kazakstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moldova 0 0 209 +111 155 +47 27 3 0 0 391 +155
Poland 1,720 1,130 1516 880 1.581 734 400 109 92 +62 5,309 2,791
Romania 1,375 1,592 2,073 1,098 1,471 2,471 373 135 16 +1 5,308 5,295
Russia 5,492 3,846 10,372 9,027 5,680 2,646 2,986 1.638 826 179 25,356 17,336
Slovak Republic 478 423 683 575 383 478 114 0 19 0 1,677 1,476
Ukraine 4,026 2,102 4,919 1,784 3,727 +136 1,008 640 270 13,950 4,391
TOTAL 19,061 12,233 28,764 14,961 18,455 7,525 5,873 2.677 1,466 86 73,619 37,482
Bloc Authorized
TLE Levels 20,000 30,000 20,000 6,800 2,000 78,800

Source: "Factfile: Final Weapons Reductions Under the CFE Treaty," Arms Control Today, December 1995/January 1996.

their group of states, were higher than their holdings, allowing
them to increase their forces through purchases or cascad ing.

The total decrease in TLE was not entirely the result of treaty
red uctions or a need to fulfill treaty-obligated red uctions. While
the United States fulfilled its red uction obligations, it also with-
drew many of its forces from Europe for political and economic
reasons. Some na tions-Russia , Pola nd, Uk ra ine-red uced TLE
beyond their required liabi lities for economic reasons. Other
nations exported small quantities of wea pons.

Iceland and Luxembourg were signatories but held no TLE,
so they reported none. Georgia and Armenia made no declaration
at entry into force, and Georgia did not make a declaration in
Novem ber 1995. Both were involved in fighting during the period
and disputed total numbers of items attributed to them from the
Tashkent agreement.
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Verification agency leaders gathered at RA F Scampton, England, for a post-baseline conference in Decemher /992.

t the end of the CFE Treaty's third red uction year in

Novem ber 1995, one could draw six conclusions. First,

_the treaty ratification process had been critical to achieving
national and international consensus on the detailed treaty provi-
sions and protocols that were so im porta nt throughout i mplemen-
tation. Second, three years into the process of providing data,
red ucing wea pons, accepting inspection teams, and adjudicating
disputes, the 30 signatory states remained committed to the CFE
Treaty. With some exceptions, the states were meeting their na-
tional reduction quotas in the treaty's five categories of offensive
wea pons. The treaty specified that 100 percent of each nation's
final reduction liability had to be achieved by the end of the third



red uction year. Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Belarus, Ukraine,
and Russia did not meet their treaty-mandated red uction quotas.*
Of these states, Belarus, Ukraine, and Russia had informed the
Joint Consu ltative Group in Vienna of the special circu mstances
that forced them to postpone the date for completing their treaty
red uctions. No nation indicated that it would withd raw from the
treaty. Despite the fact that these six nations were not in compli-
ance as of Novem ber 1995, collectively, the nations of the NATO
and WTO alliances had met and even exceeded the CFE Treaty
red uction quotas. By Novem ber 17, 1995, the end of the third
red uction year, the signatory states had destroyed, converted,
decom missioned, recl assified, or placed on static display more
than 19,200 battle tanks, 9,800 artil lery pieces, 18,600 armored
personnel carriers, 2,200 combat aircraft, and 370 attack helicop-
ters. The total-50,170-exceed ed the red uction quotas estab-
lished inthe treaty.?

The third conclusion was that the CFE Treaty's principal
verif ication measure-the use of on-site inspection teams to con-
firm force data and to monitor reductions, recategorizations, and
suspect sites-was working well. National on-site inspection teams
had conducted more than 2,500 i nspections of declared sites,
objects of verification (OOVs), specified areas, and reductions of
treaty-limited equipment (TLE). Disputes arose in fewer than 50
inspections. Many potentially contentious issues had been resolved
on-site by the inspectors and escorts acting within the treaty's
articles and protocols.

The Hofburg Palace in Vienna, Austria, was the meeting place for the CFE Treaty ‘s J oint
Consultative Group.



Fourth, the CFE Treaty's Joint Consu lta tive
Group (JCG) had functioned as an importa nt
forum throughout treaty ratification and imple-
menta tion. The ]JCG had met almost continua lly
in Vienna since the treaty's signature in Paris on
Novem ber 19, 1990, to consider problems aris-
ing from nationa | force data, on-site inspections,
notifica tions, and other treaty requ irements. In
closed joint sessions and committees, representa-
tives of the treaty states discussed and formu lated
solutions and, on many occasions, achieved the
required consensus on recommended changes to
treaty issues. Throughout implementa tion, the
]JCG provided the CFE Treaty process a degree of
flexibility that was invaluable in a time of rapid
changes across Eu rope.

The fifth concl usion is that the politica | and
socia | u phea va Is sweeping across post-Cold Wa r
Eu rope from 1992 to 1995 had a direct infl uence
on the CFE Treaty's im plemen tation. Within a
year of the Soviet Union's collapse in late 1991 The ]JCG approved Russian modified reduction
and the creation of the new successor states, procedures.

Western European govern ments and peoples

were interacting, formally and informally, with Eastern European
nations to a degree not seen for 50 years or more. This

activity influenced the composition of the CFE Treaty's national

i nspection teams. In January J 993, just six months after the
treaty's entry into force, the NATO nations collectivel y invited the
treaty's Eastern states to joi n their CFE teams as guest inspectors.
They accepted. Shortly therea fter, individual inspectors from the
Eastern states began serving on the NATO nations' CFE inspection
teams. These mu ltinationa | teams cond ucted inspections of CFE
sites throughout Eastern Europe and the successor states. Within a
matter of months in 1993, virtually all the NATO nations' CFE
inspection teams had become multinational, with inspectors from
several nations routinely serving on a single team.

The rapid thaw after the Cold War was reflected in other
cooperative efforts. In 1994, the treaty nations agreed to share
data from on-site inspections and from the annual national force
data submissions. At that time, the NATO nations expanded VER-
ITY, their compu terized data base, incorporating information on
inspections and national force data from almost all treaty states. In
another development, in 1993 NATO opened its CFE Treaty train-
ing courses to inspectors from the Eastern states and successor
nations. Further, NATO's Verification Coordinating Com mittee
(VCC) sponsored special seminars each year from 1992 through
1996 for the directors and senior staffs of the national verification The NATO School's CF E Treaty
agencies from both groups of states. These seminars served as Course was oflen to all 30 nations.




importa nt informal forums for raising implementa tion issues, and
they provid ed a setting in which the verification directors could
discuss common issues and approaches. When the CFE Treaty was
negotiated and signed in 1990, no one had anticipated the form or
the extent of these joint East-West treaty im plementation activities.

Finally, one could conclude that collectively the 30 CFE
Treaty states had, in large measure, achieved the treaty's stated
objecti ves of establishing a "secure and stable balance of conven-
tional armed forces in Europe at lower levels" and eliminating "as
a matter of high priority, the capability for launching a surprise
attack or for initiating a large-sca le offensive action in Europe. '
Certainly, the demise of the Soviet Union and of the Warsaw
Treaty Organization as a viable military alliance were conseq uen-
tial events that contributed directly to these all-European treaty
objectives. Yet, one should not discount the treaty states' concrete
actions in carrying out their CFE Treaty commitments. In 1992,
1993, 1994, and ]995; daily, week ly, yearly; in thousands of dis-
crete actions, the signatory states had met their treaty obligations
and exercised their treaty rights.

By the end of the red uction period in Novem ber 1995, the
CFE Treaty was viewed widely across Europe as a valuable, legally
binding agreement for red ucing military arma ments and for en-
hancing openness of military forces across national borders. Since
it entered into force, a dura ble record had been achieved; that
record established a context for evaluating the CFE Treaty's next
major phase: the residual level validation period.

Following the 40-mont h red uction period, the treaty provided
for a brief 120-day phase during which every nation had the right,
under the group of states quota system, to verify the treaty-limited
wea pons and forces possessed by the nations in the other group of
states. Based on the number of OOVs in the Eastern group of
states on Novem ber 17, 1995, the encl of the red uction period, the
NATO nations could conduct up to 247 on-site inspections over
the next 120 days, while the Eastern group of states could cond uct
up to 254 inspections. Designated in the treaty as the residual level
validation period (RLVP), this phase preceded the treaty's final
stage: the resid ual period . That final period would be of unlimited
duration, with compliance monitoring by on-site inspections con-
tinuing indefinitely, though always based on a percen tage of a
nation's OOVs. The RLVP was an important period, because it
allowed states to verify the accuracy of the other treaty nations'
postred uction numbers in order to establish a basis for mon itoring
the national TLE holdings in the resid ual period.*
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This RLVP phase resembled the treaty's basel ine period in
both intent and duration. Both were periods of intense inspection
activities, with the treaty allowing inspections by the group of
states of up to 20 percent of all declared OOVs. The major differ-
ence between the two periods lay in the length of time for planning
and preparation. The CFE Treaty's final ratification developed
quickly in June-July 1992 as the states decided to im plement the
treaty provisiona lly. Entry into force came im mediately after the
Helsinki Summit on July 17, 1992; it caught some nations, espe-
cially some of the newer Eastern European republics, by surprise.
This element of surprise was not part of the treaty's RLV P phase.
All treaty nations knew that RLVP would begin on Novem ber 17,
1995, and end on March 16, 1996.

These dates were known to Colonel Kenneth D. Guillory,
U.S. Army, who assumed command of OSIA's European Opera-
tions (EO) Command in January 1995. He took over an active,
experienced, 145-person inspection command. The treaty's RLVP
was 10 months away, but he initiated an intensive planning effort
immediately. Guillory knew that the process of inspecting, escort-
ing, and cond ucting liaison operations wou ld be the same as dur-
ing the baseline and reduction periods, but he recognized that the
pace during RLVP would be much faster. The command would be
called upon to conduct twice as many inspections in 120 days as it
normally did in an entire year. On the escort side, U.S. vulnerabil-
ity to being inspected wou ld not be as great as during basel ine.
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Colunel Kenneth D. Guillory, Commander of OSIA's European Operations Command, leads an OSCE
inspection in Bosnia.



Since 1992, thousa nds of U.S. troops had been withd rawn
from Europe and dozens of U.S. military bases closed. Conse-
guently, Colonel Guillory expected that the 56 U.S. Army and 5
U.S. Air Force OOVs in Europe wou ld be inspected 12 times dur-
ing RLVP (20 percent of 61 OOVs). Further, Guillory assumed
that American liaison officers would be extremely busy during the
period , since the NATO nations' passive quota was 254 inspec-
tions. United States policy dictated that a .S. liaison team travel
to every site subject to inspection in order to protect U.S. facilities
and units stitioned or deployed there. As he added up num bers of
inspections, escorts, and liaison missions for the RLVP phase,
Guillory concluded that the command would be doing twice as
much work in one-third the time. To ensure the command's read i-
ness, he initiated an intensive planning effort to nail down every
aspect of OSIA's RLVP mission.®

In mid-February 1995, Guillory brought the European Op-
erations Command staff together and explained his initial plan-
ning guidance. All RLVP planning and preparations would be a
joi nt staff effort invol ving operations, support, and logistics. Fur-
ther, the effort wou ld involve extensive coordination with Head-
quarters and with OSIA's operating commands and consu ltation
with the staffs of the N ATO nations' verification agencies, other
foreign veri fication agencies, and N ATO's VCC. Finally, he di-
rected at this initial meeting that the effort would be coordinated
by the operations division's planning cell. In Novem ber 1995, j ust
as the RLVP operation was getting under way, Colonel Guillory
recalled his objecti ves. "We went to work,” he explai ned, "to
develop an operational concept and four interlock ing plans.”® This
work, he said, produced the following’:

. An operationa | concept as part of the NATO plan. Since the
beginning of the CFE Treaty, the United States had cond ucted
its treaty responsi bilities in concert with the NATO nations.
This wou ld continue durinu RLVP.

. An aggressive liaison plan to ensure an American presence at
any U.S. facility in the N ATO nations.

. An augmentation plan to ensure that OSIA's EO Command
had the necessary manpower to conduct the escort and
inspection missions.

. A logistics plan to support all EO inspectors, escorts, liaison
officers, and augmentees.

. An aggressive training plan to prepare new EO mem bers and
augmentees for CFE Treaty operations.

As the planning got under way in the spring of 1995, Briga-
dier General Gregory G. Go