
Evolving Nuclear Realities
and US-Russian Relations

Summary of Recommendations
To improve bilateral relations while reinvigorating the global nonproliferation
regime:
• New unilateral actions on the part of the United States and/or Russia could help

break the current inertia, while safely protecting the strategic concerns of each:
° Further reductions below the roughly 2,000 warhead level outlined in the

Moscow Treaty
° Doctrinal changes, such as in declaratory policy (moving away from hair-trig-

ger alert status) and regarding negative security assurances (promises to refrain
from nuclear attack except as a response to a nuclear attack)

• Continued progress could be made on the withdrawal of forward-based
weapons—NATO tactical weapons on the US side, and western border deployed
weapons on the Russian side.

• While the Moscow Treaty agreement surpasses Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START) in terms of reductions, losing the verification and accounting of START
would sever a valuable strategic communication link between the two countries
and leave each much more in the dark regarding the other’s activities. This
unnecessarily dangerous outcome should be avoided.

• The two countries should work together to resuscitate past arms control
attempts that did not come to fruition, including several components of the draft
START III agreement to disclose overall strategic stockpile inventories, increase
transparency of doctrines and strategic deployments, and engage in discussions
over tactical stockpiles transparency.

• The United States should continue to encourage information-sharing in Russian
society and engage with them when appropriate, so as to create a more trans-
parent environment whereby various sectors within Russia can work to under-
stand each other’s efforts toward cleaning radioactive waste sites, nuclear energy
and safety concerns.

• The United States and Russia should continue engagement on issues related
to multilateral fuel cycle arrangements, which may provide a way out of the
fuel cycle debate trap and which also will set the stage for the 2010 NPT
Review Conference.

This brief summarizes the primary
findings of the conference as inter-
preted by the project organizers.
Participants neither reviewed nor
approved this brief. Therefore, it
should not be assumed that every
participant subscribes to all of its
recommendations, observations, and
conclusions.
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redefining its whole approach to nuclear issues
and to reaffirm the universal commitment to
nuclear disarmament. Many in the global commu-
nity are likely to support a United States that re-
engages on its longstanding rhetoric of
disarmament. Shared steps, however, must take
place for this process to unfold in a manner that is
mutually reassuring.

Toward that end, the Second Russian National
Nuclear Dialogue on Energy, Society, and Security
brought together government officials, nuclear
industry, academics, civil-society groups, represen-
tatives from Russia’s nuclear regulatory body, and
Russian media. Conference topics ranged from
ways to manage nuclear waste disposal, terrorist
threats to nuclear facilities and the role of the pub-
lic in countering them, to the necessity of renewing
a US-Russian strategic dialogue. Participants and
speakers alike commented on the uniqueness of the
participant mix at the conference and the value of
interaction and information-sharing among the
groups. Despite political reforms following the
break up of the Soviet Union, interaction among
agencies and organizations within Russian society
has remained limited. Mainly covering domestic
concerns, the conference touched on Russia’s
nuclear history, nuclear energy, radiation safety,
and waste disposal. Discussions of these topics not
only were important to a domestic audience but
also became an opportunity for international par-
ticipants to engage with Russians on these issues of
shared concern.

Green Cross International, an NGO founded by
former Soviet Union President Mikhail Gorbachev
and a collaborating organization, offered a grass-
roots glance into nuclear energy and radioactive
waste issues. Several Green Cross representatives
served as panelists over the two-day conference,
prodding the state-run energy sector on issues that
have long been taboo in Russian civil society. The
budding intersect between the public and private
sector is a reminder of the value of dialogue both
within and between governments. In addition, these
representatives exchanged perspectives with scien-
tists from Russian-based research institutes and
from neighboring countries. Participants offered
insights on the radioactive legacy of the Cold War,
including disposal of spent fuel and the deleterious
effects of nuclear testing. Sustainable development
and the atom in civil society are issues of global
concern and consideration. It was thus appropriate
that the states with the largest stockpiles participate

• The United States and Russia could go far in
moving the global community toward a new con-
ceptualization of the nonproliferation and disar-
mament framework by presenting a united front
and agreeing on overall principles on the thorny
issues of Iran and North Korea.

Throughout the Cold War, nuclear issues were
front and center in the US-Soviet relationship
and even afterwards. The end of that stand-

off produced an opportunity for quick and signifi-
cant progress on arms control. President George W.
Bush, whose antipathy to binding international
agreements is notable, briefly put the US-Russian
strategic relationship on the map again near the
beginning of his first term, when he looked into
President Putin’s eyes, saw someone with whom he
could work, and announced further strategic
nuclear weapon reductions—codified under the
Moscow Treaty.

Since 2002, however, competing priorities have
pushed the US-Russian strategic relationship into
the background. Some of these issues—like
Afghanistan and Iraq—were only tangential to the
US-Russian context, while others—such as missile
defense—directly clashed with Russian conceptions
of strategic security. The United States and Russia
reaffirmed their previous statements of shared
understandings of the global environment as
recently as April 2008 in Sochi, Russia, but the gap
between rhetoric and progress on the ground is dis-
concerting. Precisely because the two countries con-
tinue to possess huge nuclear-weapon stockpiles,
the US-Russian strategic relationship remains criti-
cal if the global community is to affirm not only its
longstanding commitment to eventual nuclear dis-
armament but also put substance to its rhetorical
acknowledgment that the world has fundamentally
changed since the United States and the Soviet
Union nearly started World War III during the
Cuban Missile Crisis.

While a serious and long-needed discussion has
begun among unofficial experts inside the United
States—most notably the Hoover Institution effort
led by William Perry, George Shultz, Sam Nunn,
and Henry Kissinger—more work needs to be
done with our international allies and colleagues
to advance the understanding of US motivations,
perspectives, and opportunities. The reactions and
views of key interested states and regions will be
critical if the global community is to focus on
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in the dialogue as alternative energy sources are
being explored worldwide.

The US debate is presently in a state of extreme
flux. One panelist observed that Congress has
refused to fund several programs proposed by the
Bush administration, including plans to develop a
new generation of replacement nuclear warheads
and plans to modernize the nuclear weapons com-
plex. It was also noted that despite crafting a
Nuclear Posture Review in 2001, the Bush admin-
istration has failed to articulate a clear nuclear
weapons policy nearly two decades after the Cold
War. Congress is withholding some funds for
national laboratories on the grounds that many
programs cannot be evaluated without a clear state-
ment of US nuclear policy.

At present, the international community faces new
security challenges, among which are access to
energy for growing global populations, global
warming, and global-minded terrorists. Likewise,
the topics discussed in St. Petersburg know no bor-
ders and require multilateral solutions. The world-
wide dispersion of nuclear energy, particularly in
the production and disposal of fissile material, is a
key topic of debate both within the United States
and in the United Nations. That is especially so
given recent events in North Korea and Iran and
the global economic struggle to meet future energy
challenges. As two countries with mature military
and civilian nuclear programs, both Russia and the
United States have keen interests in playing leader-
ship roles in regional and global security. They also
remain key stakeholders in the future of the nexus
among nuclear weapons, nuclear energy, and the
global security order.

Shrinking Nuclear Arsenals
of Cold War Adversaries
In addition to technical discussions regarding the
future of nuclear energy in Russia and around the
globe, discussions touched on the need for contin-
ued bilateral cooperation between the United States
and Russia on further reducing their nuclear arse-
nals. The focus on the two countries’ responsibility
to living up to their end of the NPT bargain—the
reduction of their respective nuclear arsenals and
practicable measures both countries should take to
achieve such levels—remains critical to the nonpro-
liferation regime and the broader debate on disar-
mament. Most participants agreed that working
with counterparts to achieve common interests was

still possible in the strategic relationship between
the once-Cold War adversaries.

New leadership in Russia, and shortly in the United
States, was mentioned as critical for determining
whether renewed thinking on nuclear posture will
match the 21st century global security realities. It
was emphasized that the days of accumulating
dizzying stockpiles of tens of thousands of nuclear
weapons while creating and monitoring strict non-
proliferation and arms control measures are long
over. Significant progress has been made to shrink
stockpiles over the past two decades, but as one
panelist noted, much work is left to be done as we
enter a new age of emerging, transnational threats.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
served as a global nuclear framework for the entire
nonproliferation regime that defines and balances
the benefits and obligations on states regarding
nuclear issues. Fast approaching is the 2010 NPT
Review Conference, which will be critical to show-
ing continued commitment to the guidelines that
the 1968 Treaty laid out and to underscoring the
importance of continuing to move toward the obli-
gations outlined in the Treaty.

Evident in the discussions was the need to remind
ourselves of the original source of the arms control
discussion. Historically, the United States and
Russia have been the drivers of the debate. Progress
on the issue into the future depends on continued
bilateral success. Russia remains critical not only
because, outside of the United States, it maintains
the largest nuclear arsenal in the world, but also
because Russia is a regional and global leader with
considerable influence. With Russia’s broad inter-
ests sometimes clashing with those of the West, par-
ticularly with the United States’, continued progress
on bilateral and multilateral steps toward increased
nuclear accountability must not be overshadowed
by points of bilateral friction, such as the August
2008 conflict between Russia and Georgia or by
recent developments in the US missile defense sys-
tem. Regardless of the current situation, mainte-
nance of minimal levels of security guarantees that
bind the nonproliferation regime is crucial.

There are several immediately apparent opportuni-
ties for US-Russia strategic cooperation. The
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which
reduced strategic stockpiles in both countries and
contains significant verification provisions, expires
in 2009. While the Moscow Treaty agreement
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Yeltsin, new unilateral actions on the part of the
United States and/or Russia could help break the
current inertia, while safely maintaining the
strategic concerns of each:
° Further reductions below the roughly 2,000

warhead level outlined in the Moscow Treaty.
° Doctrinal changes, such as in declaratory policy

(moving away from hair-trigger alert status) and
regarding negative security assurances (promis-
es to refrain from nuclear attack except as a
response to a nuclear attack).

• Broader engagement could bring some improve-
ment along the lines of several related issues:
° Multilateral fuel cycle arrangements may provide

a way out of the complete fuel cycle debate trap.
* As Russia has suggested, it could act as fuel

provider for regions such as Asia, South Asia,
the Middle East, and Europe.

* Russia’s offer to provide a long-term physical
repository for spent fuel should be considered
and evaluated.

° Presenting a united front on the thorny issues of
Iran and North Korea, with Russia and the
United States agreeing on overall principles
would go far in moving the global community
toward a new conceptualization of the nonpro-
liferation and disarmament framework.

Internal US Debate on Nuclear Weapons
With much focus of the conference given to domes-
tic concerns within Russia, one conference panel
raised issues within the US domestic nuclear debate.
With the third comprehensive review of nuclear
strategy yet to be crafted and US presidential elec-
tions approaching, the details of a new US nuclear
strategy remain unclear. What is clear is that bipar-
tisan consensus has been reached on a number of
critical nonproliferation issues, providing political
space for a new administration and Congress to take
immediate action to craft the third comprehensive
review of US nuclear weapons strategy.

In addition to mandating that the next president
conduct a new Nuclear Posture Review, Congress
has established a Commission on the Strategic
Posture of the United States, co-chaired by former
Secretaries of Defense William Perry and James
Schlesinger. As it was pointed out, Congress has set
three requirements on the 2009 Nuclear Posture
Review. Those requirements include the congres-
sionally empanelled Strategic Posture Commission
that will complete its work in March 2009, the
Nuclear Policy Review—led by the National

surpasses START in terms of reductions, losing the
verification and accounting of START would sever
a valuable strategic communication link between
the two countries and leave each much more in the
dark regarding the other’s activities. This unneces-
sarily dangerous outcome should be avoided, and
while many doubt that a new treaty regime can be
put in place within such a short time frame, a bilat-
eral extension of these specific provisions would be
beneficial. Negotiations on such an extension have
begun, but it is likely that the final outcome will
wait until a new US administration. Work should
continue on setting the stage.

Another immediate opportunity is the upcoming
NPT Review Conference, scheduled for the spring
of 2010. Cooperative efforts on some of the points
raised above, such as a mutual agreement on fuel
cycle questions and continued bilateral progress on
disarmament (most clearly enunciated in the “13
Practical Steps” outlined and approved in the 2000
NPT Review Conference), will go a long way
toward ensuring a successful outcome to the 2010
Review Conference. The failure of the 2005 Review
Conference was a worrying indication of the fis-
sures in the nonproliferation and disarmament
regime. A successful conference five years later
could do much to reassure the global community.

Looking beyond the “low-hanging fruit,” a series of
additional measures could be pursued to improve
the bilateral US-Russian strategic relationship:

• A US-Russian strategic dialogue to recognize new
realities could provide the setting for discussing
these issues, using the Sochi Declaration as the
jumping-off point.

• Hearkening back to past arms control attempts that
did not come to fruition, several components of the
draft START III agreement could be resuscitated:
° Disclosure of overall strategic stockpile

inventories.
° Increase in the transparency of doctrines and

strategic deployments.
° Discussions of tactical stockpiles’ transparency.

• Continued progress could be made on the
withdrawal of forward-based weapons—NATO
tactical weapons on the US side and western
deployed weapons on the Russian side.

• In the manner of the previous unilateral actions
of Presidents George H. W. Bush and Boris
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Security Advisor—to consider the purpose and role
of nuclear weapons and due by September 2009,
and a Nuclear Posture Review, led by the Secretary
of Defense. The latter is to consider the size, pos-
ture, and planning for US nuclear forces and is to
be completed by March 2010.

Further Opportunities on Nonproliferation
Concerns over adherence to disarmament obliga-
tions, break-out of a nuclear weapons capability,
and access to sensitive fuel cycles technologies have
arisen over the years. Many participants agreed
that this points to a need to reinvigorate the non-
proliferation regime, not eliminate it. In envisioning
a global society that has greatly expanded its civil-
ian use of nuclear technologies, countries must be
willing to look creatively to means of strengthening
and tightening carefully balanced provisions of the
NPT. There was consensus among participants that
a secure future will rely on more than a sustainable
energy path. The related issues of nuclear weapons,
nuclear arms control and disarmament, and the
critical strategic relationship between Russia and
the United States are at the center of global securi-
ty considerations. The important connection
among nuclear energy, our ongoing nonprolifera-
tion cooperation regarding Cold War remnants,
and nuclear weapons disarmament must remain in
the forefront.

Participant List
Raphelle Albertin, Assistant to the Nuclear
Advisor, Embassy of France, Moscow

Rudolf Aleksakhin, Director, All-Russian Institute
of Agricultural Radiology and Agroecology;
Member, Public Council of Rosatom

Rashid Alimov, Editor in Chief, Bellona-Ru, St.
Petersburg

Tamara Ashikhmina, Director, Laboratory for Bio-
Monitoring, Vyatka State Humanitarian University;
President, Green Cross Russia Kirov Affiliate

Igor Babanin, Coordinator, Project on Resource
Efficiency, Greenpeace Russia, St. Petersburg

Sergey Baranovsky, President, Green Cross Russia

Vladimir Baskakov, President, Green Cross Russia
Orenburg Affiliate

Oleg Bodrov, Chairman, Green World Council,
Sosnov’y Bor, Leningrad Region

Hans-Ruedi Bortis, Minister, Deputy Head of
Mission, Embassy of Switzerland, Moscow

Natalya Brysgalova, Director, Russian
Environmental Congress, Moscow

Valeriy Bulatov, Professor, Yugorsk State
University, Khanty-Mansiysk

Elena Burlakova, Chairwoman, Scientific Council
on Radio-Biology, Russian Academy of Sciences

Andrei Burtsev, Advisor to the General Director,
Avangard Company

Tatyana Bystrova, Nuclear Issues Officer, The
Global Threat Reduction Programme, United
Kingdom

Yuriy Cherepnin, Director of Research and
Development, Research and Design Institute for
Power Engineering

Aleksandr Chumakov, Corresponding Member,
Russian Academy of Natural Sciences; Vice
President, Green Cross Russia

Anne-Marie Duchemin, Member, Council of
Development, Pays du Cotentin, France

Anatoliy Eperin, First Deputy Director, Institute
for Nuclear Energy, Sosnov’y Bor, Leningrad
Region

Evgeniy Evstratov, Deputy Director General of
Rosatom

Denis Flory, Nuclear Advisor, Embassy of France,
Moscow

Aleksandr Fyodorov, Director, Public Relations,
Green Cross Russia

Sergey Gavrilov, Dekom Technologies, Moscow

Valeriy Gorin, General Director, Ecogeotech

Albert Gozal, Senior Program Manager, Partnering
& Sustainability Department, International
Science & Technology Center

5



Vladimir Grachev, Corresponding Member,
Russian Academy of Sciences; Advisor to the Head
of Rosatom; Member, Public Council of Rosatom

Tatyana Gus’Kova, Member, Public Council of
Rosatom

Pekka Haavisto, Member of Parliament, Finland

Cristian Ion, Program Associate, Global Green
USA, Washington, DC, USA

Leslie L. Jardine, Director, L J Jardine Services,
California, USA

Milya Kabirova, Techa Environmental
Organization, Chelyabinsk

Remos Kalinin, Professor, Nuclear Safety Institute,
Moscow

Vladimir Kasatkin, Department Head,
PromTechnologia Scientific Institute

Vyacheslav Khatuntsev, Senior Lecturer, Northwest
Academy of Public Service, Severodvinsk

Igor Khoshdamberdiev, Coordinator, Toxic Action
Network for Central Asia; Cochairman,
International Social Ecological Union, Kyrgyz
Republic

Igor Khripunov, Associate Director, Center for
International Trade and Security, University of
Georgia, USA

Marina Khvostova, Senior Scientific Collaborator,
Environmental Center, Institute for the History of
Natural Sciences and Technics, Russian Academy
of Sciences

Marie Kirchner, Member, Council of Development,
Pays du Cotentin, France

Vladimir Kirilin, Director, EcoService Company,
Krasnoyarsk

Gennadiy Kirsanov, Konstantin Institute for
Nuclear Physics, Russian Academy of Sciences, St.
Petersburg

Reinhard Koch, Managing Director, European
Center for Renewable Energy, Güssing, Austria

6
Dorothea Kolde, Deputy Head, Swiss Cooperation
Office, Embassy of Switzerland, Moscow

Igor Konyshev, Director, Department of Public
Relations, Public Organizations and Regions
Liaison Branch, Rosatom; Secretary, Public
Council of Rosatom

Svetlana Kostina, Deputy Minister, Ministry for
Radiation and Environmental Safety, Chelyabinsk
Oblast

Svetlana Krasnoslobodtseva, Junior Scientific
Collaborator, Center of History of the Chelyabinsk
State and Municipal Governments, Urals Academy
of Public Service

Vladimir Kuznetsov, Director, Nuclear and
Radiation Safety Program, Green Cross Russia

Marina Labyntseva, Head, Public Relations
Department, Institute of Additional Professional
Education, TOMPROF, St. Petersburg

Vladimir Lagutov, Chairman, Green Don
Environmental Movement, Novocherkassk,
Rostov Oblast

Stanislav Lavkovskiy, Chief Constructor, Lazurit
Company

Vladimir Leonov, Program Director, Green Cross
Russia

Nina Lesikhina, Coordinator, Energy Projects,
Bellona-Murmansk

Jeffrey Lewis, Director, Nuclear Strategy and
Nonproliferation Initiative, New America
Foundation, Washington, DC, USA

Vadim Logachev, Cochairman, Interdepartmental
Expert Commission for the Assessment of Radio-
Ecological Safety of Full-Scale Experiments,
Institute for Bio-Physics, Moscow

Stanislav Malyshenko, Laboratory Head, Institute of
High Temperatures, Russian Academy of Sciences

Ivan Manilo, President, Green Cross Russia
Kurgan Affiliate

Matt Martin, Program Manager, Policy Analysis
and Dialogue, The Stanley Foundation, Iowa, USA



Alain Mathiot, Director, G-8 Global Partnership
Program of France

Anatoliy Matushchenko, Advisor to the
Department Head, Rosatom

Valeriy Men’Shchikov, Board Member, Center of
Russian Environmental Politics; Member, Public
Council of Rosatom

Ivan Mitropol’Skiy, Scientific Secretary,
Laboratory for Nuclear Spectroscopy, Konstantin
Institute for Nuclear Physics, St. Petersburg

Pavel Munin, Head of Department, Moscow
Academy of Business Administration, Eurasian
Center of Continuous Development

Oleg Muratov, Executive Secretary, North-West
Branch of the Nuclear Society of Russia, St.
Petersburg

A. A. Nasibov, Director, Information and Public
Relations Center, Rosenergoatom Concern

Anatolii Nazarov, Director, Environmental Center
of the Vavilov Institute for Natural History and
Technology, Russian Academy of Sciences; Deputy
Chairman, Public Council of Rosatom

Aleksandr Nechaev, Head, Department of
Engineering and Radiation Ecology and
Radiological-Chemical Technologies, St.
Petersburg Institute of Technology

Aleksandr Nikitin, Director, Bellona Public
Organization, St. Petersburg

Vladimir Nikitin, General Director, Zvyozdochka
Shipyard, Severodvinsk

Vladimir Novosyolov, Professor, Center of History
of the Chelyabinsk State and Municipal
Government, Urals Academy of Public Service

Andrey Ozharovskiy, Project Coordinator,
EcoZashita Public Organization

Viktor Petukhov, Senior Scientific Collaborator,
Scientific Institute for Shipbuilding Technologies

Aleksandr Pimenov, Deputy Chief Designer,
Research and Design Institute for Power
Engineering

Valeriy Pimenov, General Director, Green Cross
Russia

Mikhail Piskunov, Head, Center for Assistance on
Citizens’ Initiatives, Dimitrovgrad

Miles Pomper, Editor, Arms Control Today, USA

Andrey Ponomarenko, Coordinator, Nuclear and
Radiation Safety Projects, Bellona-Murmansk

David Randall Thomas, Senior Programme
Manager, Global Threat Reduction Programme,
Department for Business, Enterprise and
Regulatory Reform, United Kingdom

Andrey Rassomakhin, Director, Far Eastern Star
Shipyard

Stephan Robinson, International Coordinator
Legacy Program, Green Cross Switzerland

Igor Rybal’Chenko, All-Russian Science Research
and Design Institute of Power Engineering
Technology, Sosnov’y Bor, Leningrad Region

Mikhail Rylov, Director, Center for Nuclear and
Radiological Safety, St. Petersburg

Ashot Sarkisov, Academician, Russian Academy
of Sciences

Nikolai Shcherbinin, Director, Green Cross Public
Outreach Office, Severodvinsk

Yuriy Sivintsev, Senior Scientific Collaborator,
Kurchatov Institute

Samat Smagulov, Senior Scientific Collaborator,
State Institute for Applied Ecology, Saratov

Vladimir Sorokin, Chief Researcher, United
Institute of Energetics and Nuclear Investigations,
Belarus

Andrei Talevlin, Chairman of the Board, For
Nature Charity Fund, Chelyabinsk

Veronica Tessler, Program Associate, Policy
Analysis and Dialogue, The Stanley Foundation,
Iowa, USA

Alexei Toropov, Executive Director, Green Cross
Russia Tomsk Affiliate

7



The Stanley Foundation
The Stanley Foundation is a nonpartisan, private operat-
ing foundation that seeks a secure peace with freedom
and justice, built on world citizenship and effective glob-
al governance. It brings fresh voices and original ideas to
debates on global and regional problems. The founda-
tion advocates principled multilateralism—an approach
that emphasizes working respectfully across differences
to create fair, just, and lasting solutions.

The Stanley Foundation’s work recognizes the essential
roles of the policy community, media professionals, and
the involved public in building sustainable peace. Its
work aims to connect people from different back-
grounds, often producing clarifying insights and
innovative solutions.

The foundation frequently collaborates with other
organizations. It does not make grants.

Stanley Foundation reports, publications, programs, and
a wealth of other information are available on the Web
at www.stanleyfoundation.org.

The Stanley Foundation encourages use of this report
for educational purposes. Any part of the material may
be duplicated with proper acknowledgment. Additional
copies are available. This report is available at
http://reports.stanleyfoundation.org.

The Stanley Foundation
209 Iowa Avenue
Muscatine, IA 52761 USA
563-264-1500 • 563-264-0864 fax
info@stanleyfoundation.org

Production: Amy Bakke and Jeff Martin

Sergey Vakulovskiy, Deputy Director, Typhoon
Company

Albert Vasil’Ev, Director, International Center for
Environmental Safety of Minatom

Anna Vinogradova, Head, Balakova Affiliate of
the All-Russian Society for Nature Conservation,
Saratov Oblast

Paul Walker, Legacy Program Director, Global
Green USA, Washington, DC

Erik Weststrate, First Secretary, Royal Netherlands
Embassy, Moscow

Mark Whitney, Executive Director, US
Department of Energy, Moscow Office

Lina Zernova, Public Advisory Council, Sosnov’y
Bor, Leningrad Region

Sergei Zhavoronkin, Expert, Nuclear and
Radiation Safety Program, Green Cross Russia
Murmansk Affiliate

Artyom Zubkov, General Director, Avangard
Company

*All participants are Russian-based unless otherwise noted.

Affiliations are listed for identification purposes only.
Participants attended as individuals rather than as representa-
tives of their governments or organizations.

8

The Stanley Foundation
209 Iowa Avenue
Muscatine, IA 52761 USA

Address Service Requested

Nonprofit Org.
US POSTAGE

PAID
Cedar Rapids, IA

Permit 174

Printed on
recycled paper

11/08 2K


