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PDD-25 reguires Deputies Committee-level approval of a l l 
U.S. votes in the United Nations Security Council to establish 
new peacekeeping operations. The Peacekeeping Core Group i s to 
provide an analysis of the options to aid the Deputies in their 
decision. 

The—proposed expansion of the si z e and mandate of the United 
Nations Assistance Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR) changes the 
operation s i g n i f i c a n t l y enough to gualify in effect as a "new" 
mission. The attached discussion paper analyzes three 
proposals now before the Security Council in rel a t i o n to the 
decision factors set out in PDD-25. 

Your assistance in dis t r i b u t i n g the attached paper to a l l 
members of the Deputies Committee i s appreciated. 

Marc Grossmanff^ 
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RWANDA OPTIONS PAPER 

This paper considers three options f o r b r i n g i n g humanitarian 
assistance to the v i c t i m s of the c o n f l i c t i n Rwanda. A f t e r 
d e s c r i b i n g the options, the paper assesses whether they meet or 
do not meet the gui d e l i n e s i n PDD 25, and then sets f o r t h the 
resources a v a i l a b l e from the U.S. Note: I n a l e t t e r to UN 
Secretary General Boutros-Ghali, OAU Secretary General Salim 
Salim said t h a t h i s or g a n i z a t i o n would not take the lead i n 
pro v i d i n g forces f o r a peace operation i n Rwanda. 

B r i e f l y , the options are: 

1. A UN-proposed m i l i t a r y operation based out of K i g a l i to 
assure the d e l i v e r y of humanitarian assistance i n Rwanda. 

2. A cross-border m i l i t a r y operation to secure zones i n Rwanda 
to p r o t e c t and care f o r those at r i s k . 

3. A humanitarian operation, without the use of f o r c e , to 
as s i s t Rwandan refugees i n the border areas outside Rwanda. 

I . The K i g a l i based option 

The UN i s proposing a UN peacekeeping operation based out of 
K i g a l i . UNAMIR Commander D a l l a i r e i s asking f o r a force of 
5,500 troops, w i t h a mandate to use force as necessary to 
assure d e l i v e r y of humanitarian assistance and to p r o t e c t 
persons i n threatened enclaves, by, f o r example, breaking 
through roadblocks manned by hoodlums and disarming roving 
gangs. D a l l a i r e believes t h i s can be done under Chapter VI 
a u t h o r i t y . He has reguested 150 M-113 armored personnel 
c a r r i e r s to p r o t e c t his troops. The estimates the costs f o r 
the f i r s t s i x months of such an operation at $115 m i l l i o n . 

I I . The cross border option with force 

The second o p t i o n would be a m i l i t a r y o p eration to 
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e s t a b l i s h secure zones i n Rwanda f o r the p r o t e c t i o n of persons 
at r i s k and f o r the d e l i v e r y of humanitarian r e l i e f . 
Humanitarian assistance would be stored i n neighboring 
countries and t r a n s p o r t e d i n t o the secure zones. The mission 
would defend the zones' perimeters against incursions and, 
w i t h i n the zones, enforce s e c u r i t y , disarm c i v i l i a n s and escort 
humanitarian assistance shipments. At the very l e a s t t h i s 
would be a Chapter VI-Plus operation. Even i f the I n t e r i m 
Government of Rwanda and the Rwanda P a t r i o t i c Front agree to 
the mission, the existence of renegade m i l i t a r y u n i t s and 
c i v i l i a n m i l i t i a outside the c o n t r o l of Government a u t h o r i t i e s 
makes Rwanda a semi-permissive environment. 

Based on known flows of refugees and displaced persons and 
the l o c a t i o n of persons at r i s k , the zones should be set up on 
the Rwanda border w i t h Burundi. The UN force would e s t a b l i s h a 
secure zone i n s i d e Rwanda along the border w i t h Burundi to 
pro t e c t refugees/displaced persons i n most immediate danger and 
provide s e c u r i t y f o r the d e l i v e r y of humanitarian r e l i e f to 
those personnel. The force would deploy to Burundi, e s t a b l i s h 
a base of operations i n Burundi near the Rwandan border, 
conduct cross-border operations to secure and e s t a b l i s h 
displaced persons camps w i t h i n Rwanda, and provide continuous 
s e c u r i t y f o r the operation of those camps. The f o r c e would 
e s t a b l i s h s e c u r i t y f o r UNHCR-run camps but not t r a n s p o r t 
displaced persons to the camps. The force would also secure 
l i n e s of communication and r e l i e f convoys i n the zone. 

Rules of engagement would c l e a r l y s p e l l out the a u t h o r i t y 
of the UN forc e commander to defend the humanitarian mission, 
to include UN f o r c e s , camps and displaced persons being 
protected. 

The concept r e l i e s on the f o l l o w i n g assumptions: 

[a] the c u r r e n t UNAMIR force would remain i n K i g a l i t o help 
negotiate a p o l i t i c a l settlement and provide the o v e r a l l 
force commander; 

[b] w e l l t r a i n e d , d i s c i p l i n e d troops w i l l be a v a i l a b l e f o r the 
mission; 

[c ] the UN has RPF/RGF permission to e s t a b l i s h the zone i n 
Rwanda, and Burundi permission to e s t a b l i s h base operations 
i n , and allow l o g i s t i c support of secure zone through, 
Burundi; 

[d] UNHCR would run the camps, and the UN force would only 
provide s e c u r i t y ; and 
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[e] the UN and the NGOs would be responsible f o r t r a n s p o r t a t i o n 
and d i s t r i b u t i o n of humanitarian supplies i n t o Rwanda, 
while the UN force would provide i t s own l o g i s t i c support. 

The UN force would debark i n Burundi, e s t a b l i s h a forward 
support base near the Rwandan border, and conduct operations to 
e s t a b l i s h a secure zone f o r the displaced persons camps. About 
6,000-6,500 UN force personnel per 100,000 refugees/displaced 
persons would be reguired. 

This o p t i o n does not address the f a t e of those i n enclaves 
elsewhere i n Rwanda. UNAMIR forces i n K i g a l i would continue 
t h e i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the sa f e t y of persons c u r r e n t l y under 
t h e i r p r o t e c t i o n . 

I I I . The op e r a t i o n without f o r c e 

I n the t h i r d o p t i o n , the UN and various NGOs would 
f a c i l i t a t e the d e l i v e r y of humanitarian assistance to Rwandan 
refugees i n neighboring countries and ensure t h a t they have 
safe havens outside Rwanda. This would not in v o l v e the use of 
troops. The U.S. would probably provide a i r l i f t outside Rwanda 
on a reimbursable basis, as w e l l as s u b s t a n t i a l funding. 

The i n t e r n a t i o n a l community would see t h i s o p t i o n as 
nothing d i f f e r e n t from what i s already being done. Support f o r 
t h i s o p t i o n would probably leave the U.S. i s o l a t e d on the 
Secur i t y Council. This o p t i o n , l i k e o p t i o n 2, also would not 
address the problem how to rescue those w i t h i n Rwanda, 
i n c l u d i n g the people i n the K i g a l i stadium and other enclaves. 

Analysis of guidelines for U.S. decision to support 

1. Whether UN involvement advances U.S. i n t e r e s t s , and an 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l community of i n t e r e s t e x i s t s f o r dealing w i t h the 
problem on a m u l t i l a t e r a l basis. 

For o p t i o n 1, YES. The U.S. has a general i n t e r e s t i n 
the maintenance of peace and s t a b i l i t y i n the region 
and a strong humanitarian i n t e r e s t . Both the UN 
Sec u r i t y Council and the OAU are e x p l o r i n g 
peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance options. 
Neighboring s t a t e s , led by Tanzania and supported by 
the U.S., are.pressing f o r a resumption of the Arusha 
peace t a l k s . 
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For o p t i o n 2, the same. 

For o p t i o n 3, the same. 

OSD agrees w i t h State's assessment. However. we 
believe sending i n 5,000-15,000 troops represents a 
commitment which may exceed the U.S.' "general 
i n t e r e s t i n the maintenance of peace and s t a b i l i t y i n 
the region." 

2. Whether there i s a t h r e a t to or breach of i n t e r n a t i o n a l 
peace and s e c u r i t y , o f t e n of a region a l character, defined as 
one or a combination of the f o l l o w i n g : (a) i n t e r n a t i o n a l 
aggression; (b) urgent humanitarian d i s a s t e r coupled w i t h 
violence; or (c) sudden i n t e r r u p t i o n of established democracy 
or gross v i o l a t i o n of human r i g h t s coupled w i t h v i o l e n c e , or 
th r e a t of violence. 

For o p t i o n 1, YES. The k i l l i n g of over 100,000 people 
over the past month, w i t h many more cont i n u i n g to be 
at r i s k , and the need f o r humanitarian assistance f o r 
up to 500,000 refugees and displaced persons, 
c o n s t i t u t e a humanitarian d i s a s t e r coupled w i t h 
violence. The death of the Rwandan President and 
subseguent assassination of much of Rwanda's p o l i t i c a l 
o p p o s i t i o n c o n s t i t u t e d a sudden and unexpected 
i n t e r r u p t i o n of the democratic process. The wholesale 
slaughter of c i v i l i a n s c o n s t i t u t e d a gross v i o l a t i o n 
of human r i g h t s coupled w i t h violence and the th r e a t 
thereof. 

For o p t i o n 2, the same. 

For o p t i o n 3, the same. 

3. Whether there are clear o b j e c t i v e s and an understanding of 
where the mission f i t s on the spectrum between t r a d i t i o n a l 
peacekeeping and peace enforcement. 

For o p t i o n 1, NOT YET. We have not seen a c l e a r l y 
developed concept. Those who have developed the idea 
believe t h a t i t could be a Chapter VI operation, but 
i t i s hard to see how i t could remain t h a t way i n a 
c i v i l war. A Kigali-based operation would l i k e l y 
r eguire a Chapter V I I mandate unless the warring sides 
were to acguiesce i n the UN mission. Even then i t 
would reg u i r e .a robust Chapter VI mandate, given the 
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I n t e r i m Government's lack of command and c o n t r o l over 
renegade army u n i t s and extrem i s t m i l i t i a s . 

For o p t i o n 2, NOT YET. This i s a possible U.S. 
proposed a l t e r n a t i v e to o p t i o n 1, and, t h e r e f o r e , i f 
we bel i e v e i t p r e f e r a b l e , we ourselves would need to 
develop the mission statement f u r t h e r , and define 
where on the peace operations spectrum i t should f i t . 
Since t h i s force i s designed to operate outside the 
area of maximum c o n f r o n t a t i o n between the government 
and rebel forces, i t would be less l i k e l y to provoke 
major c o n f r o n t a t i o n w i t h e i t h e r side than o p t i o n 1, 
and would be more l i k e l y , t h e r e f o r e , to operate w i t h i n 
a Chapter VI mandate, a l b e i t at the rougher end of the 
peacekeeping part of t h i s spectrum. 

J o i n t S t a f f believes t h a t the establishment of a 
p r o t e c t i v e zone would be very l i k e l y to provoke major 
c o n f r o n t a t i o n w i t h the P r e s i d e n t i a l Guard, m i l i t i a s 
and roving gangs i n t e n t on continued slaughter of 
moderate Hutus and T u t s i s . Therefore, Chapter V I I 
rules of engagement and mandate would l i k e l y be 
reguired. 

For o p t i o n 3, NO. This would be nei t h e r peacekeeping 
nor peace enforcement. How the mission could operate 
without any force component i s also unclear. 

OSD believes t h a t both options 1 and 2 would be 
Chapter V I I operations undertaken by A f r i c a n forces 
w i t h robust rules of engagement, and t h a t o p t i o n 3 i s 
not going to stop the k i l l i n g s . 

4. Whether, i f UNAMIR i s to remain a Chapter VI peacekeeping 
operation, a c e a s e - f i r e i s i n place; or, i f i t i s to become a 
Chapter V I I peace enforcement opera t i o n , the t h r e a t t o 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l peace and s e c u r i t y i s considered s i g n i f i c a n t . 

For o p t i o n 1, NO on Chapter V I . No ce a s e - f i r e i s i n 
place, and, given the lack of command and c o n t r o l 

exercised by the I n t e r i m Government over renegade 
m i l i t a r y forces and Hutu m i l i t i a , i t i s debatable how 
e f f e c t i v e a c e a s e - f i r e would be. 

1, 
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For o p t i o n 1, YES on Chapter V I I . A s i g n i f i c a n t 
t h r e a t does e x i s t to i n t e r n a t i o n a l peace and 
s e c u r i t y . The refugee flows threaten to overwhelm 
resources i n neighboring s t a t e s . The violence i n 
Rwanda also threatens to s p i l l over i n t o neighboring 
Burundi. 

For o p t i o n 2, NO on Chapter V I . No ceas e - f i r e i s i n 
place. Option 2 i s designed to put forces i n areas of 
minimum c o n f r o n t a t i o n between the warring p a r t i e s . 
The issue whether Chapter VI i s applicable devolves, 
t h e r e f o r e , on whether each of the p a r t i e s i s prepared 
to accept a UN presence. 

J o i n t S t a f f believes t h a t agreement of Rwandan 
government to c e a s e - f i r e proposal could not 
necessa r i l y be considered to c o n s t i t u t e assent by 
P r e s i d e n t i a l Guard, h a r d - l i n e Hutu m i l i t i a s , and 
roving gangs behind government l i n e s , a l l of whom have 
been i m p l i c a t e d i n slaughter. To date. Government 
forces unable to c o n t r o l mass k i l l i n g s of Tutsis and 
moderate Hutu. J o i n t S t a f f p o s i t i o n underscores 
Option 2 as probable Chapter V I I operation, e s p e c i a l l y 
on Rwanda-Burundi border, where p o s s i b i l i t y of 
c o n f r o n t a t i o n w i t h Hutu extremists l i k e l y to be 
greatest. 

For o p t i o n 2, YES on i n t e r n a t i o n a l s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

For o p t i o n 3, NO on the c e a s e - f i r e . 

5. Whether the means to accomplish the mission are a v a i l a b l e , 
i n c l u d i n g the for c e s , f i n a n c i n g and a mandate appropriate to 
the mission. 

For o p t i o n 1, UNCLEAR. The a v a i l a b i l i t y of adeguate 
numbers and g u a l i t y of troops f o r t h i s mission i s 
guestionable. N i g e r i a has o f f e r e d a b a t t a l i o n , and 
Zimbabwean and Ghanaian b a t t a l i o n s are said to be 
a v a i l a b l e . The UN and OAU are o p t i m i s t i c t h a t 
s u f f i c i e n t forces can be found. Experience i n Somalia 
suggests, however, t h a t a Chapter V I I operation would 
regu i r e a U.S. or Western European combat c a p a b i l i t y , 
which appears u n l i k e l y i n Rwanda. S u f f i c i e n t 

| f i n a n c i n g f o r a Chapter V I I mission also i s d o u b t f u l . 
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I t may be a v a i l a b l e f o r a Chapter VI mission. The UN 
S e c r e t a r i a t estimates a cost f o r the f i r s t s i x months 
of $115 m i l l i o n f o r t h i s o p t i o n . A h y b r i d of a 
vo l u n t a r y fund and assessed c o n t r i b u t i o n s i s possible 
i n order to access money authorized f o r the e x i s t i n g 
assessment f o r UNAMIR. The U.S. t h e o r e t i c a l l y could 
provide up to $173.3 m i l l i o n i n DoD drawdown, PKO and 
CIPA assistance. We also have up to $60 m i l l i o n i n 
r e a l l o c a t i o n a u t h o r i t y , although t h i s w i l l mean 
reducing or e l i m i n a t i n g other programs. 

For o p t i o n 2, MORE LIKELY. While t h i s o p t i o n may 
reguire at least as many forces as opt i o n 1, the 
m i l i t a r y character i s d i f f e r e n t and the g u a l i t y of 
forces need not be so high. 

J o i n t S t a f f believes j u s t the opposite. Forces w i l l 
be i n peace enforcement r o l e p r o t e c t i n g displaced 
T u t s i s and moderate Hutus from roving gang, m i l i t i a s , 
and P r e s i d e n t i a l Guard; w i l l r e g u i r e c l e a r i n g secure 
zones, searching and disarming ( i f necessary) 
displaced Rwandans allowed i n t o camps, and then 
p r o t e c t i n g those camps. Questions about how displaced 
Rwandans get to camps have yet to be answered. Any 
i n t e n t to have UN/OAU forces go out and b r i n g back, 
displaced Rwandans to camps w i l l r e guire operations i n 
t e r r i t o r y c o n t r o l l e d by Rwandan government troops and 
possible d i r e c t c o n f r o n t a t i o n w i t h gangs, m i l i t i a s and 
P r e s i d e n t i a l Guard forces. 

Moreover, assuming RPF remains t r u e to stat e d i n t e n t 
of c o n t i n u i n g Southward movement to punish "rogues" 
who have committed slaughter, expect P r e s i d e n t i a l 
Guard, m i l i t i a s and gangs t o r e t r e a t i n face of 
advance and attempt to seek refuge i n UN-held camps. 
S i g n i f i c a n t p o s s i b i l i t y e x i s t s f o r PKO forces to 
c o n f l i c t w i t h e i t h e r extremist Hutus, or w i t h RPF 
should RPF believe extremists are seeking safe haven 
i n camps. 

Need to remain n e u t r a l under above s i t u a t i o n s w i l l 
c ontinuously challenge Option 2 forces. Therefore, 
g u a l i t y and c a p a b i l i t y of troops performing mission 
must be as high as, i f not higher than, those posited 
f o r Option 1. 
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OSD disagrees w i t h State's analysis f o r options 1 and 
2. We bel i e v e "NO" i s the c o r r e c t answer f o r both. 
While o p t i o n 1 i s almost a repeat of the Somalia 
experience and i s t h e r e f o r e u n l i k e l y to generate much 
support. State presents a f a u l t y argument f o r opt i o n 2 
t h a t may be misleading. State asserts t h a t o p t i o n 2 
may regu i r e at least as many forces as o p t i o n 1, but 
th a t the m i l i t a r y character i s d i f f e r e n t and the 
g u a l i t y of forces need not be so high. We s t r o n g l y 
disagree t h a t forces charged w i t h p r o t e c t i o n of 
displaced persons i n only a "semi-permissive" 
environment ( f a c i n g u n c o n t r o l l e d gangs, the 
P r e s i d e n t i a l Guard, and m i l i t i a s ) do not need the 
t r a i n i n g , eguipment, or support t h a t a force operating 
i n a non-permissive environment regui r e s . 
Furthermore, there i s no evidence outside of 
Boutros-Ghali's optimism, t h a t support, forces and 
eguipment, can be marshaled f o r any large operation i n 
Rwanda. 

For o p t i o n 3, N/A. 

6. Whether the p o l i t i c a l , economic and humanitarian 
conseguences of i n a c t i o n by the i n t e r n a t i o n a l community have 
been weighed and are considered unacceptable. 

For o p t i o n 1, YES. The i n t e r n a t i o n a l community 
c l e a r l y views what i s happening i n Rwanda as a 
humanitarian d i s a s t e r of the highest magnitude and 
considers i n a c t i o n to be unacceptable. 

For o p t i o n 2, the same. 

For o p t i o n 3, the same. But o p t i o n 3 may be viewed as 
i n a c t i o n . 

OSD agrees t h a t i n a c t i o n i s unacceptable, however. we 
do not bel i e v e t h a t our present a c t i v i t i e s (or opt i o n 
3) are " i n a c t i o n . " 
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7. Whether the operation's a n t i c i p a t e d d u r a t i o n i s t i e d to 
clear o b j e c t i v e s and r e a l i s t i c g u i d e l i n e s f o r ending the 
operation. 

For o p t i o n 1, NO. The d u r a t i o n of each i s t i e d to a 
r e s t o r a t i o n of s u f f i c i e n t order i n Rwanda to allow 
r e t u r n of refugees and the absence of serious t h r e a t 
to humanitarian e f f o r t s . While c r i t e r i a are clear 
enough, the time by which to meet them would be 
indeterminate. 

For o p t i o n 2, the same. 

For o p t i o n 3, the same. 

PDD guidelines for U.S. participation 

On the assumption that U.S. p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s h i g h l y 
u n l i k e l y , t h i s paper does not consider the PDD gu i d e l i n e s f o r 
U.S. p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 

Resources available from the U.S. 

The U.S. has the f o l l o w i n g resources a v a i l a b l e : 

— $75,000,000 FAA Sec. 506(a)(1) DoD drawdown 
— $75,000,000 FAA Sec. 506(a)(2) DoD drawdown 
— $10,000,000 Unspent UNAMIR CIPA 
-- $13,000,000 Unspent Sec. 551 H a i t i PKO account 
— $ 700,000 Unspent Sec. 552(c)(2) DoD drawdown 

— $173,700,000 Funds/Drawdown A u t h o r i t y A v a i l a b l e 

— $15,000,000 Sec. 552(c)(1) r e a l l o c a t i o n a u t h o r i t y 
-- $45,000,000 Sec. 451(a)(1) r e a l l o c a t i o n a u t h o r i t y 

-- $60.000.000 To t a l r e a l l o c a t i o n authorized 

--$233.000,000 To t a l Funds/Drawdown/Rea1location 
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