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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2015

THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 2014. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY—NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECU-
RITY ADMINISTRATION, WEAPONS ACTIVITIES FY 2015 
BUDGET

WITNESSES
BRUCE HELD, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECU-

RITY ADMINISTRATION 
DR. DON COOK, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR DEFENSE PROGRAMS, 

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 
BRIGADIER GENERAL JAMES C. DAWKINS, JR., PRINCIPAL ASSISTANT 

DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR MILITARY APPLICATIONS, NATIONAL 
NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. SIMPSON. I would like to call this hearing to order. Good 
morning everyone. Thanks for being here today. 

Mr. Held, I would like to both welcome you to your first appear-
ance before the subcommittee and express our support for your 
work to steer the NNSA organization while we await Senate con-
firmation of an Administrator and Deputy Administrator. By all ac-
counts, you have provided leadership at a time when the Depart-
ment was required to make some tough decisions, and your service 
is greatly appreciated. 

Dr. Cook, welcome back. This is the fourth budget request for 
Defense Programs that you have submitted and the fourth time 
you have testified before this subcommittee. 

And, General Dawkins, welcome back. We appreciate your at-
tendance here today. 

The activities funded under the Weapons Activities are needed to 
sustain our nuclear deterrent and ensure strategic stability at a 
time when other nations are modernizing their nuclear stockpiles 
and enhancing their own capabilities. With the recent events in 
Ukraine and a resurgent Russia, the stability that our nuclear 
weapons stockpile provides our Nation and its allies should be val-
ued more highly than ever. The President’s Budget Request for 
Weapons Activities is $8.3 billion, an increase of $534 million or 7 
percent over the fiscal year 2014 level. 

These increases are being requested in a budget year where 
funding for overall defense discretionary spending will be essen-
tially flat. In the past, this subcommittee has supported major in-
creases to the Weapons Activities budget in order to make the in-
vestments that are needed to ensure our nuclear weapons stockpile 
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is being effectively maintained. Under these tight budget caps, it 
is only going to get harder. Increases to the NNSA budget are 
available only because we cut national security funding elsewhere. 
This is a zero-sum game, and there are serious concerns about our 
ability to meet all our defense needs under these constraints. 

Only the highest priorities that provide the best value for our 
Nation’s defense will be successful in competing for these scarce 
funding dollars. The programs funded within the Weapons Activi-
ties appropriation are extremely important, and the subcommittee 
has been very clear that the NNSA is expected to follow through 
and deliver on its promises in order to rebuild its credibility here 
in Congress. 

I am interested in hearing what progress you have made and 
how you plan to carry out the reforms that are necessary to im-
prove Federal oversight of the NNSA’s programs, projects, and ac-
tivities. The budget request for Weapons Activities is being sub-
mitted on the heels of a number of recent decisions that are driving 
changes to your plans for modernization, such as the decision to 
defer work on the integrated warhead and to investigate additional 
alternatives for construction of the Uranium Processing Facility. I 
look forward to hearing from you on how these modernization plans 
are evolving and what work you have done to clearly articulate and 
justify those plans so that our nuclear weapons stockpile remains 
safe, secure, and effective. 

Please ensure that the hearing record, responses to the questions 
for the record, and any supporting information requested by the 
subcommittee are delivered in final form to us no later than 4 
weeks from the time you receive them. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I also ask that if members have additional ques-
tions that they would like to submit to the subcommittee for the 
record, that they please do so by 5 p.m. Tomorrow. 

With those opening comments, I would like to yield to our rank-
ing member, Ms. Kaptur, for any opening comments that she might 
have.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And we welcome you, gentlemen. Literally you have life and 

death in your hands. And we thank you for your vigilant service 
to our country in the cause of liberty, and we welcome you before 
our subcommittee today. 

The national security missions of the NNSA are vital to the in-
terests of the United States, particularly we are reminded in light 
of recent events around the world. While the issues that we are 
discussing are substantively profound, they also involve consider-
able amounts of money. And according to the administration’s 
budget request, funding for the weapons program is projected to 
continue to grow over the next 5 years, reaching nearly $10 billion 
by 2019, which is a 56 percent increase from 2011. 

Our responsibility is to ensure that the dollars provided by the 
American taxpayer for the weapons complex are spent pursuant to 
a coherent strategy and as wisely as possible. I want to make clear 
to you there is nothing I take more seriously, and I know my col-
leagues agree, in our role as Members of Congress than any issues 
surrounding decisions regarding war in general and nuclear weap-
ons in particular. 
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In order to reach and sustain this level of funding, it will be criti-
cally important for the NNSA to lay out the need for this spending 
relative to national security requirements. The scale of the invest-
ment in scientific capabilities and capital investments is breath-
taking and at least recently fluid. 

In addition to explaining these investments relative to the mili-
tary and strategic needs, the NNSA must make strides in manage-
ment and cost estimating. In particular, alternative analysis must 
be performed prior to becoming evident that the proposed plan is 
unaffordable. If the currently proposed investment is breathtaking, 
the recent cost overruns at NNSA simply suck all of the oxygen 
from the room. 

Before I yield back to the chairman, I would like to point out the 
major disappointment I have with this budget request, and that is 
the drastic cut to the dismantlement program seems to be com-
pletely incongruous with this administration’s stated commitment 
to nonproliferation objectives. To my mind it sends exactly the 
wrong signal to the rest of the world. 

I look forward to hearing your testimony and to the question pe-
riod.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the time. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Held. 
Mr. HELD. Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Kaptur, mem-

bers of the committee, I am honored to be here with you today. 
The fiscal year 2015 budget request for the National Nuclear Se-

curity Administration is a clear expression of President Obama’s 
commitment to America’s nuclear security. Within the fiscal con-
straints of the Bipartisan Budget Act, the President requested a 4 
percent increase for NNSA to $11.7 billion. This includes a 26 per-
cent increase for naval nuclear reactors and a 7 percent increase 
for nuclear weapons activities. 

The President’s request also sustains other NNSA programs at 
robust levels to include responsive infrastructure at $2.1 billion, re-
search, development, test, and evaluation at $1.8 billion, nuclear 
nonproliferation at $1.6 billion, physical and cybersecurity at $800 
million, and emergency response and counterterrorism at $250 mil-
lion.

Mr. Chairman, $11.7 billion is an awful lot of taxpayer money, 
and the willingness of this committee to appropriate that money 
should and will depend on your trust and confidence in NNSA’s 
ability to steward it in a mission-effective and cost-efficient man-
ner. I listened very carefully to your remarks yesterday to Sec-
retary Moniz and recognize that NNSA needs to give you a clear 
picture of what we are trying to do and concrete evidence of 
progress in actually doing it. 

In that context, I come away from my 9 months as acting admin-
istrator with the belief that NNSA has 5 enduring responsibilities 
that are sometimes seen as conflicting, but in fact are tightly 
interlocked. First and foremost, we must assure the nuclear safety 
of NNSA operations vis-a-vis our workforce, our community, and 
our environment. Second, we must protect nuclear security by 
keeping weapons-useable material and classified information out of 
the hands of malicious actors, including those intent on acts of nu-
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clear terrorism. Third, we must maintain a safe, secure, and reli-
able nuclear deterrent for America in a world with nuclear weap-
ons. Fourth, we must promote a world with fewer nuclear weapons 
and plan for a world with zero nuclear weapons. And five, we must 
steward the taxpayer’s dollar effectively and efficiently. 

In each of these areas NNSA has performance challenges ahead 
of us, and Secretary Moniz will always be straightforward with you 
about those challenges. At the same time, NNSA has significant 
successes to build on, and the Secretary insists that we get out of 
our defensive crouch and we honestly tell our success stories in a 
way that is meaningful to the American people. 

For example, regarding nuclear security, our counterintelligence 
program was dysfunctional less than 10 years ago. Today, DOE 
counterintelligence is highly effective, respected, and trusted. Less 
than 10 months ago, NNSA communications with our colleagues on 
the Nuclear Weapons Council were quite honestly strained. Today, 
those communications are much healthier, more transparent, and 
this improved atmosphere is helping us focus on the big strategic 
issues for which the NWC exists. 

On nonproliferation, in just the last 4 years, 11 countries, plus 
Taiwan, have eliminated their caches of sensitive nuclear mate-
rials, and security at scores of nuclear storage facilities have been 
hardened to prevent theft by terrorists. The world is a safer place 
as a result. 

On project management, NNSA has been on the GAO High Risk 
List literally since the first day of our organization in March of 
2000. Indeed, the problem stretches back a decade, at least a dec-
ade before that. But since February 2011, when we created the Ac-
quisition Project Management Office and brought Bob Raines in to 
run it, we have consistently been on schedule and on budget for 
large projects up to $750 million. As a result, GAO has taken 
NNSA off its High Risk List for a project of this size for the first 
time in the history of our organization. 

As you know very well, we still have very big problems, very big 
issues with the multibillion-dollar mega projects, but thanks to the 
greater discipline and more agile strategy that Secretary Moniz has 
brought with him, we are making progress in those areas as well. 

Finally, I will return to our first and foremost responsibility: nu-
clear safety. We simply must modernize the aged infrastructure for 
enriched uranium processing in Oak Ridge. We must modernize the 
aged infrastructure for plutonium processing in Los Alamos. And 
wherever we can reliably do so, we should replace conventional 
high explosives in the deployed stockpile with much safer insensi-
tive high explosives. 

If we take a commonsense, better sooner rather than perfect 
later approach, we can do all of these within reasonable cost. But 
if, heaven forbid, we have a nuclear safety accident because we 
have not done so, then, Mr. Chairman, NNSA will truly have 
failed, and we will forever forfeit the trust and confidence of the 
American people in all things nuclear. 

Thank you, sir 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. SIMPSON. Do either of you, Mr. Cook or General Dawkins, 
have any comments you would like to make opening? 

Mr. COOK. Yes. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Go ahead. 
Mr. COOK. Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Kaptur, other 

members of the committee, I am also honored to be here with Act-
ing Administrator Bruce Held and Brigadier General Jim Dawkins. 

On the 2015 President’s request, before I start, I want to express 
heartfelt thanks for this committee’s support of the nuclear deter-
rent of weapons activities of defense programs. That support has 
supported NNSA, its mission, and its people. 

It is critically important for the U.S. to have an unambiguous 
strategy, national strategy for the nuclear deterrent to achieve the 
goals that have been articulated by the President. They were ar-
ticulated first in his Prague speech in 2009; secondly, in the Nu-
clear Posture Review in 2010; and then again in Berlin just last 
June. So it is worth noting in the President’s budget request for 
2015 that $6.9 billion is targeted for defense programs portion of 
the Weapons Activities budget, and that is a $500 million increase, 
just shy of that, or about 7.8 percent over the 2014 enacted level, 
despite the fiscal constraints of the Bipartisan Budget Act. 

Looking back and looking forward, in the two decades since the 
last underground nuclear explosive test, 20 years have passed, the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program that was put into place has been 
successful. It has given us capabilities for quantitative under-
standing of weapon aging and its effects. It has provided critically 
important computational experimental tools for the stockpile, and 
those are what we today call the power tools of stewardship. We 
are applying them now to changing the deterrent. Those are funded 
in the President’s budget request at $1.8 billion. You will find it 
under the campaigns line. 

Over the past year, NNSA, as Administrator Held has said, has 
worked very closely with the DOD and the Nuclear Weapons Coun-
cil. We developed a number of options for reconciling DOD prior-
ities with Weapons Activity program requirements and with avail-
able resources. These options were then discussed at the DOD Dep-
uty Secretary’s Management Advisory Group, called DMAG, and an 
option in deliberation with NNSA resulted in a selection for the life 
extension programs. Because of limited resources, that was called 
a bend but not break 3+2 strategy for the Nation. You will hear 
more about that strategy from General Dawkins in just a minute. 

The Directed Stockpile Work, or DSW portion of the program, re-
quests $2.7 billion, of which 1 billion is geared toward life exten-
sion programs. The remainder, of course, takes care of the stockpile 
that we have today. Regarding the life extension programs that un-
derpin, there are three that have the highest priority, and I will 
make a brief comment about them. 

The first is the life extended W76 for the Navy. The President’s 
budget request is $259 million for that program. This supports 
completion of that effort by the end of fiscal year 2019. So now we 
have a budget request for 2015 to 2019 that covers the entirety of 
the first completion of life extension. 

B61–12 is on its heels. It remains on track, the enduring develop-
ment achievements are meeting milestones. The President’s re-
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quest is $643 million for that one and will support the initial ramp- 
up at our NNSA production plants and the preproduction engineer-
ing activities in 2016, after the 2015 budget year, leading to a first 
production unit by March of 2020. 

In parallel with that, the third, the W88 ALT 370 is an alter-
ation of the arming, fuzing, and firing system for the ballistic mis-
sile that sits on Trident, the W88. The President’s request is $165 
million, and that supports a first production unit of December 
2019.

As you have already noted, the first interoperable had to be de-
layed. That was a part of DMAG 1, and we deferred it for 5 years. 
So the FPU, which was to be 2025, is now set at 2030. That inter-
operable is scheduled to be the first interoperable for both an Air 
Force and a Navy weapons system. We needed to defer it based on 
budget availability, but through the stewardship tools we felt that 
we could defer it for that period of time because these two systems 
are aging as predicted. We believe we understand where they are. 
And as a consequence of that, we have requested no funds for fiscal 
2015.

The long-range standoff or LRSO warhead is the intended re-
placement for the air-launched cruise missile warhead, currently 
served by the W80–1. In DMAG Option 1, we deferred that up to 
3 years from an FPU of 2024 to an FPU of 2027. The 2015 Presi-
dent’s budget requests $9.4 million for support of Phase 6.1 activi-
ties in 2015 and an FPU of 2027. 

Turning to some of the underlying capability, the President’s 
budget requests $335 million for the Uranium Processing Facility 
at Y12. That amount is going to allow the transition of uranium 
processing capabilities out of 9212, the oldest building we have 
there, by 2025. 

In the area of plutonium infrastructure, the President’s request 
includes $38.7 million provided for activities needed to procure and 
install equipment in the Rad Lab or RLUOB, early planning activi-
ties to reuse PF–4 laboratory space, and preconceptual analysis of 
potential modular additions to PF–4. The strategy execution de-
pends also on receipt of the reprogram funds that we sought in 
support of the CMR transition request that shows up in program 
readiness in the budget. 

In the area of tritium production, the President’s request is $140 
million for 2015. The challenges that face us here are ensuring that 
we have a source of unobligated or no peaceful use restrictions, low 
enriched uranium to fuel the Tennessee Valley Authority reactor, 
the TVA reactor. It has been determined so far that we have 
enough material to run to 2036 for our tritium production needs if 
we fuel only one reactor. But if we need to go to two, then our LEU 
stockpile is only going to be sufficient to get us to 2025. 

Particularly in the wake of the USEC Chapter 11 filing, we have 
initiated a study within the Department to look at alternatives to 
identify the continuing source of low enrichment uranium. 

Finally, the President’s budget request applies fundings toward 
upgrades to nuclear safety systems, as Administrator Held said, 
improvements to the workplace environment for both plant and lab 
employees, and actions to reduce safety and mission risk across the 
enterprise. You also have my personal commitment and that of 
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those at the table here to work closely with you on maintaining 
continuity for our uranium or plutonium capabilities. 

With your support of the President’s 2015 budget request for 
maintaining America’s nuclear deterrent, the NNSA will continue 
to preserve the quality of the warheads that are necessary to meet 
U.S. national security needs. 

I thank you for your time again and look forward to answering 
your questions. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Dr. Cook. 
General Dawkins. 
General DAWKINS. Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Kaptur, 

distinguished members of the subcommittee, good morning. It is an 
honor to be here today. My remarks will be brief. 

In my role as the principal assistant deputy administrator for 
military application, or PADAMA, my primary responsibility is to 
assist Dr. Cook with maintaining global nuclear deterrence through 
effective planning, maintenance, and enforcement of a safe, secure, 
and effective nuclear weapons stockpile. PADAMA is an important 
position for NNSA to have because it allows a senior military offi-
cer to serve as a conduit between NNSA and DOD. I consult with 
Dr. Cook daily on joint nuclear matters dealing with operational in-
frastructure issues, and we engage with frequent dialogue with the 
various military services concerning weapons issues specific to each 
service. I am also heavily engaged in supporting related program-
ming and budget matters that are pertinent to NNSA and DOD. 

Of particular interest to me is the 3+2 strategy. This, of course, 
is the strategy that both the Department of Energy and the De-
partment of Defense, working through the Nuclear Weapons Coun-
cil, have put in place to maintain a nuclear triad while reducing 
the number and types of weapons. This strategy allows the nation 
to go from 12 to 5 systems, resulting in 3 ballistic missile systems 
and 2 air-delivered systems. The President’s budget, as submitted, 
will allow us to meet the basic objectives of the 3+2 strategy and 
continue to meet the tenets of the New START treaty. However, 
budget constraints are forcing us to balance cost and schedule to 
reduce risks. 

It is from my unique position in the NNSA Office of Defense Pro-
grams that I come before you today to answer any questions that 
you may have on NNSA’s 2015 budget request, which has already 
been endorsed by the Nuclear Weapons Council. Thank you for 
your time, and I look forward to taking your questions. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, General. 
Mr. Held, you mentioned your five priorities that you have. Any 

idea whether the new Administrator awaiting confirmation and the 
Deputy Administrator, agree with those five priorities? 

Mr. HELD. Yes, sir. Frank Klotz and I meet with each other regu-
larly, and I think he is on board and consistent with those, and 
perhaps most importantly, Secretary Moniz is on board and very 
supportive of those. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Are there any decisions that were deferred await-
ing the new Administrator’s confirmation? 

Mr. COOK. The Secretary’s guidance to me when he asked me to 
be acting was to proceed as if I was going to be there for a while. 
We didn’t expect me to be there this long. The only decisions that 
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we have really deferred have been some senior personnel decisions. 
I didn’t want to tie General Klotz’s hands on senior personnel 
things, so we have had a lot of people in acting positions for that. 

But besides that, in particular on things like security reorganiza-
tion, in an appropriate fashion we coordinated with Frank to make 
sure that this was not something that he would be opposed to. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, we certainly appreciate the job you have been 
doing as the Acting Administrator of that. 

Each of the major modernization projects recommended by the 
Nuclear Posture Review report has experienced some serious prob-
lems. The CMRR nuclear facility was essentially canceled and now 
we hear that there are more affordable alternatives that were 
never considered. The design of the Uranium Processing Facility 
was bungled, necessitating a huge expansion of the building’s foot-
print. The common warhead options for the W78 and W88 have 
been pushed back to 2030 with no plans ever submitted for how to 
fund its $13 billion cost or construct the supporting production in-
frastructure. Only the B61 LEP is moving forward, despite the fact 
that the cost of the program doubled over the course of 1 year from 
$5 billion to $10 billion. This cost growth occurred despite the fact 
that NNSA downsized the scope of the refurbishment to a less 
risky alternative. 

What are you doing to better ensure that the NNSA is spending 
its funds developing only the most feasible and affordable alter-
natives to sustain the nuclear weapons stockpile, and what needs 
to change to make sure that these mistakes don’t continue to be 
made and that we do not waste time and money on losing alter-
natives?

Mr. HELD. Sir, if I may, I will address the plutonium and ura-
nium aspects, the infrastructure aspect, and then maybe turn to 
Dr. Cook specifically on the weapons. 

I think we have had to improve our performance in these major 
infrastructure projects, as we have already done in the ones under 
$750 million. I think we need two things. We need to bring the 
same discipline approach that Bob Raines has been bringing to the 
smaller projects, but more importantly, maybe we need to bring a 
different strategy to these great big projects, and that goes to the 
better sooner rather than perfect later. 

We have designed both on the plutonium side and the uranium 
side. We designed out the perfect scope and then we let perfect 
scope drive cost and schedule, and quite frankly, what we found is 
those end up being too costly, they take too long, they undermine 
our credibility with Congress, and they leave us in an untenable 
nuclear safety position. 

So in the plutonium case it was really necessity was the mother 
of invention, given budgets. The plan that we had was proving un-
tenable. We did have some ability to stretch out that plan because 
good scientific and technical work that Don is more expert at de-
scribing than I am gave us more time because plutonium was not 
aging as quickly as we thought it would. So the pits were lasting 
longer, right, so it wasn’t so urgent. But it was really the budget 
driver.
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And so once the project was postponed, the smart scientists at 
Sandia and across the complex said, is there a different way to skin 
this cat? And in fact we came out with one wherein nuclear safety 
was a driver in that. We are currently in the old CMR building, 
which is 62 years old and sits on a major fault, and we have this 
brand new radiological laboratory, brand new, beautiful facility 
brought in on time, under budget. And currently, in this old facil-
ity, we are allowed to use a large amount of plutonium, and in the 
smaller facility we are only allowed to use basically two nickles 
worth, right. 

And so Don is working through to change that paradigm so we 
can actually make much use of the radiological lab, so we can get 
out of CMR on a period of time. Then if we repurpose existing 
space in the existing plutonium facility number 4, we can get up 
to meet the first NWC objective of 30 pits per year and then bring 
on modular additions as the mission drives us, right. So we are let-
ting mission drive the pace and doing a much more agile modular 
fashion that will probably prove much more mission effective and 
cost efficient. 

So then on the uranium side, because, again, our perfect strategy 
was pushing us to a situation where the cost was going to be on 
the order of over 10 billion and not get finished until the year 2038. 
2038 is nearly 100 years after the Building 9212 down at Oak 
Ridge was created. I was down there giving an all-hands, and there 
were about 400 or 500 people in the room, and I said, I don’t know 
about you, but I frankly expect to be dead in the year 2038. How 
many of you in this room expect to be working at Oak Ridge in 
2038?

One person raised their hand, one person. And so we said we 
have got to do better than this. Let’s not have perfection in 2038. 
Let’s have something much better and much more cost effective in 
2025. And even 2025 is kind of a long way away. And so that is 
why we brought in Thom Mason to this alternative analysis. We 
should have done this sooner. So we brought Thom in. And this 
was a wonderful example of really good agile governance. I asked 
Tom, after a morning meeting, because he was in town, I said, 
could you lead a red team and maybe take some lessons from the 
plutonium thing in Los Alamos and give us is there a better way 
to skin the uranium cat in Oak Ridge? He said, I will need a char-
ter to do this. And I said, okay, can you write the charter for me 
and I will sign it today? I signed it out today. 

He called the best minds across the complex, the very best minds 
across in the science labs, in the nuclear weapons labs, and they 
met the next week. Somebody asked me, what is our work author-
ization statement? I said, I don’t know. But they got all of those 
people together and they will get us a report by April 15th that 
then we can share with you, then we can start thinking whether. 
Secretary Moniz, he is a very charming fellow when he is with you, 
but he shakes your hand with that velvet glove, man, but there is 
a fist of steel inside there. And so he is driving this really kind of 
much more let’s practical problem solving and get things done. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. HELD. So with that, I will turn it to Don. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Dr. Cook. 
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Mr. COOK. For the life extensions, given that we have quite a 
few, we are taking a similar process for each of them. So we have 
got one in the full build Phase 66 and two at Phase 63, both will 
be B61–12, and the W88 ALT 370. And I will run through a set 
of things very quickly that are at the top of my mind because we 
deploy them regularly. 

So first is we manage now through integrated master schedules, 
every one of these teams, that is a project officer group between 
DOE and DOD. On the NNSA side, we have integrated master 
schedules. We also have completed risk registers. Each risk is iden-
tified, each risk is statused quarterly, every single risk is associ-
ated with an individual to manage it. For example, on the B61, we 
started out with something like 190 risks, maybe a few more. We 
are reducing that as work is actually getting done. You have seen 
successful engineering development tests for the B61. There was an 
all-up-round mechanical test. There was a helicopter drop that 
proves the radar. Very recently there was a wind tunnel test. 
Those are three keys right on the critical path to deployment. 
Every single one was met. And when you meet the work, you can 
retire the risk. Formally, that is what we do. 

We have got resource loaded schedules. The worldwide industry 
tool is Primavera Project Planner, known as P6 now. That is being 
used in all of the life extension programs as they move to Phase 
63 as the requirement. 

That gives us earned value measurement status. In an earned 
value management system, there is an ANSI standard, American 
National Standards Institute, so we are not making up DOE orders 
to this. We are following the best practices in engineering through-
out the Nation and in fact throughout the world. 

Quarterly project reviews involve not only my team but the DOD 
team. We regularly have people from the Joint Staff and U.S. Stra-
tegic Command come, as well as the Air Force and the Navy. 

The final one is the selected acquisition requests. Each one of the 
life extension programs is expensive, and we treat them formally. 
Now, under the requirements then, we provide a SAR. I have 
signed out three for each now, the W76, the B61, and the W88 ALT 
370, and the cost has not changed, the scope has not changed, and 
the schedule has not changed in each of those. 

The first one I signed out for the B61 was in March a year ago, 
and at that point sequestration, which occurred at the beginning of 
March, we took into account. We delayed the B61–12 by 6 months 
because we had a factual delay now, but it remains on schedule. 

So I tried to answer that part directly. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Appreciate it. Thank you. 
Ms. Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Gentlemen, thank you for your testimony and the vigor with 

which you are approaching this. 
Dr. Cook, I just wanted to ask, of the weapon systems that you 

identified in your testimony and attached dollar figures to, what 
percent of all weapons we hold does that represent? If you were to 
total all of those, whether it is through 2030, 2025, 2020, what per-
cent of total weapons does that represent? 
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Mr. COOK. In the current stockpile that we have and the way 
that we are approaching with a very large strategy, which we actu-
ally publish now in the Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
Plan, it covers the entirety of the American deterrent. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Okay. 
Mr. COOK. Now, so 100 percent. But the first three, that is for 

the 76 and for the B61 and the W88, that set covers something of 
the order, I would say, of 60 percent, maybe even 65 percent of the 
weapons that will be deployed at the time that the New START 
treaty comes formally into effect with a new force structure on Feb-
ruary 5 of 2018. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Let me ask, Mr. Administrator, you are very aware 
of the congressionally appointed panel that has produced a report, 
and they have recently testified that the NNSA experiment had 
failed and that the NNSA was on a trajectory toward crisis unless 
strong leadership arrests the current course. That panel has yet to 
come up with any recommendations on what kind of governance 
structure might be better, but I am curious whether you agree with 
the panel’s assessment that the current organizational structure is 
fundamentally flawed. 

And I will just quote a couple, and I am sure you know all this, 
but for the record, they talk about chains of command not well de-
fined; shortfalls in project management and cost estimating well 
documented; trusted partnerships historically between the labs and 
NNSA eroded; and a sentence, ‘‘There is no affordable, executable, 
joint DOD/DOE vision, plan, or program for the future of our nu-
clear weapons capabilities.’’ 

I must ask you how you react to that, and do you believe that 
better integration of NNSA programs into the Department of En-
ergy improves things or do you think that the mission of the NNSA 
program should be severed entirely? 

Mr. HELD. Thank you. This is the issue that I agreed, when Sec-
retary Moniz asked me to return from retirement, this is the issue 
that I agreed to come back on. I am a retired CIA officer. I was 
working out at Sandia National Laboratories as the head of coun-
terintelligence out there, and it was the issue that I agreed with 
Secretary Chu to come back to work on. And I have been working 
very closely with Norm and Rick. 

Do I think the people of NNSA have failed? And that, when I say 
people, I mean both the government employees and the employees 
of government-owned laboratories and facilities. I do not think the 
people of NNSA have failed. 

Do I think that the governance model that we have been trying 
to overlay across the complex has failed? Yes, I do. I believe we 
have had a governance model, that we have been trying to use pri-
vate sector incentives to motivate a culture that is deeply, a culture 
both in the government and at the laboratories, that is deeply, 
deeply committed to scientific excellence and exceptional service in 
the national interest. And the large fees do not motivate scientific 
excellence at the laboratories. If you want to motivate a scientist, 
put out a dollar of lab-directed research and development fund, re-
search money, that motivates science, right? Profits don’t, fees 
don’t motivate science. 
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So the Secretary and I are in strong agreement with the panel 
that that model has not succeeded, that model has driven a wedge 
between the government and the government-owned facilities. We 
need to move that into a much tighter partnership. That is in fact 
what we are doing. If you look at the use of Thom Mason, you 
know, that is because we know each other, we trust each other, 
and we want to solve problems together. 

On the chain of command issue, very, very important on the 
chain of command issue. After the Y12 incident, Secretary Chu, 
with whom I am very close, said, Bruce, if I have a counterintel-
ligence problem, if we have a counterintelligence problem in the 
complex, who do I fire? I said, sir, you fire me, and I will make 
sure the local counterintelligence chief on site is out the door before 
I leave Forrestal. And he said, who do I fire in a security situation? 
I said, sir, the chain of command is so confused that you don’t have 
a clue, you actually don’t have a clue. And General Finan, General 
Dawkins’ predecessor, wrote an analysis of the Y12 incident, and 
the core sound bite from that analysis was there are many people 
who assert authority and no one accepts accountability, right. And 
the reform of security, the first tasking that Secretary Moniz gave 
me on my second day—actually it was my first day reporting back 
into duty—he asked for a 30-day review of security and what to do, 
and we have centralized that chain of command. 

At NNSA, the chief of defense nuclear security is, as the statute 
requires, now the person who is responsible and accountable for all 
security at NNSA. We have similar people who are clearly identi-
fied as owner of both responsibility and accountability for security 
in both the science and energy area and in the performance and 
management area, and that paradigm is the paradigm we are going 
to drive for governance across the enterprise. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Held, when was that adopted? 
Mr. HELD. The security reorganization? 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. 
Mr. HELD. I announced it for NNSA in February of this year, and 

it was formally announced for the entire Department about 2 
weeks ago, I believe. We can find the exact date for you. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Marcy, if I could interrupt for just a second. We 
have a couple of members that have a markup that they have to 
get to, and I would like to have them be able to ask a question. 
Then we will come back to that, if that is okay with you. 

Mr. Graves. 
Mr. GRAVES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Held, seems like yesterday we had a large conversation with 

the Secretary in this subcommittee as it related to the MOX facil-
ity.

Mr. HELD. You bet. 
Mr. GRAVES. And I don’t really want to rehash everything that 

we discussed yesterday, but I would like to reemphasize the frus-
tration that not only this panel but others have with items that 
have been authorized and funded, for instance authorized in the 
NDAA and then funded in the omnibus and signed by the Presi-
dent, and then somewhere, somehow a change is made without the 
approval of Congress. 
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Just in the spirit of consistency, is your Agency doing the same 
analysis of every project or did you just choose this one and put it 
in cold standby? And I think I even heard from the Ranking Mem-
ber the dissatisfaction in stopping things without the analysis of 
how you move forward, which is going to cost hundreds of millions 
of dollars. But are you doing this with every project or is it just 
isolated to one or two or three? 

Mr. HELD. I thought you made some wonderful comments yester-
day in terms of the change orders and such. And there is a great 
GAO report out and really very accurate and very well done. The 
GAO people find it unusual that the subjects of their reports actu-
ally agree and like the reports. 

But a serious mistake was made in 2007 when we rushed to 
begin construction before we had a design, and that is what leads 
to all the change orders. And just like building a house, if you have 
change orders, you are going to run up the cost of that project 
something incredible. So we all are trying to look at all projects in 
a very consistent fashion. 

Obviously the MOX project, because it is so large and so impor-
tant, has a lot of priority. Secretary Moniz brought in John 
MacWilliams, who is a former investment banker and made mil-
lions of dollars doing project management, to really take a look at 
that project. He is also the one who is taking a look at USEC and 
really very rigorously. And he has a report that is near completion 
that lays out all of these alternatives that this committee needs to 
see as soon as it is available because that will provide you the 
transparency that you need to kind of say, okay, how are we reach-
ing these decisions, you know, what is the good government path 
forward on this, because it is a very difficult, difficult thing. 

But, yes, we are trying to be rigorous and consistent in all of 
these things. The first example of this would be on the MOX thing, 
and we really need to get that report to you, and I think you will 
be quite impressed. And then I think it will frame the issues in a 
factual, clear-eyed way that we can all make a good government 
decision.

Mr. GRAVES. All right. Thank you. And I know there are other 
questions, but let me just reemphasize the importance of this panel 
and all Members of Congress having input, because when we pass 
laws that are signed by the President, and then agencies are mak-
ing changes, that is, as you can imagine, very frustrating. So con-
sistency is going to be very, very important moving forward. 

Mr. HELD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. GRAVES. And I can tell you this panel is certainly going to 

question what you do with the facility if you keep it in cold standby 
without a plan moving forward, and I hope you will be prepared 
to answer that at some point. 

Mr. HELD. Sir, I am a retired CIA operations officer, so I am 
really comfortable in dark allies with unseemly people. But in that 
kind of nebulous world trust and confidence is the realm, is the 
coin of the realm. And there has been a long history of congres-
sional oversight vis-a-vis the CIA Clandestine Service, and you will 
find most street case officers of the CIA Clandestine Service are 
deeply devoted to that because it protects them and it helps you. 
So you can count on that. 
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Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Good morning, gentlemen. Thank you for ap-

pearing today. 
I would like you to walk through the interface of the various non-

proliferation efforts that we have. We have a number of very spe-
cific programs that are designed to do various things, but I would 
like you to talk through—and we will have more time this after-
noon on this—but to walk through the spectrum of those programs, 
the outcomes that you are seeing, the reasons that we are seeing 
some budgetary reductions here. I raised this with the Secretary. 
One of the most important things that we have to do, perhaps the 
most, is keep people safe. 

Mr. HELD. Yeah. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. And to lower the probability of the use of a 

nuclear weapon to as close to zero as possible, as I told the Sec-
retary yesterday. And while we have got two components of this, 
a nuclear force in order to deter the use of nuclear weapons but 
also a robust nonproliferation set of initiatives, they are a bit com-
plicated, focused in various areas, I would like you to walk through 
the spectrum of those activities, how they overlap what you are 
thinking in terms of these reductions. 

Mr. HELD. Thank you, sir. The one, your suggestion yesterday 
about a nuclear security caucus was immediately taken up by the 
Secretary, and we will be reaching out to you very quickly. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Mr. HELD. President Obama, President Bush before him, has 

identified the single greatest threat to world stability is the poten-
tial for an act of nuclear terrorism. That issue is of profound per-
sonal importance to me and to our organization. The NSC director 
for countering nuclear terrorism at the White House, the previous 
fellow was my personal protege and the current fellow is my per-
sonal protege, so we take that issue with deep seriousness. 

I will maybe reserve a subprogram by subprogram review until 
Anne Harrington is here this afternoon because she is more, but 
let me discuss in broad terms. So three observations. One, we have 
done an awful lot over the past 4 years. Two, we have an awful 
lot more to do ahead of us. And three, $1.6 billion of taxpayer 
money is a lot of money to do it with. 

So I think as we are doing in all areas in this budget context, 
it is not just nonpro, it is in weapons, it is in security, in all areas, 
we are trying to step back and think about is it a moment to 
retweak our approach, not to change the priority, but maybe to 
retweak our approach a little bit, are there ways we can get more 
bang for our buck and things. And we are currently in the process 
of doing that on nonproliferation. 

I believe GAO, with this committee’s support, is starting to look 
into that. The Secretary has asked the secretary of Energy Advi-
sory Board to look into that as well. Should we tweak the approach 
a little bit, are there other things we should do. And in particular 
what I am interested in is are there ways to create greater 
synergies between nonproliferation in weapons, nonproliferation in 
nuclear energy, civilian nuclear energy, because in this budget en-
vironment we need much more synergies. And I go back to my en-
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ergy original point. Nonpro and weapons in many ways have been 
kind of seen anyways as different worlds. Both Don and Anne have 
not been acting that way. But we really need to drive those 
synergies.

And in one sense you see that in the 3+2 strategy. The 3+2 strat-
egy addresses two profound commitments to the American people. 
One, that we will have a safe, secure, and reliable deterrent; but 
two, we will have a smaller, we can have that safe, secure, and re-
liable deterrent on a smaller stockpile because the 3+2 strategy al-
lows us to reduce the hedge stockpile. 

So there is absolutely no less priority or no less concern or non-
proliferation thing. We are taking a pause to say if we, as we are 
taking a pause in other areas as well, in construction and things, 
is there a better way we can get more bang for the taxpayer dollar. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, you mentioned the GAO report. I have 
met with them as well, and I have a bit more homework to do. But 
I think this is important that you raise it. 

Mr. HELD. Very important. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. And really trying to embrace the outcomes 

there.
One thing that I think should be challenging us all is not to 

think about 2015, it is to think about 2030 and how this technology 
is spreading very, very rapidly and the means to acquire it is 
spreading rapidly. And then of course there are transnational ac-
tors that are particularly worrisome, but even the linkages between 
what we would consider peaceful uses—— 

Mr. HELD. Right. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY [continuing]. And the short sprint to mili-

tarization or weaponization that can exist in places with resource 
capacity are growing. That is the reality we are facing, not in the 
21st century, next year. 

Mr. HELD. We are facing, inevitably, a problem if we don’t. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. That is right. 
Mr. HELD. And I think it really comes down to special nuclear 

material, plutonium and uranium. And that is why I am particu-
larly interested in creating greater synergies and exploring greater 
synergies between civilian nuclear energy and nonproliferation. I 
think that goes to the SMR, the small modular reactor. I think the 
small modular reactor is good for the American economy, it is good 
for national security, it is good for the environment. I see no 
downsides to small modular reactors. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Let’s pick that theme up this afternoon be-
cause I want to talk in more depth about that as well. 

Mr. HELD. Please. And we would really, both this afternoon and 
in that group, the really rich conversation to have. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Nunnelee. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am sure you are aware that over the last 2 years, the Presi-

dent’s budget has recommended getting the Federal Government 
out of involvement with TVA. 

Mr. HELD. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. NUNNELEE. They said that the Office of Management and 
Budget was going to perform a study and make recommendations. 
And I know that NNSA is very closely tied with TVA as it relates 
to tritium production. So have you had any conversations with the 
Office of Management and Budget on this subject? 

Mr. HELD. I have not had any direct conversations with Office of 
Management and Budget on this, and I have not directly spoken 
to TVA. I have certainly spoken to people in Oak Ridge and Y12 
about this issue. And the defense program certainly has the lead 
on the tritium. And I will defer to Don for more detailed conversa-
tion.

As the Secretary said yesterday, we have a national security re-
quirement for tritium that is very clear. How we fill is facing some 
decision making in terms of the USEC situation. 

So, Don, do you want to? 
Mr. COOK. I will just follow up. Defense programs and NNSA 

work very closely with TVA and suppliers to TVA. Tritium work 
has done that. At our Savannah River site, we have a number of 
suppliers for the tritium-producing burnable absorber rods. We 
work with PNNL in the design of those, Pacific Northwest National 
Labs in those. 

There was one discussion and only one discussion, it was more 
than a year ago when OMB asked what would be the impact if, you 
know, if we didn’t have access to the TVA reactors. And the answer 
was quite simply that we use those reactors for tritium production 
today. There is a special arrangement in the, for lack of a better 
word, the law that covers TVA, and there is a national security 
clause.

So if we did not have access to the TVA reactors, there would 
have to be adoption of that national security clause to some other 
reactor or some other suite of reactors somewhere else in the Na-
tion. That was the only discussion we have had. No discussion 
about cost, cost savings, cost growth, any of that. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. And I will be submitting language to 
the Committee to ask you to analyze that over this next year. I am 
specifically interested in what is the cost and what are the implica-
tions should we do that? 

Mr. COOK. Okay. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And gentlemen, welcome. I appreciate you all being here today. 
Before I begin my comments, Mr. Held, I want to personally 

thank you. You are actually doing two jobs right now, and you have 
taken the time and effort to go to Oak Ridge, to meet with the 
workforce at Y12. The feedback I have gotten personally from the 
community leaders has been very positive and very thankful. So I 
appreciate your outreach at a critical time. 

Mr. COOK. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. I want to talk first about UPF. I am com-

mitted, for the record, to making sure that UPF goes forward. I 
think it is critical to our Nation’s needs. The Secretary yesterday 
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actually echoed and supported those comments, and I was very 
glad and proud to hear that. 

But the Department has faced significant challenges with UPF, 
with that facility today, and the red team is wrapping up its work 
on an alternative strategy for UPF. I just wanted to know what 
were your thoughts about that and what are the next steps after 
you get the red team’s report, which should be out, I think, some-
time in April, sir. 

Mr. HELD. Better sooner. We need to move sooner. We cannot 
kick this can down the road. I have been down there several times, 
as you know, and I like the Y12 workforce a lot, and I think they 
are coming to trust me. I have toured that facility, 9212, a couple 
times. I would invite anybody who wants to have an experience to 
do that. That, touring that facility, one, it is safe to operate that 
facility; two, the decrepit nature of the facility does not commu-
nicate to the workforce that I care about their work environment 
or their safety, right. We need to do better than that, and we need 
to do better than that sooner than 2038. And that is what Thom 
and his team are tasked to help us out. You know, what is a smart 
way, a faster way, and more efficient way to skin this cat and get 
better sooner. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. I would like to talk a little bit 
about security. Since the security incident in 2012, Y12 has been 
under a microscope, but that has not translated into robust funding 
for the safeguards and security. Defense nuclear security funding 
for Oak Ridge is down $13 million in the fiscal year 2015 budget 
request from the fiscal year 2014 appropriation. 

Can you shed any light on this decision, especially with the well- 
documented need to improve physical security and maintain ade-
quate protective force levels? 

Mr. HELD. My last visit down there was specifically to meet with 
the security forces, and there was an incident involving two small 
vials of highly enriched uranium. And I met with the two, and the 
security force performed spectacularly. So I met with the two he-
roes of that, and I asked them, I said—they had a briefing pre-
pared for me, and I said, I am not interested in your briefing. I 
kind of want to hear about your life since July of 2012. 

And the one guard said, my life has been daily humiliation since 
2012. I don’t even like to go get a haircut because every time I go 
get a haircut, I walk in, and somebody will joke, has there been an-
other nun going right in? 

And this guy, these two guys did a great job. And I said, how 
are you feeling now? And he said, I am feeling pretty good about 
myself right now. And so the morale of that workforce and the mo-
rale of the broad workforce is very, very important to me. In terms 
of broad security funding, there are two things that I think are 
very important, clear chains of command, which we have addressed 
earlier; and two, greater integration of physical security with per-
sonnel security, counterintelligence, and cybersecurity. If you get 
greater integration of those products and especially personnel secu-
rity with physical and cybersecurity, we will get much better secu-
rity mission effectiveness, at much lower cost. 

And so I am trying to use budgetary tightness to drive that 
greater integration, because those security worlds are pretty 
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stovepiped and we need much greater—if we want to really do well, 
we need much greater integration. I will look at the Y–12 specific 
budget, too, to make sure that we are not kind of overstressing that 
system down there, because that culture is a fragile one that I am 
very concerned about. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Well, thank you. I think we agree on the 
strategy and the urgency and the like. 

Mr. HELD. Yes. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. But will you work with me to secure the prop-

er funding there? 
Mr. HELD. Most certainly. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Okay, thank you. I have got one more ques-

tion, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
I talked a little bit about infrastructure, Mr. Administrator, and 

I think you referred to the conditions at 9212. 
Mr. HELD. Yes. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. I have been there. It is deplorable. It is anti-

quated, and it is sad. The protection of our workers is so critically 
important to me, and to you, and should be to all Americans. 

Mr. HELD. Yep. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. You stated firsthand that the serious prob-

lems at Y–12, where the equipment breaks down on a daily basis, 
and the facilities are really well past their expected life cycles. Just 
recently, a large chunk of concrete, as part of a ceiling, collapsed 
at this facility. Fortunately, no one was injured. Production support 
funding is down in the fiscal year 2015 budget request, infrastruc-
ture funding and the readiness and technical-based facility account 
is down $15 million, sir. It just, to me, doesn’t make sense to cut 
funding when we know that the infrastructure problems are only 
getting worse. Could you kindly address that, sir? 

Mr. HELD. One, I will review those, and get back to you and 
work with you on those. Two, we are under some budgetary stress, 
and this is one of the reasons, if you have noticed in my articula-
tion, I am putting nuclear safety first and foremost, because I want 
to use nuclear safety as a way of making sure that infrastructure 
gets the prioritization it requires during budgetary discussions. 
And we have had a—there have been long-term issues with that. 
I think our infrastructure has generally been underfunded. And 
when we reach budgetary tightness, a lot of times the instinct is 
to take risks in infrastructure. 

The way I have been rephrasing that in some of the committees, 
we are not taking risk in infrastructure. We are taking risk in nu-
clear safety. And that has a different reaction in the rooms when 
I say that. So—— 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Administrator. And I, too, 
look forward to working with you to reach these laudatory goals for 
Y–12 and the folks in Oak Ridge. And Mr. Chairman, I will yield 
back and I will have a round two. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. And Ms. Kaptur, thank you for letting 
us interrupt your questions so that these Members could get to 
their markups. I appreciate that. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I understand that, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Go ahead. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Administrator Held, yesterday the head 
of the Strategic Command, U.S. Strategic Command, Admiral Cecil 
Haney appeared before the Defense Authorization Committee, and 
commented on the impact sequestration might have on nuclear 
weapon’s budgets should sequestration return in 2016. 

Could you comment as you look, or Dr. Cook, as you look down 
the road, if sequestration were to be applied again, what impact 
that would have on the proposal you have just placed before us? 

Mr. HELD. I will echo Admiral Haney’s comments and shortly, I 
will defer to Don, but the 3+2 strategy is the—has solid support by 
DOD, DOE, and the National Security Council. We, between fiscal 
year 2014 and fiscal year 2015, we have had to stretch out the 
strategy implementation of that strategy to meet budgetary caps. 
But the strategy remains intact, but it is really at the bottom. That 
is as far as we can go at this point, and if we get a sequestration 
that cuts into that further, that will break that strategy to—with 
severe consequences for the national security of the United States. 
So——

Ms. KAPTUR. All right, thank you very much. We view it, I be-
lieve, that way as well. 

Mr. HELD. Yes. 
Ms. KAPTUR. And I wanted to flip to the other side of the issue 

here. Dr. Cook, the NNSA made a commitment to Congress to dis-
mantle all nuclear weapons retired prior to 2009 by the end of 
2022. Now funding for the dismantlement program has been cut al-
most in half in this budget request, and which states that it will 
develop a new schedule for dismantlement of weapons retired prior 
to 2009. 

Does NNSA intend to go back on your dismantlement commit-
ments to this subcommittee? And it seems that this reduction 
brings into question our Nation’s commitment to nonproliferation. 
So could you reply to this? Are you rescheduling the dismantlement 
program?

Mr. COOK. So the short answer to your question is no, with re-
gard to not meeting the commitment. Let me give you some back-
ground. And I think it is a very important question. Early in this 
administration we committed to having all of those weapons that 
were retired prior to 2009 dismantled by 2022. We have been doing 
quite well. So some of the most difficult systems, for example, the 
B83, which was a multi-megaton class weapon, we completely dis-
mantled. Part of the nuclear posture review declared that TLAM- 
N or the W80–0, was no longer needed, and we completely disman-
tled that system. We also completely dismantled the W62 system 
that had been on Minuteman Missiles, the missile that today car-
ries the W78 and the W87. 

We are at about 35 percent of the work done to meet the goal 
in about 31 percent of the time. So we are still ahead. And as we 
project the dismantlement workload for 2015, we expect to be 
ahead coming out of 2015 as we are going in 2015. We do have, 
we have proposed a cut of 40 percent in 1 year. And looking at the 
outyear budgets, you will see that there is proposed a restoration 
of the budget. 

So what is happening behind the scenes on this is we want to 
maintain a very stable workforce at the Pantex Plant. We have a 
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great deal of work on the W76, that meeting all of the Navy re-
quirements for our production schedule has really been a terrific 
challenge. The Navy has met their deployment schedule, but we 
have had a very large challenge there. 

So for this year, we put the priority on the W76 in making sure 
that we could deliver what we needed to, and preparing for B61 be-
cause we are ahead of dismantlement, and because we have done 
some of the most difficult systems, those are behind us. 

There was a GAO report I could refer you to that said we ought 
to take a look at—I think they made a suggestion, take a look at 
whether we still wanted to meet that commitment. I have an-
swered your question. Yes, we still intend to meet that commit-
ment. GAO, though, said really, you know, a lot has gone on since 
2009. So they suggested we take a look at a more comprehensive 
dismantlement program and I absolutely agree with that. 

So you know, in 2009, we didn’t have the New START Treaty. 
We didn’t have much more than a very broad view of what the new 
posture would get. I can turn for a minute to General Dawkins as 
well. On your issue of sequestration, I want to come back to that 
because the General has been involved with DOD, the Air Force, 
the Navy, Strategic Command, but I am content that we will meet 
our dismantlement schedule. However, it will take support a year 
from now when the President requests restoring the budget back 
to the level that we had in 2014. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Could I ask you just in terms for whatever you are 
able to state for the record, of the weapons that are being disman-
tled of our total stockpile, what percent of those have to be—they 
have already been retired, so they are not in the prior number that 
we talked about, but what are the number of weapons? What can 
you say about that? How many have to be dismantled over what 
period of time? 

Mr. COOK. Yeah, unfortunately, the number is classified so we 
would be happy to come back and give you a classified brief. We 
have the chart and in fact, you will see the details in the classified 
annex of the stockpile stewardship and management plan. 

Ms. KAPTUR. And if the sequestration were to bite again, we 
would not be able to meet that schedule? 

Mr. COOK. I think, my own view—and I will turn to General 
Dawkins—my own view is if sequestration hits again, all bets are 
off for any one of the weapons life extension programs. And I would 
say now, even if there is flexibility to move funds around, our con-
cern about the infrastructure and its state is so severe that we 
would not take money from that. And therefore, we would just blow 
just about every schedule we have. General, do you want to com-
ment?

General DAWKINS. You know, over the course of the last 4 or 5 
years, you know, we have cut some fat across government, you 
know, in DOD, DOE, and we started getting into some muscle, and 
with sequestration we are getting into the bone. And again, I use 
that as an example to show that, you know, you can’t support the 
deterrent. It will be very difficult if we go into sequester again. And 
all of the strategies that are well thought out that people have 
asked us to develop as we go forward, again, will fall apart. And 
as Mr. Held talked about, they will break. 
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So it deeply concerns me if we are going to face sequester. Also, 
with that, is just continuity of funding and that is very important. 
Stability and being able to plan your program. Imagine if you are 
a program manager tasked B61, and you are not sure if you are 
going to be faced with a CR or lapse of appropriations or sequester. 
It is very difficult to manage a program like that, and so that does 
strike some inefficiency just in itself. So I am concerned. 

Mr. HELD. If I could follow up on that in terms of the lapse of 
funding.

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. 
Mr. HELD. In October, I issued an order to initiate an orderly 

shutdown of America’s nuclear weapons complex because we can’t 
just shut it down overnight. It takes a couple of weeks to do it. So 
for a couple of weeks, the entire nuclear weapons complex was pre-
paring to shut down. It was not doing its job. It was preparing for 
a safe and secure shutdown. So all of that effort was drawn from 
otherwise programmatic work and huge, huge damage to the pro-
gram.

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank you, Administrator Held. There are many 
of us that did not support that type of stop/start governance for our 
country. I wanted to switch to a different question if I could just 
for a second then, Mr. Chairman. 

I will have more in a second round, but I wanted to ask on pit 
production, the NNSA CAPE Study on the business case analysis 
for the modular approach for plutonium pit production considered 
several alternatives, but assumed that work at any other site be-
sides Los Alamos National Lab would require new facilities. A CRS 
report recently examined several options for reaching a capacity 
across the nuclear enterprise to produce 80 pits without building 
new facilities. Have you done detailed, analysis using existing fa-
cilities and capabilities across the complex that could contribute to 
plutonium analysis and/or production, including Lawrence Liver-
more National Lab, Savannah River, Idaho National Lab, Pacific 
Northwest National Lab as opposed to building new modules at Los 
Alamos?

Mr. COOK. Our short answer is yes. Let me describe three parts. 
The first one, business case analysis that CAPE really did the work 
with, NNSA supported it. It was actually wide open, and they were 
tasked with looking at the cost to develop the capability for pluto-
nium pit production, and the key part of the cost that is not so eas-
ily seen, is either very large amounts of travel of the people who 
are the designers at Los Alamos, because design and manufac-
turing for plutonium pits work hand-in-hand all the time. 

And to, you know, there were parts for Idaho, for example, that 
could do some of the heat source plutonium, that would require a 
new set of agreements with the Idaho National Engineering Lab. 
We looked at Savannah River, also looked at the possibility of some 
areas of Pacific Northwest National Lab. 

And so a comprehensive look was done. CAPE reported to the 
Nuclear Weapon Council twice on this, and at the end, Nuke Weap-
on Council made the decision that having done a comprehensive 
analysis, the best option was to do pit manufacturing at Los Ala-
mos. I think it would have been different if the requirement were, 
say, 200 pits per year, rather than a number, interim like 30, and 
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in the long-term, might be 50 to 80. That remains a DOD require-
ment.

But years ago, the large pit manufacturing facility went away. 
That was a project that was canceled early on when the Cold War 
ended, really, and not that many years after. 

With regard to the CRS study, I will just say, Jonathan Medalia 
was the author of that report, and it is my opinion that Jonathan 
has done this Nation a big service because he laid out all of the 
options. He did it straight up. He pointed to the issues that we 
have with getting approval on the regulatory side to move to larger 
amounts of plutonium, for example, within RLUOB in order to help 
us get out of the old CMR faster. 

So we are working activities with Los Alamos because that is 
where those facilities are, and these are, you know, I wouldn’t say 
these are being worked 24/7, but they are absolutely being worked 
5 days a week, and long days. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Dr. Cook, could you—thank you very much. Could 
I just ask for the sake of unclassified information, if you were to 
look at the two major nuclear powers in the world today and talk 
about how much weapons-grade plutonium each has, and then put 
that in the context of how much, what kind of power does—what 
kind of—what type of power does that represent globally in terms 
of damage that can be done, how could you explain it to the aver-
age citizen? 

Mr. COOK. I am, you know, I could maybe just since you directed 
the question at me, I will answer part of it, and then I will go to 
the administrator. 

You know, in the wrong hands even a single nuclear weapon does 
enormous damage, and could cause loss of life by 100,000 to 1 mil-
lion today in a major city. So I mean, if you look at in the wrong 
hands, enormous destruction could be done. In the right hands se-
curity is adequate. With the 3+2 strategy we can maintain a vital 
deterrent with a smaller number of weapons, and a smaller num-
ber of weapon systems, but they have to be modernized. You know, 
it is that simple. So I tend to say that in the right hands, which 
is where this President, this administration is going, we are trying 
to make sure that plutonium doesn’t get in the wrong hands. 

Mr. HELD. So I am not a brilliant scientist, but I am a story-
teller, and I like things that feel real to human beings. And the 
largest nuclear test ever, correct me if I’m wrong, was the Soviet 
test that was 53, or 56 megatons. 

Mr. COOK. It was. 
Mr. HELD. 53, or 56 megatons. And what does that mean? That 

means more explosive power than all of the artillery bombs, dyna-
mite, hand grenades used in World War I, and World War II by 
all sides combined in one bomb. 

Ms. KAPTUR. And that was just 53? 
Mr. HELD. That was 53 megatons, right. And—— 
Ms. KAPTUR. The current stockpiles are in excess of that? 
Mr. HELD. Because we are going to smaller yields, which is very 

important.
Mr. COOK. Yeah, they have come down dramatically. You know, 

if I were to use one example, it would be B61–12, you may have 
heard this before, but when we consolidate the multiple families 
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into the one variant of the bomb, we are going to reduce the num-
ber of weapons that are air delivered by a full factor of 2. We will 
be able to retire the B83 gravity bomb, which it is the last megaton 
bomb in our deterrent, and we will reduce the amount of special 
nuclear material in air-delivered bombs by 80 percent, more than 
80 percent. That means the destructive power in air-delivered 
bombs will be reduced more than 80 percent. 

And today, our stockpile is smaller than at any time since the 
Eisenhower administration. If you look at the buildup, it cuts right 
across at 1957. 

We can go down further, so very judicious choices have been 
made by all Presidents since the peak of the Cold War, and they 
have been made bilaterally in one form or another. So these basic 
features that worked in the past are the ones that we would take 
in the future. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Well, there could be no more important global im-
perative than to try to reduce. We know we live in a world where 
you don’t do that unilaterally, we understand that, but on the non-
proliferation side, on the security side, on trying to prevent ter-
rorism with the use of this material wherever it might be held, 
there could be no higher imperative for our world. So we thank you 
for being engaged in that. And when the day comes that you will 
retire, you will know that you were standing with America and the 
world when it needed you most. So thank you so very much, and 
I will defer to the other panelists. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Administrator, there have been a num-
ber of contracts that are out to be recompeted in the next 5 years. 
You have been vocal about the need to negotiate changes to those 
contracts when they are up to being recompeted or extended. How 
does NNSA’s M&O contracting structure need to change and what 
improvements do you think can be achieved through the renegoti-
ation of these contracts? And are the current contracts providing 
the tools needed for effective Federal oversight? And is this a mat-
ter of fixing Federal oversight, or do you believe the contracts need 
to be fundamentally changed? 

Mr. HELD. I think the contractual structure needs to change. I 
think we need to—we need to honestly and fairly compensate the 
M&Os that run these government-owned facilities on our behalf. 
But I think it is a strategic mistake to make that compensation 
really financially interesting to the M&O contractors. I think it 
needs to be worthy. It is the same as a Federal salary, right. Peo-
ple in the Federal Government don’t work—their families, they 
need salary to support their kids and you can incentivize them at 
the margins by giving them a raise or a bonus, but that is not what 
they work there for. They work there for a commitment to the 
country.

And I think that is kind of what we need to do on the contrac-
tors. I am an old man, so if I could get us back to a $1 a day con-
tract for, a $1 a year contract to run these things, that is where 
I would go, but I don’t think that is reality in this day. But I think 
we do need to think about the incentives that we are providing. 
And I think if we do that, we will get better performance out of— 
we will get much—the oversight requirements will be easier. The 
performance will be better. If you look at the Kansas City plant, 
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which is a great example of this, the Kansas City plant does not 
earn a percent of the—of their business turnover. They have a fee. 
They have a fee. And that place is humming. It does wonderful 
work for the national security of this country. I was talking to the 
site office manager 2 days ago, and the M&O lead doing our annual 
performance, or our semiannual update. And the site office man-
ager told me because of that simpler contract model, the number 
of Federal officials in the oversight has gone from 70 to 30 in, I 
think, 3 years and oversight has improved. Right. And people are 
happier. We are getting better product, I think. I think we need to 
be more agile and incentivize—you know, understand what moti-
vates the people, and then provide incentives for that. And I don’t 
think our contract structure does that now. And I have broached 
these conversations with the various large M&Os and, you know 
what, they, by and large, agree. 

Mr. SIMPSON. It is a challenge. There are various models out 
there we have tried at different times with the national labs—— 

Mr. HELD. You bet. You bet. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Fixed-price contracting and cost-plus contracting, 

and a whole bunch of different models. But you are right, we need 
to figure out what motivates them—— 

Mr. HELD. I think reputation—— 
Mr. SIMPSON [continuing]. To do the best job, and also to get the 

best oversight possible. 
Mr. HELD. I think reputation motivates them much more than 

fee. And I think we need to reward them by supporting their good 
reputation, and when things go wrong, I think we need to hold 
them accountable. And I think you will find, by and large, that 
when you talk to people about reputation, you don’t have to tell 
them what the right thing to do is. They will do it themselves. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I am going to ask a series of questions on a subject 
that we have already touched on, but I want the questions on the 
record. The subcommittee has already made it clear its interpreta-
tion of what the requirements are for pursuing capital improve-
ments at Los Alamos for the purpose of moving out of the legacy 
CMR building and counting out additional infrastructure projects 
in pursuit of your alternative plutonium strategy. Yet, the budget 
request includes an unspecified amount of funding within program 
readiness for CMR transition activities. The request states that 
these activities are to execute the plutonium strategy to transition 
out of CMR and install additional requirements, or excuse me, in-
stall additional equipment at RLUOB. 

NNSA has done a poor job of estimating the cost of its activities 
and major projects in the past. We simply will not provide unre-
stricted funding for major improvements without having any com-
mitments for cost and schedule performance. Now, the questions. 

The budget request provides no details about how much of the 
funding requested in the program readiness account supports the 
CMR transition. 

How will you change your request to ensure that this project 
complies with this subcommittee’s direction which also happens to 
support your own project management requirements? 

What is the total cost of transition out of the CMR facility and 
reconfigure the space at PF–4 to meet your pit production goals? 
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Has there been an estimate to verify those estimates? 
And are you willing to commit to those cost estimates at this 

point in time? 
Mr. HELD. Let me take the first one on the guidance. We have 

been working that issue with Mr. Blair over the past couple of 
weeks, and I have issued—there were some internal approaches 
that we thought might be—might meet the committee’s needs, but 
make it actually easier to implement inside the Department. 

We have had this coordination and still the committee is not 
comfortable with that, and I have issued guidance to proceed to 
meet the committee’s requirements. And so we will do that. On the 
detailed cost issues, do you want to take that? 

Mr. COOK. We are doing the pre-conceptual work right now with 
that part of the funding that was released from the reprogramming 
request of fiscal year 2012 funds. About a third of the request was 
released. So we are using that funding as agreed to look into what 
the cost for the equipment in RLUOB would be, what the cost 
would be for new equipment in PF–4 for doing the decontamina-
tion. We will follow the direction of the administrator on the actual 
mechanism by which we do the work. 

Mr. HELD. So I think we hear you and we will comply. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Gentlemen, I 

would like to talk a little about the contract transition. The Oak 
Ridge community has recently experienced considerable uncer-
tainty due to several factors. The prolonged Y–12 contract procure-
ment process, the security event, and the prospects of combining 
management of Y–12 in Pantex. As NNSA moves forward with the 
consolidation of Y–12 in Pantex, what are your plans to minimize 
the impact of major changes on our communities, and specifically 
the workforce? 

Mr. HELD. So, thank you, sir. As you noted earlier, I have been, 
I have had three all-hands at Y–12, and I have had another one 
at Pantex, and it is the specific issue of this uncertainty that has 
been driving those. I want to know those communities and I want 
the communities to know me. And the—my first meeting at all- 
hands at Y–12 was a bit haunting, actually. That community was 
really under stress, and Pantex was a little—was not so haunting, 
but the Y–12 was really quite haunting. 

And the last couple of them has been, the all-hands at Y–12 have 
been very good. Okay. I will be down there again soon because I 
want to keep a personal pulse on how the community is doing as 
we get through this transition. 

I was very, very appreciative of the B&W people that they did 
not challenge it again, and extend the uncertainty even further. I 
think that was a great service. And we have a long-term relation-
ship with the people in B&W so I am appreciative of that. We need 
to get on with the transition, and I will be keeping a very close 
pulse on that to make sure that we don’t put that community 
under more stress than it already is. It is a deep personal concern. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. As a follow-up to that, and I thank you for 
your comments, is anyone specifically responsible for considering 
the impacts of the transition on the local communities and on the 
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workforces, and if not, is that something that you would consider 
implementing?

Mr. HELD. As a specifically identified person on the Federal side, 
no. It would be—I would hold Steve Erhart the site office manager 
as the accountable person and the site office managers report di-
rectly to me. That is a change in the chain of command that we 
thought was very important. Steve would be the local guy respon-
sible for it and on this particular issue, I hold myself personally ac-
countable.

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Okay, thank you. What is the possibility of a 
voluntary reduction in force like the one that ORNL implemented 
last year? 

Mr. HELD. I would need to explore that with CMS, the new 
M&O, and I think we are, the intent is to mitigate the changes on 
the workforce as much as possible. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Okay, and one final question. The West End 
Protected Area Reduction Project, which would reduce the high se-
curity area at Y–12, has been postponed again. Could you kindly 
explain to the committee why and what is the purpose of this? 

Mr. HELD. I will defer to Don for a little bit more detail. We 
think the—that is in a pause. We need to see if the original basis 
of that, of the plan for that is still necessary, and we need some 
analysis of that. The fundamental thing we are trying to do is re-
duce the size of the security footprint of—the high security foot-
print, and that was the original justification of the West End Pro-
tected Area. Whether that remains valid or not seems to be up to 
some question. Don. 

Mr. COOK. I suggest we take the question for the record so we 
can given a written response that is clear, easy to understand. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Dr. Cook, and Administrator, gen-
tlemen. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Ms. Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just have two remain-

ing questions for the record. 
Dr. Cook, the NNSA committed to a baseline cost for the B61 life 

extension program of $8.1 billion, but independent costs by the De-
partment of Defense have estimated the effort will cost as much as 
$10 billion. Do you still believe you can deliver the B61 at the $8 
billion budgeted amount? And is there still an opportunity to down 
select technology options or reduce scope as you finalize the base-
line design for 2016? 

Mr. COOK. I thank you for the question. Also a really good ques-
tion. I have signed out three selected acquisition requests at the 
cost of $8.15 billion for the B61. But I am going to need your help. 
Sequestration will change that. It will change the schedule. And if 
the schedule is changed it is going to drive up the cost. We kept 
the B61 work going because it was engineering work even though 
we had a 3-week lapse of appropriations. Administrator Held com-
mented we were putting both Y–12 and Pantex into safe and se-
cure storage, but we didn’t have to do that with the B61 project. 

I predict, given that we are meeting all of the engineering devel-
opment milestones on target and we have got good controls now 
firmly in place, that if we get the funding, we will perform. We will 
complete the work. 



36

In the risk register which we carry, the highest several risks are 
all funding-related. They are not performance. They are not con-
trol. They are not knowledge of what we need to build. They are 
all listed as unpredictable funding. 

Mr. HELD. If I may, both for weapons cost projections and facili-
ties projections, I have asked that we start breaking out the, as 
costs rise, we break out what is driving those costs increases, and 
if we are—if we make programmatic errors and mistakes, it most 
certainly happened at the UPF facility last year, then we certainly 
are accountable for that, but we really do kind of want to lay out 
when its funding profile is getting stretched out for a variety of 
reasons that drives up the long-term cost, we want to kind of be 
able to articulate to that, and make it clear for the committee. 

Ms. KAPTUR. My final question is a bit of a difficult one because 
of the responsibilities that you have. But as a result of the arrest 
of Sister Rice at Y–12 and her imprisonment, and the kind of point 
of view that I believe she was trying to express, a deep concern 
about world peace, about life on Earth, could you provide a bal-
anced statement about America’s—I always think about our na-
tional symbol. I always tell the kids in school, you know, in one 
claw the eagle holds arrows because we have to be a Nation that 
is ready to defend our values, but in the other claw he holds olive 
branches. And we try to be balanced in what we do. We live in a 
very dangerous world, a world you have talked to us about. The 
possibilities of proliferation of nuclear materials is very, very seri-
ous. At the same time, over a number of years we have been in-
volved in efforts with some of our former enemies in reducing the 
number of weapons. We do have a program for taking apart weap-
ons that we used to have. Could you provide some kind of context 
to someone like Sister Rice and many of her colleagues that I know 
are well motivated and want to keep a focus on the olive branches, 
and but yet, we know we live in a very dangerous world. 

How would you speak to people who hold a very deep and abid-
ing hope that the world can be a better place in which to live, and 
a more safe place in which to live? 

Mr. HELD. Thank you. In fact, I liked that question a lot, actu-
ally. And it goes to the—of the five enduring responsibilities that 
I laid out, and the idea that those are not separate and different. 
Those are all tightly interlocked. And our legitimacy as an organi-
zation, is making sure that those all form a consistent whole, from 
the nonproliferation side to the weapons security side. And as a 
specific example, I think the 3+2 strategy actually executes that. 

Recently, there was a study put out by the Union of Concerned 
Scientists on smart choices for the stockpile, a very articulate 
study. I would highly recommend it. I challenge Don frequently 
saying, you know what? The UCS study is more articulate than our 
own study. And so we need to make sure. And I met with the two 
principal authors of the UCS study. We had lunch in my office 
looking out over the beautiful Smithsonian castle. And I think they 
came away, one, I think they were stunned that they got invited 
to lunch with the administrator. 

Two, I think they came away thinking, wow, that was actually 
a very interesting conversation. Do we—did we agree on specifi-
cally what the threat profile is? I think their assessment of what 
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international threat profiles, I could not agree, and I think that 
drives kind of differences in where we are in the, you know, what 
we think about the stockpile, but it was a very interesting con-
versation.

On the B61–12, I told them, I said, look, I know I am not going 
to convince you to like nuclear weapons. I understand that. But if 
there is a nuclear weapon that you are going to acquiesce in, for 
heavens sake, it is going to be the B61–12. It is going to enable us 
to downsize the number of weapons in the stockpile, downsize the 
number and the types, and it is going to allow to us get rid of the 
last megaton weapon in the stockpile. 

You know, it may not be the perfect world that you want to be, 
zero, but it most certainly will be a better world. And so it was a 
really rich conversation. So I agree with you, I think the legitimacy 
of the organization is dependent upon our ability to articulate a co-
herent whole of all five of those things. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I think it was a sad day when Russia illegally in-
vaded the territorial integrity of a sovereign nation. 

Mr. HELD. As do I. 
Ms. KAPTUR. And when the United States did what it could to 

stand with the world community and condemn those actions, one 
of the first statements Russia made was, well, if you don’t like 
what we did, maybe we won’t talk with you about reducing nuclear 
weapons and we won’t enter talks. And I thought, oh, putting that 
on the table, not cricket in the world in which I live. But the world 
could see and hear what other nations, how other nations behave, 
and why our country isn’t sometimes in a position that it is. We 
don’t act unilaterally here. We have real forces that work out there 
that threaten our way of life, and we have managed to make it 
through this far. 

And what you do is very, very important to us. But I wanted to 
hold hope for those who may be listening to this and who may be 
spending part of their lives in prison because they believe so very 
much in a peaceful world that really we are trying to get there. But 
it is very hard. And that they shouldn’t lose hope and those who 
support them shouldn’t lose hope. We are all in this together, and 
so I thank you very much for being here today, and Mr. Chairman, 
I thank you very much. 

Mr. SIMPSON. You bet. Thank you, Marcy. I appreciate those 
comments. Thank you all for being here today. I guess we will see 
you again this afternoon. General, it seems like we have kind of let 
you off the hook on this. 

General DAWKINS. Fine with me. 
Mr. SIMPSON. As you know, this committee is very interested in 

how we fund and administer this program. I suspect if you were 
before the Armed Services Committee, you would be answering all 
of the questions. But thank you for what you do for this Nation, 
and we appreciate you being here today. I applaud you all for get-
ting off the high-risk designation for projects under $750 million. 
Now get off the high-risk designation for the big projects, too. 

Mr. HELD. I think I have that hint from my secretary. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate it. Thank you all. The hearing is ad-

journed.
Mr. HELD. Thank you so much. 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 2014. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY—NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECU-
RITY ADMINISTRATION NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERA-
TION AND NAVAL REACTORS FY 2015 BUDGET 

WITNESSES
BRUCE HELD, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECU-

RITY ADMINISTRATION 
ANNE HARRINGTON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR DEFENSE NU-

CLEAR NONPROLIFERATION, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY AD-
MINISTRATION

ADMIRAL JOHN M. RICHARDSON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, NAVAL 
REACTORS, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. SIMPSON. I’d like to call this hearing to order. 
This morning, we examined the portion of budget for the Na-

tional Nuclear Security Administration that carries out the critical 
programs to sustain our nuclear weapons stockpile. This afternoon 
we will focus on the Department’s two other important national se-
curity programs, Nuclear Nonproliferation and Naval Reactors. 

I would like to welcome back the Honorable Bruce Held, Acting 
Administrator for the NNSA. 

Mr. Administrator, your breadth of programs that the NNSA 
oversees is truly impressive, and I would like to thank you for dedi-
cating your entire day to testifying before this subcommittee. 

I would also like to welcome both Admiral Richardson and Ms. 
Anne Harrington. It is good to see you both again, and I look for-
ward to hearing from you both on these programs. 

Admiral Richardson, this is your second appearance before this 
subcommittee. I think I can speak for my colleagues when I say 
that you have this subcommittee’s full support for your critical 
work, and we greatly appreciate your service. In the past, we have 
depended on you to make some tough decisions so that we can 
meet our defense needs under tight fiscal constraints. Even though 
the Ryan-Murray budget deal provided us with a plan for discre-
tionary spending for fiscal year 2015, and most importantly re-
moved the damaging across-the-board sequestration cuts from the 
upcoming year, overall defense spending will be essentially flat. 
That means it is more important than ever to hear from you on 
your priorities and how you can ensure that the Navy receives the 
support it needs to continue to operate its nuclear fleet. 

The fiscal year 2015 budget request for naval reactors is $1.377 
billion, an increase of $282 million, or 26 percent over last year’s 
enacted level. This afternoon, we will consider some of the details 
of that request and how those activities are needed even during 
this period of budget austerity. 

The budget request for the NNSA’s Defense Nuclear Non-
proliferation is $1.555 billion, a decrease of $398 million, or 20 per-
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cent from last year’s enacted level. Ms. Harrington, you run pro-
grams around the world to keep fissile material out of the hands 
of those who would do us harm. The NNSA’s cooperative nuclear 
security activities in Russia and the former Soviet states have been 
some of the big successes of the post-Cold War era. Now many of 
those programs are ending or ramping down, and the nature of our 
cooperation with Russia has started to change. These changes 
began even before the recent events in the Ukraine and are likely 
to continue given Russia’s belligerent actions. 

We look forward to hearing from you on how these programs are 
evolving and how the NNSA’s strategies will actively and effec-
tively advance U.S. and global security goals. 

Ms. Harrington, we must also hear from you today on the ele-
phant in the room. It is the project to construct or not construct 
the MOX facility at Savannah River. In the past, the subcommittee 
has been highly critical of NNSA’s management of the project. The 
fiscal year 2015 budget request says that the Department is plac-
ing the project in cold standby. I hope we are able to hear more 
details from you on your plans and rationale for scuttling this 
project after 15 years of design and construction and nearly $6 bil-
lion in taxpayer dollars already spent. 

Please ensure that the hearing record responses to the questions 
for the record and any supporting information requested by the 
subcommittee are delivered in final form to us no later than 4 
weeks from the time you receive them. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I also ask that members, if they have additional 
questions they would like to submit for the subcommittee for the 
record, then please do so by 5 p.m. tomorrow. 

Mr. SIMPSON. With those opening comments, I would like to yield 
to our ranking member, Ms. Kaptur, for any open comments that 
she would like to make. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And welcome back, Administrator Held and Harrington and Ad-

miral Richardson. Thank you for your service to our country. It is 
very good to see you all again, and we are looking forward to your 
testimony.

In particular, I am interested to learn more about the impact of 
budget cuts on programs under your purview. The threat of nuclear 
terrorism is one of the greatest national security threats that we 
have, and our Nation must make real progress towards securing 
stockpiles of fissionable material. 

This budget request seems to sends the wrong signal to the rest 
of the world. Given the instability of the world, not just between 
Ukraine and Russia, but increasing the budget for things like the 
Global Threat Reduction Initiative would be a wise investment. In-
stead, this request proposes to reduce this program by 25 percent. 
And I would note that this is a program which has removed 234 
kilograms of weapons-grade uranium, enough for nine nuclear 
weapons, from Ukrainian soil, eliminating the risk of this material 
falling into the wrong hands. 

Admiral, the Naval Reactors program is critical to the perform-
ance and continuation of what is the safest and most secure leg of 
our Nation’s nuclear triad. Nuclear Reactors has often been looked 
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to for expert opinion and for management support to other govern-
ment programs, and we thank you for that. 

I am, however, concerned about the recent cheating scandal, par-
ticularly in light of other cheating and ethical questions that have 
arisen in the military’s nuclear ranks. And I am concerned that the 
culture in this vital area is not what it must be to ensure our Na-
tion’s security over the long term. We are confident you will con-
tinue this great service to our country, and I look forward to your 
insights regarding recent changes in program schedules and costs, 
as well as more details on how this program has changed since last 
year.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the time. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Admiral Richardson. 
Admiral RICHARDSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking 

Member Kaptur. It is indeed a privilege to testify before you once 
again. I am very grateful for the support of this subcommittee, and 
I look forward to the discussion on Naval Reactors’ fiscal year 2015 
budget request. My budget request, as you said, sir, is $1.37 billion. 
It enables me to meet my primary responsibility, to ensure the safe 
and reliable operations of the Nation’s nuclear-powered fleet. 

My fiscal year 2015 request is 26 percent higher than my 2014 
appropriation. This increase directly supports our increased work-
load and sustaining the program’s technical support base, including 
three discrete national priority projects: designing a new reactor 
plant for the Ohio-class SSBN replacement, refueling a research 
and training reactor in New York, and replacing the spent fuel 
handling facility in Idaho. 

The funding for the program’s technical support base, about $950 
million, is absolutely essential, providing for the resolution of emer-
gent fleet issues, spent nuclear fuel management, technology devel-
opment, and operation of prototype research and training reactors. 
It also provides my foundational capabilities, such as security, envi-
ronmental stewardship, and laboratory facilities. In short, the tech-
nical base at my laboratories is the intellectual engine that drives 
safe, reliable, and responsible operation of the nuclear-powered 
fleet, past, present, and future. 

$156 million of my fiscal year 2015 request funds the new reactor 
plant for the Ohio-class replacement submarine. This new propul-
sion plant includes a reactor core designed to last the entire life-
time of the submarine, that is 42 years, without needing to be refu-
eled, and is expected to save the Navy over $40 billion in life-cycle 
costs.

The request for refueling and overhaul of our land-based proto-
type reactor is $126 million and is necessary to proving the tech-
nologies for that life-of-the-ship core and the Ohio replacement sub-
marine, as well as training about 1,000 nuclear operators per year 
over the next 20 years. 

Fiscal year 2015 request for the Spent Fuel Handling Recapital-
ization Project, $145 million, is required to refuel aircraft carriers 
and submarines, providing a safe and effective means of processing 
and putting their spent fuel into dry storage. The existing Ex-
pended Core Facility is close to 60 years old and is the oldest spent 
fuel pool of its type in the country. This facility is showing its age, 
including leaking water pool walls and cracked floors. While oper-
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ated safely and responsibly, it is harder every year. The new 
project has already been delayed by nearly 4 years, requiring that 
I purchase $350 million of temporary storage containers that I did 
not otherwise need. 

Without funding and new start authority, I fear this project will 
be delayed indefinitely, incurring further unnecessary costs of at 
least $100 million to $150 million for each additional year it is de-
layed for additional temporary storage. 

My fiscal year 2015 request is especially critical in light of fiscal 
year 2014 funding levels. As just one example, a shortfall to my 
Operations and Infrastructure requirements resulted in insufficient 
funds to plan and conduct required maintenance on one of the 
land-based prototype training reactors in New York. Without relief, 
I will have no choice but to shut down that reactor. This will result 
in the loss of 450 nuclear-trained operators to the fleet in fiscal 
year 2015 alone, enough people to fully support nine submarines, 
putting a greater burden on sailors and families that are already 
sustaining 9- to 10-month deployments. 

Mr. Chairman, at the fiscal year 2015 funding level, Naval Reac-
tors can safely maintain and oversee the nuclear-powered fleet. We 
can be good stewards of the health of our people and the environ-
ment, we can make critical progress on the Nation’s future stra-
tegic deterrent, we can continue to deliver trained operators to the 
fleet, and we can renew progress on the Spent Fuel Handling Facil-
ity and keep our submarines and carriers at sea. Most importantly, 
we will be able to attract and retain the incredible people that de-
sign, operate, and maintain the Nation’s nuclear-powered fleet. 
Without them, we can do nothing meaningful, and with them, the 
possibilities are boundless. 

With the sustained support of this subcommittee to our work, I 
will continue to lead my team to execute our work on time and on 
budget, and will search tirelessly for the safest and most cost-effec-
tive way to support the Nation’s nuclear-powered fleet. 

Thank you again. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Harrington. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Kaptur, and distinguished 

members of the subcommittee. I am here to discuss the President’s 
fiscal year 2015 budget request for the Department of Energy’s De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation Program. 

Last week, I attended the third Nuclear Security Summit in the 
Hague, where the President gathered with world leaders to reaf-
firm the high priority they place on nuclear security. The Office of 
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation plays the central role in imple-
menting U.S. summit commitments and to advancing global nu-
clear and radiological security. 

It has been an interesting journey through this series of sum-
mits, and is encouraging to think back 20 or more years ago when 
I started in this business when the U.S. was really the only player 
supporting some of these critical global security initiatives, and 
that we now can gather every 2 years with 50 or more world lead-
ers committed not just to verbal action, but to physical action, to 
safeguarding materials, to initiating new activities, and that we are 
not bearing that burden alone any longer. 

This is an important development that I think we don’t acknowl-
edge enough. Are we still the world leader? Of course we are. But 
we at least have a larger group moving with us. And that is incred-
ibly important, especially when you look at some of the countries 
involved in this activity, countries like India and Pakistan, which 
certainly are on the list of countries that cause us concern. But 
they are partners in this endeavor, and that is an important thing. 

At the summit we highlighted a number of major accomplish-
ments. Probably the most noteworthy was our recent joint agree-
ment with Japan to remove a very substantial amount, hundreds 
of kilograms, of highly enriched uranium and plutonium from the 
Japan Atomic Energy Agency’s Fast Critical Assembly. 

We also announced the successful removal of significant quan-
tities of highly enriched uranium from Italy and Belgium. And I 
would point out for those activities we do, in partnership with high- 
income countries, the majority of the burden of those removals falls 
on the partner country, not on the U.S. taxpayer. 

We also completed the President’s 4-year effort to secure the 
most vulnerable material across the globe. But I would note, much 
work remains to be done. There is additional material and that is 
included in our 2015 request. 

So the President’s fiscal year 2015 request of $1.55 billion pro-
vides the necessary funding to build on these successes and for 
meeting future challenges. 

To meet this dynamic range of security threats that is evolving, 
the Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation Office draws on its core com-
petencies to remove, eliminate, and minimize the use of prolifera-
tion-sensitive materials; to safeguard and secure materials tech-
nologies and facilities; to detect and prevent the illicit trafficking 
of materials, technology, and expertise; to provide research and de-
velopment technology solutions for nuclear security and non-
proliferation efforts; and to participate in developing policy solu-
tions and reduce nuclear and radiological dangers. 
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In the area of material elimination, the administration remains 
firmly committed to disposing of 34 metric tons of surplus weapon- 
grade plutonium and to the Plutonium Management and Disposi-
tion Agreement. While we further study more efficient options for 
plutonium disposition, and in an effort to decrease the mounting 
cost of that project, the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility will 
be placed in cold standby. But that does not mean that we are scut-
tling the project. 

With your support, the Office of Defense Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion will continue to pursue a multilayered approach to protect and 
account for material at its source; to remove, down-blend, or elimi-
nate material when possible; to detect, deter, and reduce the risk 
of additional states acquiring nuclear weapons; and support the de-
velopment of new technologies needed to detect nuclear trafficking 
and proliferation, as well as verify compliance with arms control 
treaties.

I thank you for your attention, and I will be happy to respond 
to your questions. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. And thanks for all that you do, before 
I start asking these questions. It is important work that you do. 

Admiral Richardson, the chief of naval operations recently testi-
fied that the Navy’s highest priority program, the Ohio-class re-
placement, could face a 6-month delay due to a funding shortfall 
for fiscal year 2014 for the manufacture of the submarine’s reactor 
core. You also mentioned delays in your opening statement. 

You made a comment to the press that the funding shortfall he 
was referring to was coming from the Department of Energy. The 
budget request for R&D and supporting the Ohio replacement pro-
gram was fully funded in fiscal year 2014. Where is the shortfall 
that you are referring to which would delay the program for 6 
months?

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, the shortfall occurred in the Operation 
and Infrastructure budget, my Operations and Infrastructure budg-
et, particularly in the purchase of capital equipment. And so what 
resulted in a shortfall was, as we managed the mark against Oper-
ations and Infrastructure, about a 23 percent mark against that 
part of the budget, we found we had insufficient funds to purchase 
a high-performing computer, which is part of my technical base, 
that technical support base. 

And some of the computational power of that computer was allo-
cated against the design and validation of the Ohio replacement 
core and components. In fact, we had already, I guess, banked $40 
million in savings by virtue of the fact that we did not have to 
build prototypes and do direct testing, but we could do that mod-
eling in the high-performing computer. And so that is where that 
shortfall arose. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Why weren’t those costs accounted for within the 
costs of the Ohio replacement program? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, it is a multifunctioning computer. It 
is not a dedicated asset to the Ohio replacement program. So it is 
part of my technological support base. Much of that base performs 
critical functions across the program. Those sorts of capital equip-
ment purchases have traditionally been captured in that technical 
support base. 
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Mr. SIMPSON. Is there funding in this budget request for those 
high-performance computers? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. The answer is no. It was budgeted in 2014, 
and we did not include it in the 2015 budget. However, if we get 
full funding in 2015, we will do everything we can to reprioritize 
work such that we can recover that 6 months in the program. If 
we are not funded in 2015, not able to purchase the computer then, 
then we will just run out of time. We won’t be able to recover that 
time.

Mr. SIMPSON. When is the latest you can purchase these com-
puters to ensure that you do not impact the schedule for the Ohio 
replacement?

Admiral RICHARDSON. We would hope to get those computers 
funded in the 2015 budget and purchased as early as possible in 
fiscal year 2015. 

Mr. SIMPSON. The NNSA is required to submit a 5–year budget 
as part of the President’s budget request. The 5–year plan provided 
in this budget request doesn’t appear to include full funding for all 
of your activities in the outyears. The most obvious omission is in 
your budget for construction projects. You have requested to start 
five new construction projects with a collective total of $1.6 billion, 
but your outyear budget includes less than $50 million per year for 
construction. How much do you really need to fully support all of 
you new and ongoing activities over the next 5 years? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I will be happy to answer that ques-
tion in detail for the record. 

Admiral RICHARDSON. In general, those sorts of construction 
projects have been the place where we go to accommodate for short-
falls between our request and our allocation in the past few years. 
And so those projects have been the things that have not been 
funded historically. We have taken money out of those projects to 
fund higher priority work. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. 
Ms. Harrington, some press reports indicate that Russia is not 

supportive of the U.S.-led efforts during the Nuclear Security Sum-
mit. In the past, our nuclear cooperative efforts have been a way 
to show that cooperation was possible, even in tense times. Do you 
think that Russia will continue to cooperate in securing nuclear 
and radiological materials? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman—— 
Mr. SIMPSON. Let me state why I ask this question. You are 

probably going to see amendments on the floor to take out all fund-
ing for all of those things that have the word ‘‘Russian’’ anywhere 
in them. How much of the funding in your budget is a request for 
projects that are in Russia that probably will face amendments? I 
have been and I think this committee has been supportive of the 
work that is going on there. We want to be able to answer the 
questions that are going to come up. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you, sir. We view the work that we do 
in Russia, which focuses on the security of both the material and 
facilities and in some cases the actual weapons that were once a 
threat to this country, as vital to U.S. national interest. So we hope 
that both we and the Russians would be able to continue with that 
kind of work. As you know, in past geopolitical times of conflict 
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there have either been carve-outs or accommodations made to allow 
nonproliferation and threat-reduction programs to move forward. 

That said, as you might imagine, internally within the govern-
ment right now there is intense scrutiny of everything that is being 
done with Russia and real concern about the path that it has cho-
sen to take. So we are in that process of reevaluating. 

In terms of the 2015 budget, there is, out of the $1.55 billion, 
something around $100 million for programs that work in Russia. 
Of that, about 25 percent goes to our own laboratories to support 
the technical expertise to bring into the projects. So out of the total 
budget amount, it is not a particularly large percentage. But we 
still view it as being a very important element of our ability to en-
gage both with sensitive materials and at sensitive facilities. 

Mr. SIMPSON. So the short answer I would give to people is this 
is actually in our own interest, not just—— 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Correct. 
Mr. SIMPSON [continuing]. Russian interest and the world’s inter-

est.
Ms. HARRINGTON. That is why we are there. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Ms. Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Following on that, Mr. Chairman, Ms. 

Harrington, in the past, Russia has been unwilling to share law en-
forcement information on nuclear smuggling with our country and 
our allies in Europe. Considering the events in Ukraine, Russia 
stands to become even further cut off. How do we counter nuclear 
smuggling in Eastern Europe with an uncooperative Russia? 

And related to that, you have done a significant amount of work 
in Ukraine, and they have become a regional partner in countering 
the trafficking of nuclear materials. What work has the NNSA 
done in Ukraine, and are any of those projects in Crimea? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Thank you, Ms. Kaptur. 
The strategy that we have developed and implemented on nu-

clear smuggling and control of nuclear material focuses on two 
main elements. First, to try to secure or eliminate the material in 
place, which is what we just discussed, that is work that we do in-
ternally. And then second, to try to set up as much of a ring around 
Russia and in the former Soviet Union and the eastern central Eu-
ropean states as we can, so that if material does get out, then the 
work that we have done in Kazakhstan, in Poland, in Ukraine, in 
Belarus, in Moldova, all those countries that would be the routes 
for that material, that those are also closed off. So we can send you 
details about what equipment we have deployed where. 

[The information follows:] 

SECOND LINE OF DEFENSE EQUIPMENT IN THE FORMER SOVIET UNION

The National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) Second Line of Defense 
(SLD) program has ongoing work with all of Russia’s neighbors. On the eastern bor-
der of the European Union (EU), SLD is working with, from north to south: Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, and Romania. In all of these coun-
tries, with the exception of Hungary, SLD has deployed fixed radiation detection 
systems at international border crossings. All of these countries have received mo-
bile radiation detection systems from SLD, and all have received training, mainte-
nance, and sustainability support to successfully transfer responsibility for the sys-
tems to the partner country. 
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In the states of the Former Soviet Union, outside of EU members, SLD has de-
ployed radiation detection capabilities with the following countries, from west to 
east: Moldova, Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
and Tajikistan. All of these countries except Tajikistan have received fixed radiation 
detection systems at international crossing points, and SLD has deployed mobile 
systems to Azerbaijan, Ukraine, and Tajikistan. SLD has also supported sustain-
ability of systems deployed by other USG agencies in Uzbekistan and 
Turkmenistan. All of these countries have received training, maintenance, and sus-
tainability support to successfully transfer responsibility for the systems to the part-
ner country. SLD continues its important mission in combating illicit trafficking in 
these regions and so maintains ongoing communication and consultation with all of 
the above partners. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. But that has been a major part of our strategy 
for both containing material inside, but catching it if it should get 
outside. And, as you know, we have been successful in a number 
of instances in interdicting some of those materials. 

In Ukraine, in specific, we have done quite a bit of work in 
Ukraine. There is work yet to be completed in Ukraine. But some 
of the work that we had completed is in Crimea, and the status of 
that work is yet to be determined. 

Ms. KAPTUR. The U.S. Energy Department, there was a press re-
lease from Moscow that our Department had suspended peaceful 
atom projects with Russia. And the state-run nuclear corporation, 
Rosatom, has informed the U.S. Department of Energy of their— 
I just want to read this correctly—oh, they have been in receipt of 
your shutting down of that particular relationship. 

What does that actually mean? What does that mean in terms 
of technologies, in shutting down that particular—does it mean 
people will be unemployed? What does it mean? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. On our side, that set of communications re-
lates to the work that originates in the Office of Nuclear Energy, 
which is led by my colleague, Pete Lyons, and it covers the work 
on his side of the house. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Okay. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Not on ours. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Not on yours. All right. 
Let me ask you, this year’s budget request is $585 million below 

last year’s, continuing the trend of declining requests since peak 
funding in fiscal year 2013. Placing the MOX plant in cold standby 
accounts for only about $190 million of the $585 million reduction. 
Why is the budget request for this program declining so rapidly? 
And are we shortchanging our efforts to enhance global nuclear se-
curity?

Ms. HARRINGTON. As you can imagine, the budget process was 
not an easy one for 2015. I think this subcommittee probably ap-
preciates that more acutely than any other in Congress because 
you have tried over the years to support us, and have supported 
us. And we appreciate that. 

But within the budget cap that was available, and I think you 
heard this morning fairly extensively the discussion of the nuclear 
weapons account, we all sat around a table, under Bruce Held’s 
leadership, and looked at the challenges and the tradeoffs. And I 
was as aware of the impact on Don Cook’s budget as he was aware 
of the impact on my budget. And some very difficult decisions had 
to be made within the scope of what we had to work with. 
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And, fortunately, we had, with the support of this and other com-
mittees, the ability to do some reprogramming at the end of 2013. 
That money has now finally hit the books. It takes a while to get 
things moved around, as of the end of February, that is now in our 
2014 budget. 

And so we are using some of that money to buy forward activities 
and to get a little bit ahead, where we can, so that we can absorb 
a slightly lower set of numbers in 2015. But the 2015 budget also 
reflects, as you noted, some very positive trends, programs that are 
successfully drawing to a close, some transitions. In fact, when we 
were looking at the analysis I asked if we could back out the fissile 
material disposition, the plutonium disposition project, and look at 
where we are over 8 years. And if you look at where we are in that 
span, at the beginning of that 8 years you see a wedge dis-
appearing from our successful completion of the plutonium produc-
tion reactor shutdown program with Russia. It declined down to 
zero. In the middle of that period, you see a nice expansion for 
GTRI, for Second Line of Defense, as we went through the 4-year 
program.

Now, as we are heading into 2015, we are seeing a little bit of 
the contraction that one would normally expect as you complete 
some very, very major and accelerated activities. Obviously, MOX 
is a separate issue. But within what we have on the table, we be-
lieve we can both conduct a robust set of activities and meet our 
national and international security obligations. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Well, many military leaders have stated that the 
threat of nuclear terrorism is one of the biggest to our security. 
What are we not doing with this budget request that you have put 
before us that might jeopardize that security? You said you rolled 
some money into 2014 from past accounts. But, I mean, we look 
upon this as quite a severe cut. So is there something on the ter-
rorism side that is at risk here? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well, somehow our calculations are slightly 
different than yours. We view about half of the cut being account-
able to the fissile material disposition account, and then the re-
mainder being divided among other programs. 

We believe that we are hitting the major points. When you do 
programs like ours the globe is a pretty big place and there is al-
most an infinite amount of work that can be done. And our job is 
to work corporately within the interagency, with the Intelligence 
Community, to come up with the best prioritization for those pro-
grams that we can. 

So when you ask, is there work that could be done, of course 
there is. If you ask, do we think we are hitting the priorities that 
need to be hit, yes, I do think we are. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Graves. 
Mr. GRAVES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. Harrington, thank you for joining us today. I know over the 

last couple of days it seems like there has been a robust conversa-
tion about MOX, and I appreciate your patience in trying to help 
us understand what is going on there. 
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Just thinking about the agreement that was made with Russia, 
moving forward, have you had any conversations with Russia prior 
to this cold standby decision as to whether or not this would con-
tinue to meet the terms of the agreement that was previously 
made?

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well, first, on the Plutonium Management and 
Disposition Agreement, we do work very closely with the Depart-
ment of State as the foreign policy lead in the government on this 
issue. In that context, we have had informal discussions with the 
Russians about the challenges that we have in this program. 

In fact, we had an unexpectedly sympathetic reaction when they 
said, we came to you a few years ago and outlined what our chal-
lenges and our problems were, and you were willing to sit down 
with us and negotiate a somewhat different path forward for us, 
and if you find yourself in the same situation, we would be willing 
to do the same for you. 

We believe that—— 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. These are the Russians. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Yes, sir. Well, in our part of the Russian rela-

tionship we have had very positive interactions I think for many, 
many years. 

Mr. GRAVES. And so were these conversations or assurances, it 
sounds like you were given, pre- or post-Crimea? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. They were pre. 
Mr. GRAVES. And do you feel the same assurances post-Crimea 

or do you think that the environment is different? 
Ms. HARRINGTON. That we would have to find out through engag-

ing more formally with the Russians on this, once we get to a deci-
sion point, and I would hasten to say that we are not at that point 
yet.

Mr. HELD. If I may, I think, just to stress the point, that there 
has been a precedent with Russians in adjusting the agreement 
when needs arose. The original agreement was for both sides to 
focus on MOX. And in 2010 the Russians, because I believe it was 
cost drivers on their side, preferred to go with the fast reactor ap-
proach, and so we accommodated that at the time. So there is a 
precedent for working cooperatively to meet the objectives of the 
agreement.

Again, how the Ukraine situation is going to affect that, we are 
going to find out over the next few months, I imagine. 

Mr. GRAVES. Right. 
Well, Mr. Chairman, if I could just try to get clarification on the 

figure. We have heard the $30 billion figure used yesterday and I 
think GAO and maybe Mr. Held used a figure of $24 billion today. 
And if you take the $24 billion, and let’s just assume that is the 
number, and I know you have done your analysis, but there seems 
to be a lack of clarity on the number. But assume it is $24 billion, 
and you take current costs to date, you take other projects that 
were included in that number, Los Alamos, maybe a couple others, 
and you back all of those out, doesn’t that get you to a different 
number, maybe closer to $12 billion, $13 billion, $14 billion, includ-
ing security and including operation over a 20-year life-cycle? 

Mr. HELD. So I think the full life-cycle cost, our estimate is—and 
GAO actually is pretty close to that, they listed the $24 billion in 



91

their report, but the report says that they considered that number 
unrealistic—and so I think the number is $30 billion for full life- 
cycle cost. The Corps of Engineers came in and looked at just the 
construction cost. Construction costs originally were 4.8, the con-
tractor estimated 4.8, and their current estimate is 7.7. John 
MacWilliams’ group was estimating this is a minimum of 10, just 
for the construction cost. And Corps of Engineers came in—— 

Mr. GRAVES. But earlier today you testified that was in large 
part due to the change orders that were requested. 

Mr. HELD. Yeah, I agree with that. Yeah, yeah. 
Mr. GRAVES. I just want to make sure that is clear. 
Mr. HELD. I am not—yeah, yeah—blaming the contractor. I to-

tally agree. And that goes back to that original decision to rush 
construction before we actually had a design. You are building a 
house or building, a multibillion-dollar thing, that is not good. 

So the question, if we—whatever—take 30 number as a—30 as 
a——

Mr. GRAVES. Which is 25 percent—— 
Mr. HELD. Or say 25. 
Mr. GRAVES. That is 25 percent. I mean, you just say 30 as if, 

oh, it is closer to 30. That is 25 percent. 
Mr. HELD. Okay. So say 25. Say 25. There is 5 billion in sunk 

cost. I am economist by training. So the fundamental comes out, is 
there an alternative that meets the mission requirement that full 
life-cycle costs cost less than $20 billion, right? Because that is the 
marginal cost to actually get the MOX program, as currently 
sketched out, done. Right? 

One of the, and the point Anne is making, where we put in a lot 
of time, lots and lots of time over the past 9 months, is working 
with the contractor to drive that cost down and work an agreement 
so we can actually move on with that and get it into. 

But so, of the alternatives the question is, is there, including a 
new MOX thing, something less than $20 billion, if you take the 
25 or whichever number you take, say $20 billion, and the indica-
tions would be that there is. That there is. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GRAVES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
This issue concerns me. 
Mr. HELD. Yeah, yeah. 
Mr. SIMPSON. We are talking about a $6 billion difference be-

tween your cost estimate and what the GAO said. GAO also said 
that they found that the NNSA had no in-house capabilities to con-
duct its own high-quality cost estimates. 

Mr. HELD. Right. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Because of these differences in these cost esti-

mates, we have asked the GAO for some technical assistance so 
that we can better understand how those estimates came about, 
what they are, and how they are changing. What we need is your 
commitment to work openly with GAO and provide them with de-
tails of your life-cycle cost estimates—— 

Mr. HELD. You bet. 
Mr. SIMPSON [continuing]. So we can come up with common num-

bers so that we know what we are dealing with. 
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Mr. HELD. You got it. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Absolutely. 
Mr. HELD. Within a couple weeks we will have the MacWilliams 

report out. And so then we can have all the facts out on the table 
so everybody can then make the good government—— 

Mr. GRAVES. And might I add, would that include operation or 
maintenance or retention of this project that is 60 percent complete 
now? And does that include life-cycle cost? 

Mr. HELD. Well, if you are looking at the—— 
Mr. GRAVES. Because that is a whole other question. Let’s as-

sume you go with an alternative, what do you do with the $6 bil-
lion project that is partially complete sitting there? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well, that actually will be part of the options 
analysis. We will include that. We tend to focus on the fuel fabrica-
tion facility, but we have fulfilled commitments to complete other 
parts of the project. The Waste Solidification Building, for which I 
am the Acquisition Executive, will be construction complete later 
this year. And, as you mentioned, we have continued our work with 
Los Alamos on the pit disassembly. 

So it is not that we are, to go back, we are not scuttling that, 
the program. It is still under consideration. But as Mr. Held men-
tioned, it is not just construction. It is the life-cycle operating cost 
for the fuel fabrication, the waste solidification, the pit dis-
assembly, the entire package of activities. And when you look at a 
billion dollars a year, that is a lot of money to expect every year 
for the next 20 years to be appropriated through this sub-
committee.

Mr. GRAVES. Thank you. 
Mr. HELD. But you have our commitment on openness. This is 

a big, hard decision, and we recognize it. 
Mr. GRAVES. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, Mr. Held, thank you. You were here this morning, busy day 

for you all. 
And, Admiral, it is good to see you. 
And, Ms. Harrington, good to see you as well. 
Yesterday, Secretary Moniz indicated that NNSA’s Weapons Ac-

tivities and its Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation Activities help 
achieve the same national security objective. However, with the 
amount of nuclear materials that remain poorly secured in coun-
tries around the world, budget cuts to materials repatriation and 
reactor conversions are a serious concern. The NNSA has made 
clear that more than half of the proposed 20 percent cut to the De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation programs is the result of putting 
the MOX facility in cold standby. 

My first question, whoever would like to address this, what about 
the rest of the proposed reduction? And can you tell the sub-
committee in specific terms how the rest of the proposed reduction 
is going to impact programs like Materials Protection and Coopera-
tion, the Global Threat Reduction Initiative, and Nonproliferation 
Research and Development? 
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Ms. HARRINGTON. Yes, sir, we can. And we can also take that for 
the record, if you like, to provide more detail. 

[The information follows:] 

PROPOSED REDUCTION TO DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION

The reductions in International Materials Protection and Cooperation (IMPC) and 
the Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI) programs reflect the return to base-
line funding after the acceleration of these programs during the President’s four 
year effort to secure vulnerable nuclear materials worldwide, accomplishing its goals 
of material removals and building security upgrades by December 2013. Therefore, 
it was expected that there would be a reduction in FY 2015 funding for Defense Nu-
clear Nonproliferation activities related to nuclear material removals. In addition, 
the GTRI decrease reflects the anticipated completion of a major milestone for the 
development of a new, domestic, non-highly enriched uranium based supply of the 
critical medical isotope molybdenum–99. With regard to the Nonproliferation Re-
search and Development program (DNN R&D), the decrease reflects concluding field 
experimentation activities in FY 2014 and delaying other activities into FY 2016 to 
fund higher, emerging DNN R&D priorities in FY 2015. 

In part due to the success of the Nuclear Security Summit Process and the 
strengthening of other international collaborations through the International Atomic 
Energy and the Global Partnership, we are seeing greater global attention to and 
investment in nuclear security efforts. With the budget proposed and by working to-
gether with our international partners, NNSA expects to be able to continue its 
strong support for priority programs. We believe that at this funding level we will 
still be able to implement a robust set of activities in support of the President’s non-
proliferation priorities, as well as have the flexibility to take advantages of new pri-
orities and opportunities. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. On the Global Threat Reduction Initiative, 
part of the reduction of that again is the consequence of success. 
And one of our very major initiatives for a number of years has 
been to minimize the use of highly enriched uranium in civilian ap-
plications. The principal way that we do that is through reactor 
conversions. Many of those reactors are used for medical isotope 
production. In particular, the medical isotope Molybdenum–99, or 
Moly–99.

We now, among other things, are nearing the end of what has 
been a very successful engagement with U.S. industry to develop 
new technologies for developing that vital medical isotope that do 
not involve highly enriched uranium. In fact, we have revolution-
ized the global approach to producing this isotope, so that if a coun-
try decides that it chooses to use highly enriched uranium, it will 
stand out very clearly that it is making the wrong decision. 

So that program we expect to conclude by the end of this year. 
We know that some of the technologies are already under review 
by the Food and Drug Administration. So we are very encouraged 
that this initiative will not only demonstrate U.S. technical leader-
ship, but also set a benchmark for the rest of the world to meet. 
So that is on GTRI. 

For the IMPC, the International Material Protection and Co-
operation program, again, we did a strategic review of the Second 
Line of Defense program in 2012. That review led us to reevaluate 
both the technologies and approaches to controlling illicit traffic of 
nuclear and radiological materials. We came out with a much more 
streamlined approach, based more heavily on mobile units than the 
fixed units that we had been using previously. We believe that this 
approach, in cooperation with intelligence and law enforcement, is 
far more effective in identifying and stopping trafficking. And so 
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that has changed our funding profile somewhat for that program, 
but we believe that overall it is increasing the effectiveness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. We have got about 10 minutes before we have to 
go vote and a couple other people we would like to get through the 
first round. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Sure. Okay. I tell you what. Please. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fortenberry. Mr. Nunnelee is first. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. I will yield back. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Nunnelee. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral Richardson, I want to start by talking about the incident 

out of Charleston, South Carolina, over the last couple of months. 
Obviously, in order to work in and manage our Nation’s nuclear 
stockpile we need highly competent individuals. And we have sys-
tems in place to measure and make sure that we don’t admit peo-
ple to this program unless they have displayed a certain level of 
competency. Once they get in, in order to advance in management, 
they show an elevated level of competency. But in order to have the 
trust of the Nation, we have to have a level of integrity as well. 

So given the cheating scandal in Charleston, tell me, what do we 
do to look at people that come into this program? How do we meas-
ure whether we are getting men and women of integrity? Once they 
are in and they are up for advancement, how do we make sure that 
we are advancing men and women of integrity? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, thank you for that question. And there 
is nobody in the country more disappointed with this episode, this 
incident in Charleston than I am. And regarding the safe operation 
of the reactors down there, that was my first concern. Our first ef-
fort down there was to go down and assure ourselves that we did 
not have a safety concern. And through our approach of layered de-
fenses, including several second checks on level of knowledge and 
competency, we did assure ourselves of that. Anybody who was of 
questionable integrity was removed from any kind of operating po-
sition in that reactor until we could fully investigate and either 
clear them or keep them removed from duties. 

With respect to integrity, we have a robust program from the day 
that they join the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program, and, in fact, 
when they join the Navy. It is stressed as one of our core values: 
honor, courage, and commitment. And so in terms of measuring the 
integrity, we don’t make any assumptions. We start in by rein-
forcing how important this value is, fundamental to everything 
that we do. 

And so this starts at the Recruit Training Command in Great 
Lakes and continues in my program for those sailors who come 
down and join the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. It is a 
strong component of our training down there in Charleston for ini-
tial qualifications, and it is a strong component of the continued 
training as they continue to advance, as you said. 

And so we talk about it often. We are engaged in those discus-
sions. We monitor for these things very aggressively. And when we 
find them, as we did in Charleston, we respond with energy vigor-
ously. And so there is a strong current of this that is constantly 
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influencing our sailors’ behavior, which is why something like this 
is so disappointing. 

We are taking a three-pronged attack in response to this inci-
dent. There are some technical solutions here, sir. The cheating in-
volved a written examination. And really I think with a modern 
system, fully up to date, it should be almost impossible to cheat on 
a written examination these days. Computers and encryption and 
password protections. And so there is that technical part of the so-
lution. In fact, we have taken measures already to secure that. 

There will be an accountability portion. I am not at liberty to 
speak at that right now. The investigation has just completed. I am 
in the middle of adjudicating, in that portion of the investigation 
where I don’t want to jeopardize due process. 

The third and most important element of this corrective plan is 
to do exactly what you mentioned, and Ranking Member Kaptur as 
well, is to take a strong look at the culture across the program. We 
do overtly emphasize the importance of integrity, honesty, truthful-
ness. Our program is founded on that. And so we will continue to 
reinforce those principles, and we will look to make sure that we 
are doing that in the most compelling way so that it sticks in our 
sailors’ heads. 

We will also take a look around the program to identify and 
eliminate sort of any obstacles that may be in their way. Certainly 
they are unintended, but I am not naive enough to think that some 
bureaucratic obstacles or some unintended consequences of pro-
grams may make it more difficult than it should be for our sailors 
to act with integrity, act in the way that we expect. And so we will 
do a program-wide look to make sure that we have eliminated 
those obstacles to the greatest degree possible. 

And, finally, we are going to undertake a program both in our 
schoolhouses and in the fleet, which is an important component of 
this, to just strengthen our sailors’ moral courage so that we get 
to a position where inside of our program this sort of behavior 
would just be unquestionable. We can make certainly small per-
formance or material mistakes. We find those and we fix those. 
That is how we stay safe. But there can be no bigger mistake than 
to compromise your integrity, to say something that is untrue or 
be dishonest. And so that is our approach to this problem, sir. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you. If you take that approach, I think 
the American people will have confidence in what you are doing. 
Like something as simple as me taking my car in for repairs, to 
have confidence, because I don’t know how cars work, I have to 
have confidence that when the mechanic tells me I need it done, 
that it does need to be done and he is going to do it correctly. Well, 
if that is true for something as simple as car repairs, it is so much 
more true for nuclear material. And thank you for that attitude, 
and we will look forward to working with you. 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral, as a quick follow-up, at your Naval Academy there is 

a tribute to a commander of a submarine who in World War II they 
surfaced, they were out on the deck, it was strafed by enemy fire. 
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And the crew scrambled to get back into the vessel and take it 
down under. And they realized they had left the captain, who was 
wounded, on the deck. And the airplane was turning around to 
strafe them again. And the captain looked at him, he said, take it 
down, I said take it down. I have forgotten the sailor’s name. 

But that is the spirit of the Navy and the Naval Academy. You 
have spoken very eloquently in trying to, as a part of first prin-
ciples, revive an understanding that is the necessary commitment 
of all under your command. 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Yes, sir. Part of this program, particularly 
the cultural element, will be to take every opportunity to instill in 
each of our folks, to reinforce that they are part of something big-
ger than themselves, serving a greater good. 

And, you know, our sailors, they know that. We have a very tal-
ented group of people, top-notch people, the best that the country 
can offer. They have a lot of choices as to where they can go to find 
careers and they chose to come to us. They have a sense of service 
when they arrive. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Undoubtedly. And hopefully this is a very, 
very narrow exception, and I am sure it is. It just is good that you 
are stating it so clearly, and I hope you see the story that I just 
told in the same way. 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Yes, sir. That CO, Commander Gil-
more——

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Gilmore. 
Admiral RICHARDSON [continuing]. Got the Medal of Honor for 

that act. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. Thank you. 
I did want to return back to the nonproliferation issue. I com-

mitted to Administrator Held, and we had gone over this a bit yes-
terday with the Secretary. There are two things going on here that 
are in a bit of a tension, as you stated, Ms. Harrington. One is you 
have to make hard choices about allocating the resources you have. 
On the other hand, you are assuring us that we have robust appli-
cation in the range of nonproliferation initiatives. But you are hav-
ing to make hard decisions about reducing budgets. 

So I am not suggesting that is a dualistic message. I understand 
the dilemma. The most important thing that we have to do in pub-
lic service, all of us, is keep this country safe. We are on the verge 
of a breakout of proliferation of nuclear weapons. Could go either 
way. We could stop it, we could get smart as an international com-
munity, develop whole new platforms and architecture in which 
countries agree that no one is served with the potential for all of 
us ending civilization as we know it. This is one of the most essen-
tial things, if not the most essential thing that we have to do. 

This is why I have come back this year, the third time I have 
come back to this, because by my calculations, roughly, based upon 
what Ms. Kaptur said, it is a $200 million or so reduction removing 
the MOX Facility from the equation, across your—I think there are 
six platforms of nonproliferation initiatives. 

My earlier question, and I am sorry we don’t have much time, 
to Administrator Held was, regarding the interface between these 
programs, so I can have a better understanding, what are the 
emerging threats? How can we creatively think with you again 
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about new platforms to ensure that we do have robust resources 
applied to these emerging threats? Not next year, right now, be-
cause we don’t have time not to do this. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. No, I can do nothing but agree with you on 
that. And I think the Secretary may have mentioned in his testi-
mony yesterday that we, in fact, are taking a look at this function 
within the Department to make sure that we are factoring in 
emerging threats, that we are looking internally at how we are 
structured, how we are organized, what our capabilities are, and 
what adjustments might need to be made in order for us to meet 
those emerging threats. 

I think we have a reasonably good handle on what they are. But 
part of that emerging threat landscape is what we call the unpre-
dictable event. The Arab spring. Russia invading Crimea. These 
are things that are not in the planning scope. 

We are beginning the 2016 budget exercise as we sit here in this 
hearing. And if we had been here 2 years ago we wouldn’t have 
been able to say, well, when Russia invades Crimea we are going 
to do this. Those events require that we be structured in a respon-
sive and flexible way, and we are looking at how best to be able 
to do that and look forward to working—— 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, I want to work on that with you, not in 
oversight of you, but with you, in partnership with. This is too crit-
ical for us to sit up here above you and look down and get answers. 
That ought not be, as the chairman has rightly said, the relation-
ship we have. 

And it does concern me that—again in the tight budget time you 
are setting priorities and you have got people pulling you in every 
direction—we have got a $200 million reduction here and yet sig-
nificant needs. Maybe we should come back to this. 

Mr. HELD. May I say, I think, as the Secretary said yesterday, 
there is real pain in these budgets, and we are working within 
caps. NNSA overall got a 4 percent increase, and you see kind of 
a wide variety, from 26 percent for Naval to minus 20 for Nuclear 
Nonproliferation. I think it was a very rigorous process. And I 
think the reason we end up getting the net 4 percent increase, 
within the executive branch anyway, I think there was really kind 
of a respect. This was a really rigorous process, and they made 
some tough decisions. 

Mr. SIMPSON. We have 53 seconds to go to vote, so we are going 
to adjourn now for just a few minutes. We only have two votes, so 
we will be over to vote, cast the second vote, and we will be right 
back, so appreciate it. Thank you. 

[Recess.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Call the hearing back to order. I thank you for 

waiting for us while we went through that—they make us vote, and 
you know, it always interrupts our schedule. 

Let me ask you a couple of questions. First of all, Admiral, pre-
viously the subcommittee has asked you about your discussions 
with the State of Idaho in modifying the settlement agreement to 
support your plans. Everyone has been operating under the as-
sumption that Idaho does not want Naval Reactors to halt oper-
ations in 2035, but the legal requirements in the settlement agree-
ment will place restrictions on the Navy spent fuel shipments. You 
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have provided testimony in the past that there is agreement be-
tween Naval Reactors and the State of Idaho on expectations for 
program operations at NRF beyond 2035. Can you please explain 
how the current settlement agreement applies to the Naval Reac-
tors programs beyond 2035? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, first, we are in—we have a very good 
relationship with the State of Idaho, as you know, sir, and one of 
my first things that I did when I got to the job is to go visit Gov-
ernor Otter. We are working right now to get a chance to meet 
him, or at least I have a phone call with him in light of current 
events, and we think that—well, there is a lot of uncertainty be-
yond 2035, certainly, as we think about, you know, the—a reposi-
tory and those sorts of things. 

What I have sensed, and I think it is valid, is that we—the State 
of Idaho understands, you know, where we stand with finer reposi-
tories and things that are within our span of control and things 
that may not be within our span of control. What we have got is, 
you know, certainly, we will continue to do business in a safe and 
reliable manner. We will continue to be a solid employer and a con-
tributor to the region there in eastern Idaho and will continue to 
keep open lines of communication with the State of Idaho. And I 
will look, you know, forward to addressing that in this upcoming 
meeting with the Governor and keeping those lines of communica-
tion open as we navigate through this very dynamic situation. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Appreciate it. We have always had great relation-
ships with the Navy and the work that you all do there. You pro-
posed the new pool at the INL. 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. You proposed it in past years. 
Admiral RICHARDSON. Right. 
Mr. SIMPSON. And so far, we have not taken it up to final. We 

just, like everything else, haven’t had the money to do it. What 
happens if we don’t start the design and construction in this budg-
et? What if this committee says we don’t have the money, let’s not 
do it again this year, we will push it off till next year? 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Right. 
Mr. SIMPSON. What does that do to refueling for the Navy? 
Admiral RICHARDSON. Well, eventually, I would say that the—I 

will just address your question, sir, by going to the motivation for 
this project. You know, as I said in my opening statement, the cur-
rent pool—and I look forward to our visit there together so we can 
walk you around and show you the facility, is the oldest pool of its 
type. It is approaching 60 years old. It has 100 cores of spent naval 
nuclear fuel inside this pool, and it is starting to show its age. It 
has been showing its age, and it is becoming more and more expen-
sive to operate reliably. So, from a stewardship standpoint, we 
think that, you know, it is time, it is past time, actually, to get 
going on an upgrade, a new pool. 

When we approached this problem, we did a full business case 
analysis of upgrading our current facility, using another facility say 
at INTEC or one of those places or building a new pool, and both 
from a business standpoint and a cost benefit standpoint, the deci-
sion was that it would be best to construct a new facility. So there 
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is this stewardship standpoint to make sure that we can continue 
safe and reliable operations. 

There is, as you mentioned, an impetus from continuous fleet op-
eration. So, you know, as submarines and aircraft carriers, in par-
ticular aircraft carriers, come in for refueling or defueling, that is 
the final end point of that cycle, and so those cores get shipped in 
up to Idaho and put in that facility. The most stressing case is the 
aircraft carrier refuelings, which are heel to toe as the Nimitz class 
continues on their cycle of refueling, and then, in that sequence, we 
also need to defuel the USS Enterprise after her 51 years of serv-
ice. And so there is this steady stream of fuel that will be coming 
off of the carriers and up to that facility. 

The current facility is unable to process that fuel. You know, the 
aircraft carrier fuel is just dimensionally too long to be processed 
in the current facility, and so, you know, the choice is, we either 
have to find some kind of a relief valve for that fuel cycle, and that 
is what we have done. We have built these temporary containers, 
350 million spent on those, for the sole purpose of storing this fuel, 
which you know, if we had sort of executed on schedule, would 
have been processed and those containers would not have been nec-
essary. So, for each year we delay, we continue to incur that 
unneeded cost, and so we are talking about—you know, in our 
budget this year, for instance, sir, is $145 million to progress the 
project and between $100 million and $150 million to not progress 
the project, and that is some cost. 

The third thing is the relationship with Idaho, and I think that 
in terms of meeting the element of the Idaho agreement to get fuel 
into wet storage and then out again into dry storage, this facility 
is needed to meet our commitments there as well. So, from an envi-
ronmental and personal stewardship, from a fleet responsibility 
and also from our responsibility to the State of Idaho, you know, 
we are 4 years late from our plan to get this done. 

Another year’s delay, you know, a project of this magnitude, and 
we have talked about other projects like that, they become much 
more difficult without commitment and certainty, and I think that 
another year delay would be, you know, a signal, so all of our—the 
people that we have lined up, which is near zero now, you know, 
that last thread of commitment, I fear that it would be broken and 
people would just go on to other projects, and we would eventually 
have to start from ground zero to get this project going again at 
some time in the future, so—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. 
Ms. Harrington, you mentioned they have already shipped about 

5 metric tons of spent fuel to DOE sites as part of the Global 
Threat Reduction Initiative. Now you have, as you mention, the 
new deal—with Japan, Italy, Belgium to ship this material to the 
United States for us to take possession of it. What are we going 
to do with it? Where do we put it? Is it going to South Carolina? 
Going to Idaho? Where is it going? And where we can’t seem to find 
a place to permanently—a geological repository that, I mean, as 
Congress fights back and forth with the administration and vice 
versa between Republicans and Democrats, all of that that is going 
on, and we can’t come to an agreement on where to store the spent 
nuclear fuel we have currently in a geological repository, is it wise 
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for us to be taking this material in without some path to disposal 
that we have no idea what it is yet? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Again, I wish my friend Pete Lyons were here 
with me because this is a topic very much on his mind, and I am 
sure you know, very much on Secretary Moniz’ mind, this challenge 
that we have globally in the United States of how to resolve the 
back end of the fuel cycle. 

On the material that we bring back, it is two different kinds. We 
bring back highly enriched uranium, and we bring back smaller 
amounts of plutonium. Highly enriched uranium goes to Y12 and 
is blended down into low enriched uranium or otherwise stored 
normally at Savannah River in L Basin. 

Mr. SIMPSON. So this will go to Savannah River? 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Some of it may. The new material from Japan, 

well, this is a multiyear process between now and 2019, which is 
the projected amount of time it will take to bring it back. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I am just curious what Savannah River is going to 
say about bringing more material into Savannah River when at the 
same time we are proposing to shut down MOX. They probably 
have a little bit of a different opinion about MOX than has been 
proposed in the budget. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well, in terms of the strictly legal require-
ments and legal agreements, the situation with the State of South 
Carolina is—you know, concerns defense related plutonium. The 
material that we bring back is civil plutonium, and you know, so 
there is a slight difference in color. 

But I would go back to what Admiral Richardson said. Our rela-
tionship with the States on all these issues is incredibly important 
and definitely is not something we take for granted. I saw earlier 
in the week where Governor Perry of Texas made an announce-
ment that Texas, through its process, he was encouraging Texas to 
take a look at whether Texas should look into a high level 
waste——

Mr. SIMPSON. It is a big state. 
Ms. HARRINGTON [continuing]. Facility of some kind. And you 

know, it is refreshing for once for people on our side of the table 
to hear somebody say that they would be willing to consider it, be-
cause that is often not the case. We think it is the case sometimes 
because people don’t fully understand the high degree of safety that 
we apply to our facilities, and in some cases, the economic oppor-
tunity. But each one of these cases is dealt with separately, and 
you know, we do consult with the States involved. Obviously, we 
keep the final details of movements very confidential because of 
operational security. We are moving it because we want to keep it 
away from terrorists, not give them a new opportunity. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I appreciate that—Congress has to step up 
to the plate and resolve this debate about what we are going to do 
about the end of the fuel cycle with this material. And no matter 
what we do, there is going to have to be a place where we put some 
stuff that we don’t know what else to do with. That means geologi-
cal repository. Does that mean Yucca mountain, does that mean 
pilot programs for storage and whatever the Blue Ribbon Commis-
sion was recommending? Somehow we got to get by this calling 
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each other names and find a solution because it is going to hamper 
everything else we do. 

One other question on the MOX facility. Is there a commercial 
market for MOX fuel? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well, as you may know, MOX is used commer-
cially in many reactors. The French have marketed the fuel for a 
number of years, a number of decades at this point. Russia cer-
tainly seems to be headed in that direction in how it is approaching 
mixed oxide fuel, so there certainly is a global demand. Within the 
United States, as you know, we have worked very closely with 
TVA. We believe that were we to go forward, we could probably 
reach an agreement with TVA on use of some of the material, and 
we have worked very closely with the contractors and AREVA, in 
particular, in terms of looking at utilities across the United States 
that are interested. 

So, once a commitment is made, once there is material available, 
I believe that, yes, we would have a market. Would we have to sub-
sidize some of that? Our assessment is that we would, at least to 
something less than the current price of uranium. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, there has been, as I understand, on your 
desk since 2011 a request to begin the fuel qualifications, asking 
to go out and seek contracts for the use of the MOX fuel. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well, we have done fuel qualification pre-
viously using fuel fabricated in France and then brought over here, 
but that was some time ago. I could go back and answer this in 
more detail on the record for you if—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. I would do that. It is—because as I under-
stand it, they can’t go out and contract with entities that own nu-
clear power plants for MOX fuel until you signed off on this—I 
don’t know exactly what to call it, but it has been on your desk 
since 2011. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Well, there is a marketing agreement that—— 
Mr. SIMPSON. Maybe that is it. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Yes, that we have looked at with them, but 

under the current circumstances, you know, there are still some 
issues to be resolved in that, but we can get you more precise infor-
mation.

Mr. SIMPSON. It has been 3 years since—I mean, if it has been 
on your desk since 2011. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. It has been—it has been under negotiation 
since 2011, but there have been changes along the way. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. Appreciate it. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. Uh-huh. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Kaptur. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I just wanted to ask any one of the witnesses, on having a U.S. 

capacity for enriched uranium, it seems to me that there has been 
some disagreement over the years as to what is the appropriate po-
sition for the government to take. There are some that would argue 
that in fact there is so much on the commercial market now, that 
you really don’t need to have any capacity that remains domesti-
cally here; that if the need happens, the commercial market will 
produce it. 
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Do you feel that with uranium—with enriched uranium, we 
need—that there is something special about defense that we have 
to maintain some sort of capacity even at a time when the market 
has plenty of supply? Is there some inherent set of technologies or 
national interest that would supersede just waiting for the com-
mercial market to provide it at such times as it would be needed? 
Can anyone comment? 

Mr. HELD. I believe the Secretary addressed that yesterday, 
made it pretty clear. He believed so. He believes there is a defense, 
national security argument for having that domestic capability. 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Ma’am, I would just second that from our 
perspective. We have, you know, a period of time where we can sort 
of use current reserves, but after that, there is—there is nothing 
out there, so we will need some kind of a production facility, you 
know, beyond that—after we use that stockpile. 

Ms. KAPTUR. And from what you know, Admiral, is there any-
thing unique about enriched uranium that would be used in your 
operations versus what would be used in commercial operations. 

Admiral RICHARDSON. Well, we have, you know, the military con-
cern and what we call the footprint, you know, the size of the reac-
tor, the energy that its required. We currently use highly enriched 
uranium to meet—and the safety dimensions as well, and so that 
is—that is our current model. It has been our model since the start, 
and so I would say that we have a unique requirement there, yes, 
ma’am.

Ms. HARRINGTON. If I could add, when moneys are appropriated, 
we sometimes say that they have a certain color. They have at-
tributes of the appropriations bill that they were in. They could be 
1-year money, no-year money, et cetera. Uranium is the same. 
When you enrich uranium, it can be either obligated or unobli-
gated. Unobligated means that, it basically has no restrictions on 
it. It was produced in an American facility using American tech-
nology, and because of that pedigree, we then are able to use it for 
defense purposes. 

Material that is obligated and intended for use in the civil sector 
doesn’t cross over into the defense sector. For example, when we 
bring material back from a country that is highly enriched ura-
nium but was used in a civil program, even if it is fresh fuel, when 
that comes back to the United States, it can still only be used for 
civil purposes. We can’t just hand it off to Admiral Richardson for 
defense purposes, and this has to do with the whole set of peaceful 
uses agreements under which these materials are first provided 
and then recovered. 

So, there is—there are a lot of legal aspects to how these so- 
called flags are put onto pieces of uranium that do limit what can 
go into the defense sector. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank you for that clarification very much. I want 
to ask a question about countering nuclear material smuggling in 
Eastern Europe. 

Ms. Harrington, in the past, Russia has been unwilling to share 
law enforcement information on nuclear smuggling with the United 
States and our allies in Europe. Considering the events in Ukraine, 
Russia stands to become even further cut off. How do we counter 
nuclear smuggling in Eastern Europe with an uncooperative Rus-
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sia, and is there additional work we can do in Ukraine to bolster 
our line of defense? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Russia—you know, it is up to each one of our 
partners to determine what sensitive information they do or do not 
share with us. We do have some countries we work with who are 
much more willing to share that information. Unfortunately, Rus-
sia is not one of them. What we can do, though, is work with our 
other partner countries through a number of mechanisms, either 
bilaterally or, in recent years, it has become very successful to 
work through what we call the global partnership. And there we 
have been able to leverage our programs and taxpayer dollars with 
inputs from other countries like the U.K., Canada, European 
Union, and so forth, and so we were able to reenforce the capabili-
ties in countries like Ukraine. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
During the rollout of your budget, you stated that there were 

projects that had been conducted in previous years that would sim-
ply not be able to move forward under the new Multilateral Nu-
clear Environmental Program in the Russian Federation. That is 
different from what we were originally led to believe, that the 
NNSA projects would not be impacted and that Russia had agreed 
to a legal framework to continue those projects. Can you please 
clarify what projects NNSA is able to accomplish in Russia under 
the new agreement, and how does the new agreement differ from 
the Cooperative Threat Reduction? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. So the new framework for our work with Rus-
sia is slightly different from the Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram, but for us, it consolidates nearly all of the work that we were 
able to do under the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program and 
also opens doors for some additional work. The biggest impact of 
the new arrangement is that the Russian Ministry of Defense chose 
not to participate under it. We are still hopeful that we can engage 
with the Ministry of Defense through other channels, but that 
means that a small amount of the work that we had been doing 
in Russia that involved the Ministry of Defense facilities will not 
continue under this new agreement. Some work, however, will con-
tinue because the Ministry of Defense has transferred the authority 
for that work to the Rosatom Organization, so that work will con-
tinue but under different supervision on the Russian side. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Do you have any concerns about any of our employ-
ees in Russia? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. As of now, we have not had—we have not had 
any problems or difficulties, and all recent meetings have been car-
ried out very cordially and cooperatively. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Not knowing what the future is going to bring, do 
you feel that NNSA has already been able to secure the most high- 
risk materials in Russia or are there notable risks that remain? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. There are notable risks that remain. There are 
still a great many sites that contain nuclear weapon capable mate-
rials. A next step in our work with Russia is to try to consolidate 
those materials into fewer facilities that are better guarded and 
better secured and, most importantly, to get to the point where we 
feel confident that Russia is committed, both in terms of the budget 
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as well as its own security culture, to maintaining the standard of 
security that we have helped implement in that country. 

Ms. KAPTUR. There has been a suggestion that Russia would 
have demands in return for being cooperative in changing the 
terms of the MOX agreement. One is that Russia would have the 
right to repudiate the provision prohibiting spent fuel and blanket 
reprocessing until the full disposition of the 34 metric tons of ex-
cess plutonium is over. Do you have any comments on this sugges-
tion?

Ms. HARRINGTON. That suggestion is something I have never 
heard from the Russians, so unless they were to raise it, I am not 
sure where that came from. If they were to ask to do that, I think 
that that would require a very serious conversation on our part be-
cause that is one of the main objectives, of course, of plutonium dis-
position is to prevent the further breeding of plutonium during the 
period of disposition. 

Ms. KAPTUR. If you were to describe to a world that knows noth-
ing about spent fuel, how would you describe—you mentioned for 
20 years, you spent two decades of your life working in this arena. 
Looking globally on material that is out there and needs to be put 
in safe hands, how well have we done at bringing it to places of 
safekeeping? How could you describe the quantity in various cat-
egories, and how well is the world doing? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. To really answer that question in full probably 
would require a classified briefing on that, which we would be 
happy to arrange with you. I would say that internally, the Depart-
ment, as we look at the future and what we will have to face, one 
of our big concerns is the countries that, despite the Fukushima 
disaster, are still determined to go forward with building nuclear 
power plants but that have had no prior experience with nuclear 
technology and managing nuclear facilities. And so we are looking 
forward at what we can do in those areas, working collaboratively, 
again, with our colleagues in the Nuclear Energy Office to ensure 
that those facilities are brought online and are properly safe, that 
the safety, the security, the safeguards, emergency response, all the 
components that you need to have in place to properly manage a 
nuclear facility are there before they start. That, to us, is one of 
those looming challenges on the horizon that we have yet to meet. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. Harrington, I believe in your opening remarks earlier, you 

referred to the summit in the Hague last week. The President at-
tended the 2014 Nuclear Security Summit. I have a four-part ques-
tion. What were the accomplishments of the Summit? That is my 
first question. My second question is, what role will the NNSA 
have in moving forward with the agreements made? Third part of 
that question is, what pledges were made that would require fund-
ing, and the fourth part of that question, are any of those pledges 
in jeopardy with the reductions in the budget request? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. That requires a long and very detailed answer 
that I will be happy to take for the record. I can give you a quick 
overview, though, if you would like. 
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Mr. FLEISCHMANN. That is fine. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. As I mentioned earlier, one of the major suc-

cesses of the Nuclear Security Summit process has been the activa-
tion, the energizing of this group of nations to not just improve 
their own practices but to work with other countries to improve 
theirs. So, in addition to the communique, and we can provide all 
of these materials for you, there were a number of what we call gift 
baskets, and let me try to explain what a gift basket is. 

A number of countries, one or several countries will sponsor a 
concept, an idea. For example, at the Nuclear Security Summit, we 
had gift baskets on countering nuclear smuggling, on improving 
maritime security, on radiological source security. Countries will 
offer this up basically for other countries to sign up to. 

So, we had a number of those, new ones. We had ones from the 
previous summit that more countries decided that they would sign 
up to, and even though these are voluntary actions, what we have 
seen as a result of the voluntary actions is real difference in the 
way regulations are being written and passed and enforced in coun-
tries, in the way security is being designed for nuclear facilities, in 
levels of cooperation, cross border, on things like illicit trafficking. 
And so that is, I think, the lasting impact that the summits will 
have, but we certainly have a more detailed breakdown of what 
was accomplished at the summit, what were some of the announce-
ments, and what part we will be playing in the future. 

For example, one of the major new—well, two of the major new 
ones, radiological sources and maritime security, those are areas of 
activity that directly fall under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Office. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Okay. Another question. I think most of us, 
if not all of us, especially me, views Iran as a major danger in the 
world. It is a danger in the region. It is a danger to the world, their 
rhetoric, their actions, as they attempt to move forward with their 
program.

In fiscal year 2014, there was language permitting you to use up 
to $5.5 million to support work on Iranian safeguards should an 
agreement be reached. Three-part question. How might NNSA play 
a role in creating and enforcing nuclear safeguards in Iran? Do you 
have any plans for the use of those $5.5 million in funds? And do 
you know how much funding NNSA might need to fully support an 
Iranian safeguards agreement? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. An excellent question, and we can only hope 
that we will be in a position to be able to contribute to such an ef-
fort. Our hope, and as you might expect, our Secretary, our Deputy, 
Acting Administrator Held and I have all been very involved in the 
White House led discussions on how to move forward with the 5+1 
or E3+3, whatever mathematical formulation you prefer, with that 
effort having at least gotten the Iranians to the table for a first 6- 
month round of talks. If those are successful and we then look for-
ward to a 20-year long-term plan, then we definitely will need the 
resources to be able to support that through the IAEA. The IAEA 
will take the principal role; safeguards is their responsibility. We 
do a great deal of work under our programs on the R&D to develop 
new approaches to safeguards, and much of that goes directly into 
the IAEA technical toolkit, so we would definitely be happy to con-
tribute to that effort. 
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Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I yield back. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. I want to return to the earlier conversation 

about the various platforms that we have for nonproliferation. Of 
the key five programs, nonproliferation, verification, R&D, you 
were just talking about this in terms of that technology being a 
part of our contribution, the IAEA—I will come back to that be-
cause I want to know how the relationship with the IAEA is inte-
grated into Department processes and procedures. 

Nonproliferation, International Security, International Materials 
Protection and Control, Fissile Materials Disposition, the MOX pro-
gram falls there, and then the Global Threat Reduction Initiative. 
Walk through this in more detail so that I can have a comprehen-
sive understanding as to how you manage these programs and 
their overlaps, but then return to the broader goal that we are try-
ing to get to of decreasing the possibility of a nuclear explosion that 
is a threat to all of us. Not just in terms of the safe handling of 
material but preventing the proliferation of the material and pre-
venting the actors who now have resources and maybe even a dis-
position from using it. This is back to that earlier conversation we 
were having. This has to be the strategy. This has to be the goal 
we constantly think about. 

There is a tendency we all have to focus on that which is already 
established and has precedent, and how much are we going to give, 
and how much are we not going to give. And I will raise the con-
cern again that obviously we are—seems to me, were constraining 
these programs, given the budgetary situation, and is that prudent 
in light of what we must do to secure nuclear materials and pre-
vent proliferation? 

Ms. HARRINGTON. I am looking through this because I want to 
go back to something that was in my opening statement, and I 
think this goes directly to the point that you raised. You know, the 
way our organization evolves—— 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Which is a nice way of you saying I should 
have been here for it, right. I am sorry I didn’t have the benefit 
of your earlier perspective. 

Ms. HARRINGTON. I was going through it very quickly. You 
wouldn’t have noticed anyway. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I see. 
Ms. HARRINGTON. But this goes back to the earlier point about, 

how are we organized, and how are we going to meet all of these 
challenges. And we have done a lot of—we have been very intro-
spective in terms of looking at where did we originate, and it was 
really around the collapse of the Soviet Union. And you see, begin-
ning in about 1992, you know, a task force here and then an office 
set up there and then something else, and then you split it into two 
pieces because it has got slightly different missions. And it grows 
over time, and then it does a good job and a 9/11 happens, and a 
huge shift in the threat environment evolves. And so what we are 
looking at is, did we evolve sufficiently along with that threat envi-
ronment and not only the one we are in now but the one that we 
expect is coming? And so we have made a conscious effort inter-
nally to think less of ourselves as program stovepipes and more of 
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ourselves in terms of what are our capabilities. What are the capa-
bilities we currently have, and what are the ones we need for the 
future? And you are very right. 

And in that analysis, we have looked across our programs and 
have seen where, you do physical security here, and you also do 
physical security over here, and this third office actually goes and 
does assessments of physical security adequacy. So that raises to 
me, as a manager, is this well organized? And so we are going 
through this process with Mr. Held, with Secretary Moniz, with 
Deputy Secretary Poneman to really dig into, how should we be 
best organized to meet these issues? It may be that at some future 
point, we will come back to this committee with a budget request 
that doesn’t look exactly like this one anymore, maybe has different 
titles, different names, but this is something I am delighted that 
you are interested because this is a critical element to how we will 
cast our future, and we would like to work with you on this. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I am new to this subcommittee, but I did tell 
the chairman that I am interested in this area, and he said, 
‘‘Please apply fresh eyes to it.’’ So I, again, want to do this in the 
spirit of cooperation and trying to think with you, not to project on 
you some answer because none of us has a clear answer, but to do 
the scenario analyses based upon what we can project coming, par-
ticularly the worse-case scenario, proliferation of fissile material, 
the technology that—for nuclear power that can create again a 
short sprint to weapons capability, transnational actors that can 
obtain this stuff. You know, we can have a certain leadership role, 
the Nuclear Security Summit, was a good example of that, but you 
know, if Russia and China—France has a different disposition— 
sells the stuff without adequate safeguards, we can do all that we 
can, but it is, international stability at its core, is threatened if 
there is not some new international paradigm coming quickly to 
meet these challenges. 

In that regard, I wanted to, yes, return to what you were talking 
about earlier in terms of technology, evolution that could continue 
down a pathway of nuclear power but make it safer to manage and 
prevent the proliferation materials, small-scale reactors. 

Mr. HELD. Yeah, I think—— 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. I assume that is what you want to talk about. 
Mr. HELD. You read my mind. If America is not in this civil nu-

clear energy industry, then we will be chasing the problem, we will 
not be solving the problem, and so—— 

Ms. HARRINGTON. Yes. 
Mr. HELD. And Anne and Pete Lyons have been working really 

creatively to think, okay, how can we get these synergies? How can 
we start molding the problem, not responding to the problem? And 
in fact, the budgetary environment right now is a creative force. It 
is forcing us to think about different ways to look at things. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Very generous way of you to put it. 
Mr. HELD. Well, it is also a necessity, right, because necessity is 

the mother of invention. The absolutely amazing thing about our 
internal budget discussions, which are, again, very painful, we 
have wide disagreement. As an organizational building thing, it 
was a very positive experience. It was a very positive experience, 
and because we started actually talking more and starting to think, 
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okay, how can we cause or solve different problems, and we are not 
totally there yet, and so we would more than welcome your interest 
in this because this is going to be real interesting and a big deal. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman, if you would indulge me for 
one more moment, please. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. In this regard, again, not only the thinking 

about how we have appropriate nuclear safeguards, safeguarding 
material, entering into agreements with other countries, but really 
elevate this to the essential questions when we are dealing with all 
types of other international interactions, should these be a core 
component of any kind of trade consideration agreements, for in-
stance? Tying it to aid, making it a necessary component of mutual 
security agreements moving forward? In other words, let’s don’t set 
this off on the sidelines to clean up in the wake. Let’s put it out 
front because if we are going to achieve this goal of international 
stability and somehow manage the technology without it going 
awry, something has got to shift quickly. And I recognize the Presi-
dent’s initiative in the Nuclear Security Summit and his clear rhe-
torical framework is trying to provide that leadership, but we can’t 
let anything happen. We can’t react to this. We must prevent it. 
This is how severe this is. 

So back to Congresswoman Marcy—Ms. Kaptur’s—sorry, Marcy, 
to call you by your first name. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Everyone does. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes. Okay. Your point to her about a classi-

fied briefing, very quickly, on some of these things, in addition to 
what the Secretary apparently has latched onto regarding engaging 
us in some more of these processes that might have to be in an-
other forum and setting. I welcome that, but again, not in the next 
round of budgetary hearings. We have got to move. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am done. Yeah. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I appreciate that. 
And we can arrange for a classified hearing on these—on these 

types of things. We do that kind of thing. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Right. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Admiral, the past few years, the infrastructure 

portion of your budget has grown significantly. In the fiscal year 
2014 budget, this subcommittee has directed you to prepare a 10– 
year infrastructure plan for Naval Reactor sites because we haven’t 
heard the details of your overall vision of Naval Reactor sites and 
where they need to be over the next 10 years. We need that for a 
projection of our budget and what it is going to. What is your vision 
for the Naval Reactor sites and what major investments need to be 
made, you can either talk about it now or you can submit your 
plans for the record so that we would have something, which-
ever——

Admiral RICHARDSON. Certainly. I will be happy to submit in de-
tail our plans for the record, and you know, again, I go back to the 
comments made earlier. In terms of the plans that we have in 
place, first and foremost is this spent fuel handling project that we 
have discussed. There are some other major projects up in New 
York to support the refueling of the SAT prototype. There are some 
necessary security upgrades and those sorts of things that we are 
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trying to get done, but I will be happy to provide that 10–year plan 
in detail. 

This, as I said, has been an area of significant turbulence as we 
have tried, you know, to just navigate through, you know, the 
budget environment of the past few years, and so this has been an 
area where we have gone to, as I mentioned, prioritize higher—I 
am sorry, fund prior priority work, and from that, all of those plans 
are—they are subject to constant sort of perturbation, modification, 
but we will give you our very latest and give you as much insight 
as you need, certainly, sir. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate that. Thank you. 
Marcy, do you have any other questions? 
Ms. KAPTUR. I have no other questions. 
Mr. SIMPSON. If there are no other questions, again, I would re-

mind the witnesses to please have all responses to questions to the 
committee within 4 weeks from the date you receive them. We ap-
preciate it very much. 

Obviously, the work that you all do is very important to the com-
mittee. So we want to work with you to make sure that this agency 
does the job that we all hope it will do and you will all be success-
ful in the work that you do, so I appreciate you being here today, 
and we will be in constant contact with you, and we will probably 
set up a classified briefing before too long because it sounds like 
some of the members want one. Thank you all. 
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