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The Failure of Modernization

The National Nuclear Security Administration’s program to “modernize” the US
nuclear weapons is a dramatic failure. The Department of Energy (DOE) has conceded the collapse
of plans to build major new production facilities at Los Alamos and Oak Ridge, along with the
MOX program at Savannah River. In Congress, there is substantial pushback against the exorbitant
cost of weapons modifications that could compromise the reliability of the US stockpile. Yet the
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) continues to mislead Congress by obscuring the
true cost of modernization and ignoring the grave risks inherent in the program.
Among NNSA’s budget gimmicks:
Billion Dollar Boondoggles documents
• delaying projects and deferring
the commitment of billions of dollars to
accounting
for costs which will ultimately
produce ever more nuclear weapons even
result in higher costs;
though most programs are far over budget,
• lowering budget estimates through claims
way behind schedule, and poorly managed.
of improved cost modeling in defiance of its
The modernization plan robs money
track record;
from nonproliferation efforts abroad and
• falsely claiming savings of $7.5 to $9.5
dismantlement efforts at home.
billion
for not doing a Life Extension program
Modernization also increases risk and
that
was
never planned;
decreases security. It hopes to make major
• omitting costs of directly related
changes to a stockpile that has been extensively
programs from Life Extension Program
tested and shown by repeated studies to be
budgets;
reliable. The nonpartisan Congressional
• depicting tapering costs while failing to
Budget Office estimates US taxpayers will
disclose
follow-on programs that will increase
spend $355 billion on modernization over the
costs;
next 10 years. The following two decades will
• assuming the Department of Defense will
be even more expensive. More than one trillion
help pay for heavily modified nuclear weapons
dollars will be spent on nuclear weapons and
their missiles, subs, and bombers over the next when, in fact, the Pentagon expresses deep
skepticism about the program.
30 years.
This report is not a summary of the plans
The Weapons
of a Nobel Peace Prize-winning President
In a world with thousands fewer nuclear
who “seeks the peace and security of a world
weapons than at the Cold War peak, why is
free of nuclear weapons.” Instead, it highlights
the nuclear weapons budget higher than at any
the ineptitude of the NNSA, the greed of
point in history? The answer is Life Extension
contractors, and the misguided priorities of a
Programs (LEPs) which introduce changes to
system stuck in a Cold War mentality.
the U.S. arsenal that are overkill – figuratively
We analyze NNSA priorities and follow
and literally.
the money. The Obama Administration’s
The B61 LEP will combine one strategic
FY2015 budget request cuts NNSA funding
and three tactical versions of the B61 into
for nonproliferation programs by 21% and
one all-purpose nuclear bomb, the B61-12. A
dismantlement of retired nuclear weapons by
coordinated Defense Department program for
45%. At the same time, budgets for nuclear
a new B61 tail fin guidance kit will create the
weapons research and production increase
world’s first nuclear smart bomb, endowing it
significantly, exceeding the all-time record set
with new military capabilities. The price tag for
by Ronald Reagan at the height of the Cold
this LEP has leaped from $4 billion to nearly
War.

We analyze NNSA priorities
and follow the money. The
Obama Administration’s
FY2015 budget request
cuts NNSA funding for nonproliferation programs by
21% and dismantlement
of retired nuclear weapons
by 45%. At the same time,
budgets for nuclear weapons
research and production
increase significantly,
exceeding the all-time record
set by Ronald Reagan at the
height of the Cold War.
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$12 billion. The future of the B61 is in doubt in
Europe, where it is currently deployed.
The Air Force plans to begin production of
a new Long-Range Standoff cruise missile in
2018, but NNSA wants to begin a LEP study
for its new nuclear warhead now. This LEP
would create a new first-strike nuclear weapon,
contradicting the Administration’s stated
policy of deterrence. Details of this LEP are not
yet available, but the FY 2015 budget request
calls for $9.4 million to begin the study.
The NNSA’s newest life extension plan
is for what some call the Frankenbomb, an
“Interoperable” Warhead (IW) to replace
the W78, now deployed on land-based
intercontinental ballistic missiles, and the
W88, which is on submarine-launched
ballistic msissiles. This plan has proven to
be prohibitively expensive, dangerous and
unnecessary. The FY 2015 budget request
defers funding for the LEP for five years, but
DOE insists it is still a viable project.

Nuclear Weapon Facilities

NNSA should embrace a
mission of Curatorship
of the nuclear stockpile.
Rather than introduce
uncertainty into the
stockpile through
unnecessary Life Extension
Programs, NNSA should
maintain the currently
reliable US weapons
stockpile in a safe and
secure status until weapons
are retired.

The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement Nuclear Facility, intended to
support expanded production of up to 80
plutonium pit cores annually at the Los
Alamos Lab, was put on hold for five years in
2012 when the NNSA decided to prioritize
construction of the Uranium Processing
Facility (UPF) in Oak Ridge, TN.
After dramatic price inflation,
mismanagement, and schedule delays
threatened to scuttle the UPF altogether,
NNSA appointed a “Red Team” which, on
May 1, recommended scuttling the “Big Box”
UPF in favor of relocating some operations
to existing buildings and a modular approach
to new construction. The proposal does not
have a price tag. More significantly, it does not
realistically address management challenges
the plan will pose to a team that has already
demonstrated remarkable ineptitude.
Other failed NNSA projects continue to
drain the budget. The National Ignition Facility
(NIF) is one of the world’s most expensive
science experiments. Its goal of nuclear fusion,
promised year after year, remains stubbornly
elusive. At $8 billion and counting, the
government continues to throw good money
after bad, to the tune of $500 million per year.
Cost estimates for the Mixed Oxide (MOX)
Fuel Fabrication Facility have skyrocketed
from $1.6 billion in 2004 to $30 billion in 2014.
MOX fuel has no customers in the United
States and is a riskier method of dealing with
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plutonium than other alternatives.
Despite chronic cost overruns and
repeated security breaches, federal oversight
of contractors has been diminished instead
of strengthened. Concrete performance
benchmarks have been stripped from annual
contractor work plans. One congressional
panel has called NNSA a “failed experiment.”

Solutions

Solutions start with accountability—no
public or private corporation could survive if
it underperformed as NNSA consistently does.
Congress should insist on real and accurate
numbers as it makes billion-dollar decisions.
A major shift in priorities is necessary.
US policy-makers and weapons designers
do not feel constrained to pursue nuclear
disarmament or to balance the budget. They
want to modify, upgrade, and life-extend
nuclear warheads indefinitely. This compulsion
drives multi-billion dollar investments in
poorly managed projects for new research and
production facilities. That does not reflect the
world we live in. Since 1970, the US has been
obligated by the NonProliferation Treaty to
pursue complete disarmament “at an early
date.” Arms control agreements continue to
reduce the size of the US stockpile.
Aligning federal budgets with the nation’s
stated nuclear policy will enhance security by
supporting nonproliferation efforts around
the globe and have the added virtue of saving
taxpayers tens of billions of dollars.
What would that look like? NNSA would
embrace a mission of Curatorship of the
nuclear stockpile. NNSA would maintain
the currently reliable US weapons stockpile
in a safe and secure status until weapons
are retired. NNSA would also conduct
dismantlement operations in a timely manner
and assure the safe disposition of weapons
components and materials.
Increased funding for dismantlement
would address both the lack of storage space
for retired bomb cores and the larger capacity
problem of a fifteen-year backlog of weapons
to be disassembled.
The budget of the NNSA raises many
questions about our priorities as a nation. Will
the US continue to defy international norms
and maintain nuclear weapon capabilities into
the 22nd century? Or will political leaders
responsibly manage the existing nuclear
weapons stockpile as the US—in conjunction
with nuclear-armed nations around the
world—moves toward nuclear disarmament?

“Modernizing” the Stockpile
Through Life Extension Programs
THE B61-12

Recommendations

The B61 Life Extension Program introduces significant modifications to the

design of an already tested weapon. The current proposed LEP’s price tag has made each
bomb worth its weight in gold, literally, two times over. With the B61 LEP, the National
Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) sets out its plan for the future—endless expensive
modifications to the US nuclear weapons stockpile.
The B61 LEP faces a number of hurdles. Its cost estimates have raised concern in
Congress; its deployment in Europe has raised concerns among NATO countries there; its
slipping schedule threatens to increase costs even more. Projections of follow-on LEPs only
exacerbate the challenges.

What is the Problem?
The B61 LEP’s slipping schedule
could put the bomb’s reliability at risk by
delaying needed replacement of limited
life components. Typical of DOE nuclear
weapons projects, delays will increase costs.
This will have significant impacts, since Life
Extension Programs are being paid for by
cutting nonproliferation, dismantlement,
and cleanup programs as well as regulatory
compliance and nuclear safety.
The US sets a bad example by extending
the life of nuclear weapons for decades and
giving them new military capabilities. The
B61 LEP erases the line between tactical
and strategic weapons. Its continuing
forward deployment in NATO countries is
provocative.
The stockpile has proven to be even more
reliable than originally thought. Confidence

in stockpile reliability will inevitably be
eroded by introducing major changes.
This concern is underscored by a recent
DOE Inspector General report that found
NNSA and its nuclear weapons labs failed
to maintain original design information
necessary to evaluate potential changes.

Is There a Better Alternative?
This Life Extension Program as proposed
is not needed. B61 safety and reliability
can be indefinitely preserved through the
replacement of limited life components
(batteries, neutron generators, tritium
reservoirs). Conservative stewardship of
the stockpile, carefully preserving original
designs, is preferable to changes that
compromise reliability. It is also considerably
less expensive.

Yet to Come: The Air-Launched Cruise Missile Warhead
The Air Force plans to begin production
of a new Long-Range Stand-Off cruise
missile in 2018 for a future long-range heavy
bomber. NNSA is requesting $9.4 million in
FY 2015 for an Air-Launched Cruise Missile
(ALCM) warhead Life Extension Program

study, slated to jump to $225 million in FY
2019, with a First Production Unit not later
than FY 2027. This LEP will either use the
W80 or resurrect the W84 nuclear warhead,
inactive since ground-launched cruise
missiles were banned in 1987.

• Congress should halt FY
2015 funding for the B61 Life
Extension Program.
• NATO’s evolving nuclear
weapons policy may
constrain or eliminate the
B61-12 mission before the
LEP’s completion in 12
years. US allies may not
support its deployment.
Since the B61-12 LEP is not
urgent, it would be fiscally
prudent to resolve questions
about potential use before
implementing it.
• The scope of all Life
Extension Programs should
be limited to refurbishment
of components necessary
to maintain existing safety
and reliability. Maintaining
fully tested designs as
closely as possible and
remanufacturing original
parts will ensure the arsenal
remains safe, secure, and
reliable until it is dismantled.
• Congress should continue
to refuse funding for the
“interoperable” warhead
concept. The President’s
budget requests should
likewise continue to
defer it. Ultimately, the
“interoperable” warhead
and 3+2 strategy should be
cancelled.
• The W78 should be retired
since the more modern W87
is already available to sit
atop Minuteman III ICBMs
for as long as ICBMs remain
in the stockpile.
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B52 bombers can carry up to 14 cruise
missiles, counted as just one nuclear weapon
under New START counting rules. The bomber
can stay well outside of air defenses and launch
without aiming because the highly accurate
cruise missiles can navigate independently to
multiple targets. Cruise missiles have contourhugging flight capability and small radar
signatures, making them nearly impossible to
defend against.

The declared rationale for U.S. nuclear
weapons is “deterrence.” The stockpile
already has highly accurate, long-range
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) and
sub-launched missiles, and planned new B6112 bombs for future super-stealthy aircraft.
New cruise missile nuclear warheads are firststrike attack weapons. They are not needed to
maintain deterrence and should be rejected by
Congress.

The W78/88 Interoperable Warhead
The escalating cost of maintaining U.S. nuclear weapons is not due to the difficulty of the
task or of excessive “aging.” Rather, it is caused by increasingly exotic elective changes that the
NNSA is introducing into the stockpile through its Life Extension Programs. The NNSA’s newest
plan is to redesign the stockpile by creating three warhead
types that could be launched from both land- and sea-based
platforms (i.e., be “interoperable”) and two new air-launched
weapons. NNSA has dubbed this the 3+2 strategy.
The first of these “interoperable” warheads, the W78/881, is to be designed principally by the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory. Its estimated cost is $14 billion,
according to the NNSA’s FY 2014 Stockpile Stewardship and
Management Plan (SSMP).
Presently the W78 is on Minuteman III ICBM and the
W88 is on submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs).
The W78/88-1 LEP concept is to use some elements from
each of the two warheads and the plutonium core from a third design, the W87. While the
individual parts have been tested in their original configurations, the resulting “interoperable”
weapon could diverge significantly from anything in the stockpile and would contain components
never tested together.

What is the Problem?

Is There a Better Alternative?

The many problems associated with the
“interoperable” concept can be avoided simply
by maintaining the status quo indefinitely. The
program should be cancelled.
If, however, NNSA obtains future funding,
it is likely the three “interoperable” warhead
LEPs will cost more than their FY 2014
estimate of $40 billion. The Navy questioned
the “feasibility of [NNSA] effectively
accomplishing this new emergent work” in a
September 2012 Memorandum opposing the
W78/88-1 LEP.
Further, the radical changes that could
ensue from the mash-up of designs and
components may compromise the weapons’
reliability, leading to pressure to resume fullscale nuclear testing. The Navy has voiced a
similar concern.

No short-term action is required.
Concurrent with deferment of the W78/88-1,
the NNSA Administrator announced that the
W78 was “aging gracefully” and did not need a
LEP. Further, the Navy is not scheduled to start
W88 life extension planning until the FY 2020
timeframe.
In the long term, NNSA’s stockpile
stewardship activities can and should be
limited to a focused curatorship approach to
stockpile management that limits unnecessary
changes and preserves the fully tested,
pedigreed weapon designs. This approach
prioritizes preserving a weapon’s existing safety
and reliability until it is retired.
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B61 LEP
Justification/
Purpose

Cost
Completion
Date

ORIGINAL 					2014
This LEP will extend bomb life by 30 years
while combining three tactical or “battlefield”
versions and a strategic version into one allpurpose nuclear weapon. The B61-12 will
be a digital bomb designed to interface with
future super-stealthy aircraft. A separate
Defense Department program for a new B61
tail fin guidance kit will create the world’s first
nuclear smart bomb.

Justification/
Purpose

Cost
Completion
Date

FY14 appropriation: $537 million.
FY15 Request: $634 million.
Total: $11.9 billion.

$4 billion
2017

W78/88 LEP

NNSA claims the B61-12 will permit stockpile
reductions and retirement of the B83 strategic
bomb. No B83 LEP was previously planned,
suggesting it was slated for retirement without
replacement. There is no written commitment
to stockpile reductions. NNSA admits to a
“transition” period during which both old and
new weapons will be included in the stockpile.

2024

ORIGINAL 					2014
The 2010 Nuclear Posture Review
recommended a LEP for the W78 and
included the possibility of using it on an
SLBM to reduce the number of warhead
types.

$4.2 billion (2012)
2023

The W78 LEP became the W78/88-1
“interoperable” LEP (IW-1) when NNSA’s FY 2014
SSMP unveiled the 3+2 strategy. The W78/88-1
was to be followed by an IW-2 and IW-3, each
with similar costs. The FY 2015 budget request
defers the W78/88-1 LEP to sometime beyond FY
2019. NNSA states that “interoperable” warheads
and the 3+2 strategy remain in full effect.
FY 2014: $40 billion for all three IWs.
FY 2015: $30 billion. NNSA’s reduction, combined
with an extended production schedule, is not
credible.
No credible date
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Curatorship: A Superior Approach

In the name of modernization, the US Department of Energy (DOE)

National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) is conducting an ambitious
program to change (or “enhance”) every warhead in the nuclear weapons stockpile. In
pursuit of this goal, the agency has spent more than one hundred billion dollars over
the last two decades. Many billions more are sought for additional new facilities and
Life Extension Programs (LEPs) that go far beyond the task of extending the service
life of the weapons by adding novel capabilities and new military uses for them.
Curatorship will preserve a
This enterprise is increasingly
alternative to nuclear weapons testing
safer, more reliable arsenal and save
expensive; $8.3 billion is requested
must be developed to verify the safety
taxpayers billions of dollars.
in Fiscal Year 2015 compared to $4.6
and reliability of weapons.”
While Curatorship is not in and
billion spent in 2000, when the US
At first, DOE said it would need
of itself the disarmament called
had more than twice the number
$4 billion annually to accomplish
for under the NPT, foreswearing
of warheads. There is no technical
this mission. In subsequent years,
novel designs and features is more
requirement for these changes.
the agency has requested ever more
consistent with our treaty obligations
They are not needed to preserve the
money annually even as the arsenal’s
and more supportive of our global
“safety” and “reliability” of existing
size declines.
nonproliferation objectives than the
warheads until the weapons are
current program.
dismantled pursuant to the NonAn Opportunity
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).
The NNSA is requesting $8.3
Background
A superior alternative exists. To
billion in FY 2015 for its nuclear
distinguish it from DOE’s Stockpile
In 1993, a Sandia Laboratory
weapons activities. The budget
Stewardship Program, we call it
Stockpile Life Study declared: “It is
outyears show continued cost growth.
Curatorship. Curatorship is a more
clear that, although nuclear weapons
The B61-12 LEP is the most expensive
conservative approach to maintaining age, they do not wear out; they
undertaken to date. The so-called
and refurbishing the stockpile. The
last as long as the nuclear weapons
interoperable warheads, a new Longprinciples of Curatorship include:
community (DoD and DOE) desires.
Range Stand-off weapon, and the new
• Surveillance of the active
In fact, we can find no example of a
bomb plants that would build those
stockpile is conducted on an ongoing
nuclear weapons retirement where
weapons would cost scores of billions
basis.
age was even a major factor in the
more.
• Components are replaced
retirement decision.” Significantly,
Each of these proposed changes
only if compelling evidence from
Sandia Laboratory heads up the DOE erodes confidence in the tested
surveillance demonstrates that
stockpile surveillance program and
stockpile.
components have degraded or would
this study reviewed nearly thirty years
Significant design changes will
soon degrade, with a significant loss
of data to reach this conclusion. These increase pressure to resume nuclear
of safety or reliability.
findings, and others, underscore the
testing, with profound negative
•  Replacement parts would
feasibility of a Curatorship approach
implications for US nonproliferation
be (re)manufactured as closely as
to stockpile maintenance.
efforts.
possible to their original designs, with
That same year, however,
The huge cost estimates for
replacement protocols biased toward
President Clinton issued a Presiunnecessary LEPs provide an
minimal changes.
dential Decision Directive for DOE
opportunity to reconsider the
•  Elective changes to upgrade the to “establish a stewardship program
dangerous, costly path pursued by
weapons would be curtailed.
to ensure preservation of the core
the Department of Energy. Now is
If a Curatorship approach is
intellectual and technical competence the time to embrace the multiple
adopted, numerous nuclear weapons
of the US in nuclear weapons.”
benefits of a Curatorship approach to
Research and Development facilities
Though a Curatorship approach
management of the nuclear weapons
could be closed or moved out of the
would have met the Presidential
stockpile.
nuclear weapons complex.
directive, DOE declared that “an
6 • billion dollar boondoggles

“Modernizing” the Infrastructure:
Wasting Billions on New Facilities
THE UPF
RECOMMENDATIONS

1990, the Department of Energy has been pursuing various strategies
Stoince
replace plutonium and highly enriched uranium processing/manufacturing facilities at
Los Alamos, New Mexico, and Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to expand US capacity to produce
thermonuclear weapons.
The Uranium Processing Facility (UPF) proposed for the Y12 National Security Complex
in Oak Ridge has been plagued by cost overruns, major design fiascoes, and long delays.
The UPF’s original multipurpose mission has been reduced in scope and is now solely the
manufacture of thermonuclear cores for warheads.
The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement-Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF)
proposed for Los Alamos National Lab (LANL) was put on hold in 2012 when the Obama
Administration prioritized construction of the UPF.

The UPF

The UPF is a poster child for NNSA
failed projects. More than $500 million
was spent on the first design before
designers noticed the building was not large
enough. In late 2013, a cost assessment
by the Department of Defense estimated
the redesign would cost as much as $19
billion and take more than twenty years
to complete. A “Red Team” evaluation of
alternatives recommends moving some
production operations to other facilities at
Y12 and pursuing a “modular” plan for new
construction to house operations that can’t
be located in existing facilities; the proposal
offers no total cost estimate.
Three fundamental problems plague
the modernization effort. The Red Team
recommendations exacerbate these
problems.
• The UPF Project lacks competent
management and accountability.
Congressional overseers held no hearings
following the space/fit design fiasco and
there were no management changes. The
complex Red Team proposal increases
management challenges for an agency
culturally incapable of managing major
projects.
• The UPF is a multibillion dollar “Bomb
Plant to Nowhere” that meets no actual need.
In 2011, NNSA said it could meet stockpile

surveillance and limited life extension
mission requirements with a UPF with a
production capacity of 10 warhead cores per
year.
• The UPF cannot meet schedule
demands—design confidence depends on
new technologies that have not yet been
proven reliable.

Is There a Better Alternative?

The alternative to building an expensive
new production facility is to align Y12’s
facilities with its unique mission. Production
operations can be minimized to support
curatorship of the stockpile and may be
housed in existing facilities, though the
lack of management capacity and oversight
undermines efforts to cut costs and deliver
on schedule.
Replacement of limited life
components, historically done at Y12, may
be done at Pantex, eliminating the cost, risk
and time associated with transportation
of secondaries between Pantex and Y12.
Infrastructure requirements for Y12’s
growing dismantlement mission, currently
dropped from the UPF, should be addressed.

Plutonium

Facing budget constraints, NNSA chose
to build the Uranium Processing Facility
(UPF) at the Y-12 Plant while deferring

• No funding should
be allocated for UPF
construction until reliable
independent cost estimates
based on 90% design
completion can be provided.
Congress should reject the
false urgency forcing the
UPF to proceed before new
technologies are proven and
a final design is completed.
• Congress commissioned
a secondary reuse study
in 2014. Funding for future
facilities should be withheld
until the evaluation is
completed and mission
need is established. Stop
trying to build something
before we know what we
need.
• Secondary LEP activities
that can be completed at
Pantex should be. Facilities
and operations at Y12
should be aligned with
actual mission needs (10
secondaries/year). The cost
of consolidating operations
in existing facilities
permanently should be fully
analyzed.
• Plans for the future of
uranium operations at Y12
should reflect the nation’s
nuclear policy, the declining
need for production
capacity, and an increasing
demand for dismantlement.
• Reject funding for
“interoperable” warheads,
eliminating the need for
expanded plutonium pit
production.
• Block unnecessary
shipments of plutonium pits
back and forth between the
Los Alamos and Livermore
labs.
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the Los Alamos Lab’s CMRR-NF for five years.
That effectively meant its cancellation. Since
then, NNSA has pursued a vague “alternative
plutonium strategy” to expand the production
of plutonium pit triggers for nuclear weapons.
NNSA’s FY 2015 budget outlines three specific
steps:
1) Quadrupling the amount of plutonium
that can be used in the already built first phase
of CMRR, known as the “Rad Lab,” from 8
grams to more than 32 grams, enough to
enable quality-control sampling for expanded
pit production;
2) Upgrading PF-4, LANL’s existing

UPF
Justification/
Purpose

Cost
Completion
Date

ORIGINAL 					2014
The UPF was first proposed as a
multipurpose facility to manufacture
thermonuclear weapon components, process
enriched uranium for other uses, and
dismantle retired warheads. In 2008, the
National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) said the facility was “essential to its
ability to meet national security requirements
regarding the nation’s nuclear deterrent”
and “needed for NNSA to maintain its basic
nuclear weapons capabilities.”

Cost
Completion
Date

The future of the UPF is now in limbo.
Production operations cannot continue in
existing facilities indefinitely. The “Red Team”
report, released May 1, recommends extensive
upgrades to existing facilities and construction
of a stripped down version of the UPF for
operations that can’t be housed elsewhere. Lost
in the effort to cut costs and speed up schedules
is any modernization of dismantlement
facilities.

$600 million to $1.5 billion (2005)

FY15 Request: $335 million. FY14
appropriation: $300 million. More than $1B
spent to date. Total: No reliable estimate

2018

No reliable estimate; target date of 2025

CMRR
Justification/
Purpose

plutonium pit production facility; and
3) Constructing “modular additions” to
PF-4 for high-risk plutonium operations at a
cost of about $1billion.
NNSA’s goal is to expand production from
10 pits per year today to 80 pits per year by
2030 in order to produce new bomb cores
for the “interoperable” warhead. Further,
NNSA proposes to ship pits back and forth
between Los Alamos and the Livermore Lab
in California for stress testing. Given that
Livermore has lost its security designation for
large amounts of plutonium, this scheme is
particularly ill-advised.

ORIGINAL 					2014

The CMRR was designed to replace the
existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building, a sixty-year-old nuclear facility
that is “vital to fulfill several critical LANL
missions, including but not limited to: pit
rebuild, pit surveillance and pit certification.”
Plutonium pits are the fissile “triggers”
that initiate the detonation of modern
thermonuclear weapons.
$660 million (2003)
2010
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Construction of the CMRR-NF has been
deferred for at least five years.

The “Details of Project Cost Estimate” table in
NNSA’s FY 2012 budget request put CMRRNF’s projected cost at $5.86 billion, including
design and contingencies.

The National Ignition Facility, or
The Never Ignition Facility?
NIF TARGET CHAMBER

The National Ignition Facility (NIF) at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

(LLNL) in California has produced exploding costs and fizzling results. More than 18 years and
$8 billion have been spent building and operating the laser. Yet, the ignition that is NIF’s middle
name is nowhere in sight. Throwing more money at NIF will neither solve its problems nor
achieve ignition. A fundamental redirection is necessary.

What is the Problem?

As a design tool for new nuclear weapons,
NIF pushes the nation in a dangerous direction
toward novel concepts in place of the existing
pedigreed designs that are the product of more
than 1,000 nuclear tests. NIF is neither well
suited nor needed to maintain the safety and
reliability of existing nuclear weapons. NIF
was touted as a means of attracting talent to
LLNL. Instead top-notch employees have fled
the program due to NIF’s overwhelming public
relations and underwhelming performance.
As a scientific achievement, NIF’s
likelihood of achieving ignition and gain is
vanishingly small. Despite recent news reports
suggesting a breakthrough, the data show
otherwise. The experiments used substitute
targets and failed to replicate conditions
necessary for successful ignition. The best
experiment missed NIF’s breakeven milestone
by a factor of 100.
The Obama Administration’s budget
request says plutonium experiments at NIF
are slated to begin in FY 2015. This will
invalidate the nonproliferation study that was
a key component of the “go-ahead” for NIF in
1995. This assessment linked use of plutonium
with vertical proliferation and concluded this
should be avoided to make NIF’s proliferation
risks “manageable.”

Eighty percent of NIF’s experiments are to
be classified, exacerbating its nonproliferation
problem. NIF also presents a health and
environmental threat to workers and the
community. According to the latest LLNL
environmental impact statement, the use of
plutonium and other fissile materials at NIF
will increase its output of nuclear waste by 50%
and worker exposure to radiation about threefold. In an addendum to that document, LLNL
approved the use of larger radioactive fuel
targets in NIF, potentially increasing its tritium
emissions and skyshine, or reflected radiation,
impacts.

Is There a Better Alternative?

Congress could mothball NIF rather
than throw good money after bad. Or, NIF
could be taken from the National Nuclear
Security Administration and placed in the
DOE Office of Science or with another agency,
where astrophysicists, geophysicists, materials
scientists and others who need a high energy,
high temperature, and high density machine,
but do not require ignition, can do unclassified
experiments in an efficiently managed
environment. Housing NIF in the Office of
Science would prevent the use of plutonium
and avoid unnecessary environmental, health,
and proliferation dangers.

RECOMMENDATIONS
• Congress should require
NNSA to provide an
accounting of the costs of
using plutonium or other
fissile materials in NIF
and then de-fund those
activities.
• The Administration
and Congress should
reevaluate the overall
NIF project to reduce or
eliminate its excessive
risks and costs.
• Congress should remove
NIF from NNSA control.
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NIF
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Justification/
Purpose

Cost
Completion
Date

NIF’s original mission was three-fold.
(1) Push the envelope of nuclear weapons
design; (2) Provide additional capability for
nuclear weapons effects testing; (3) Develop
inertial fusion energy. The Plan states
that these applications require achieving
thermonuclear ignition and gain.

NIF has been sold as all things to all people. It
is promoted as a model green energy machine,
though it has little relevance for commercial
application. Its fuel and waste products
are radioactive. To Congress, it is sold as a
necessary stockpile stewardship tool, although
a former Sandia Laboratory Vice-President in
charge of nuclear weapons called it “worthless.”
LLNL’s premier weapons designer said NIF is
“worse than worthless” for that task.

$1 billion (1996)
$4 billion (1999)

FY15 Request: more than $329 million. More
than $8B spent for construction, operation,
related research and development.

2003, with ignition following 2 years later

Construction completed 2009; no ignition yet.

10 • billion dollar boondoggles

The Mixed Oxide Fuel
Fabrication Facility (MOX)
The MOX Plant at SRS

n March 4, 2014, the Department of Energy (DOE) announced the Mixed Oxide
O(MOX)
Plutonium Fuel Fabrication Facility at the Savannah River Site (SRS) project is

financially unsustainable and would be placed on cold standby in Fiscal Year 2015. The
Analysis of Surplus Weapon-Grade Plutonium Disposition Options in April confirmed that
“disposing of plutonium as MOX fuel will be significantly more expensive than anticipated.”
The report projects a lifecycle cost of over $30 billion, consistent with the Alliance for
Nuclear Accountability’s 2013 estimate of $27 billion. The cost analysis is intended to serve
as a basis for deciding the fate of surplus weapons plutonium. The analysis incorrectly
gives a negative assessment of immobilization of plutonium in high-level nuclear waste, an
option that offers the safest and most secure disposition pathway.

What is the Problem?

The Government Accountability Office
(GAO) has concluded that the MOX promoters
have not presented credible cost estimates. A
February 2014 GAO report states:
“NNSA’s most recent estimates for the
Plutonium Disposition program did not
fully reflect all the characteristics of reliable
cost estimates (e.g., credible) and schedule
estimates (e.g., well-constructed) as established
by best practices for cost- and scheduleestimating, placing the program at risk of
further cost increases.”
NNSA presented a $1.6 billion
construction cost estimate in FY 2004, which
has now increased by 625% to $10 billion.
These huge cost increases are a common
problem with large DOE projects due to
flawed methodology. As a consequence, the
MOX project has increasingly taken up a
larger and disproportionate share of limited
nonproliferation funding.
Beyond poor management by NNSA
and MOX contractors and a lack of diligent
congressional oversight, MOX faces other
serious problems. The operating license
faces legal challenges, no reactors have been
contracted to use MOX fuel, and Russia has
dropped out of a parallel MOX program in
order to pursue “breeder” reactors that can
produce yet more plutonium. It remains
uncertain if any utility will offer reactors to use
MOX fuel.

Introduction of weapon-grade plutonium
into commerce as MOX sends the wrong
nonproliferation message. MOX use by the
US will encourage other countries to pursue
reprocessing and plutonium use in their
reactors, greatly increasing proliferation risks.
Simultaneously, budgets for the NNSA’s Global
Threat Reduction Initiative and programs that
prevent fissile materials smuggling are being
slashed in order to fund MOX construction.

Is There a Better Alternative?

In 2000, the US chose two parallel
plutonium disposition strategies: 1) experimental mixed oxide plutonium fuel for
use in unspecified nuclear reactors and 2)
immobilization in high-level nuclear waste.
Under pressure from MOX boosters, DOE
later dropped the immobilization option.
Immobilization remains the soundest
alternative to MOX; it has already been
demonstrated by mixing plutonium directly
into vitrified high-level waste at SRS.
DOE’s study on plutonium disposition
alternatives will help to inform the debate
about non-reactor options available to
the US but it’s only a starting point for
a new discussion. In the meantime, the
Administration and Congress must limit
funding for the MOX plant to activities
supporting the safe closure of the facility.
MOX must not continue to be a parochial pork
project for Members of Congress.

RECOMMENDATIONS
• Congress must halt
funding for the MOX
project, redirecting it to
nonproliferation projects
that have faced significant
cuts.
• DOE must renew an
expedited and transparent
formal environmental study
of plutonium disposition
alternatives.
• DOE and Congress must
analyze the underlying
causes of the massive
MOX construction cost
increases and implement
sound project-management
practices.
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MOX
Justification/
Purpose

Cost
Completion
Date
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In 2000, the US and Russia reached a
formal agreement to dispose of at least 34
metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium
each. The US chose two options: make
experimental mixed oxide plutonium fuel
(MOX) for commercial nuclear reactors, and
immobilizing plutonium in high-level nuclear
waste. In 2010, the agreement was amended
and the US adopted an all-MOX approach.
DOE began construction of the MOX plant at
SRS in August 2007.

The MOX plant is approximately 60% complete.
After a failed test of MOX fuel in a commercial
reactor, Duke Energy pulled out of the program,
leaving no viable commercial customers.
Increased costs and delays have led DOE to
place the MOX project on cold standby pending
completion of a study on surplus plutonium
disposition alternatives. The Tennessee Valley
Authority has agreed to consider MOX use in five
nuclear reactors but has not formally agreed to
test and use MOX.

$1.6 billion (2004)

Spent so far: $3.9 billion; FY15 Request: $221 million. Life-cycle estimate: $30 billion.

2007

No reliable estimate.
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The Next Mission: Dismantlement
source: NNSA FY15
budget request

Dismantlement of the US nuclear weapons stockpile is a challenge that has been

deprioritized by the Department of Energy (DOE), the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA), Congress, and the Obama Administration. Budget cuts over the last five years have
reduced dismantlement operations to $30 million—likely less than the Department of Energy
spends on office supplies.
An April 2014 report by the Government Accountability Office (GAO) found the NNSA’s
dismantlement program is poorly managed. Tracking systems are irregular and prevent NNSA
from having clear goals or accurate measures of progress toward the goals it publicizes. Warheads
removed from the stockpile as a result of the 2010 New START Treaty are not expected to be
dismantled for decades. The GAO also raised questions about capacity at the Pantex Plant and
Y12 for conducting dismantlement operations in a timely manner.
Dismantlement is at the heart of US nonproliferation efforts. Failure to dismantle old
warheads and dispose of materials presents significant safety and security risks to workers and to
people living near component storage sites.

What’s the Problem?

Dismantlement of retired nuclear warheads
takes place at two facilities: the Pantex Plant in
Amarillo, TX, and the Y12 National Security
Complex in Oak Ridge, TN. Dismantlement
has been described as “running the film
backwards.” Bombs and warheads assembled
at Pantex return there to be removed from the
active stockpile and disassembled.
Pantex extracts the plutonium pits, which
serve as the triggers of a nuclear bomb, and
stores them in bunkers. The thermonuclear
secondaries, originally manufactured and
assembled at Y12 in Oak Ridge, are crated
and shipped to Y12 for dismantlement. In
theory, Y12 would dismantle the secondaries,
process the enriched uranium to prepare it for
downblending into nuclear fuel (non-weaponsusable) and dispose of other materials. In most
cases, though, that does not happen. Instead,
secondaries are placed into storage to await
dismantlement or retained in a “strategic
reserve.”
Plutonium pits and HEU secondaries must
be stored carefully in safe arrays to prevent
spontaneous nuclear chain reactions. They
must also be stored securely, to prevent theft.
Plutonium and highly enriched uranium
(HEU) can be used to make dirty bombs or,
in the case of sufficient quantities of HEU, to
make crude atomic bombs. They must also be

stored safely to prevent accidental releases to
the environment. Both plutonium and highly
enriched uranium are long-lived radionuclides,
dangerous for hundreds of thousands of years.
Two factors seriously limit current
dismantlement operations: money and space.
Pantex has a limited amount of storage legally
designated for plutonium pits storage and
no capacity to further dismantle pits or to
prepare them for disposition. Y12 has limited
capacity in an aging facility to dismantle
nuclear warheads. The construction of the
Highly Enriched Uranium Materials Facility
(HEUMF) at Y12 in the last decade should
provide sufficient storage space for HEU when
warheads are dismantled. However, officials
have indicated Y12 faces a 15-year backlog of
secondaries awaiting dismantlement.
Capacity is not the only bottleneck.
Funding is another serious problem.
Dismantlement has consistently lost out
to production funding in NNSA’s budget
competition for limited defense program
dollars.
In the next decade, the US and other
nuclear powers could face increasing
international demands, especially by
non-weapons states, for accelerated
dismantlements. The US will also want to
take advantage of new technologies that may
streamline dismantlement and save money.

RECOMMENDATIONS
• DOE should undertake
a study of the capacity
and projected need for
existing facilities at Oak
Ridge’s Y12 complex and
at Amarillo’s Pantex Plant
to determine whether a
dedicated dismantlement
facility is advisable.
• Congress should
require a dismantlement
schedule—operations
and budget—setting
out specific goals and
should require an annual
progress report from the
National Nuclear Security
Administration.
• Information about
dismantlement progress
should be made available
to the public.
• Congress should double
funding for dismantlement
operations now and fund
preparations for increased
future capacity demand.
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The First Step: Accountability

The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) was created in 2000

as a semi-autonomous agency within the Department of Energy (DOE). The reorganization
came largely in response to the Wen Ho Lee spy case. Though Lee was eventually exonerated
of espionage charges, the reorganization put NNSA in charge of the DOE’s nuclear weapons
research and production programs. It is now responsible for managing operations using a
variety of contractors at eight major nuclear weapons sites across the country.

The Problem

RECOMMENDATIONS
• Base contractor
compensation on
concrete performance
benchmarks.
• The Pentagon’s Office
of Cost Assessment and
Project Evaluation should
review and verify all
NNSA budget estimates
of major programs and
projects.
• Prevent conflicts of
interest by prohibiting lab
directors from serving
acting as presidents of
the for-profit corporations
running the labs.
• Federal oversight of
contractors must be
smarter, stronger, and
always transparent.
• Congressional reviews
of management of
the nuclear weapons
complex must take a
hard look at meaningful
reform, including
consolidation and
realignment of NNSA
sites.
• Review panels must
comply with the Federal
Advisory Committee Act.

Under NNSA’s management, the nation’s
nuclear weapons complex has suffered
repeated security breaches. The agency has
been plagued by chronic mismanagement of
multi-billion dollar projects, yet continues
to sell its pet projects to Congress with
incomplete or misleading information. The
latest example is NNSA’s new sales pitch for
nuclear weapons “modernization,” in which
the agency dramatically lowered projected
costs from the previous year. In part NNSA
did this by claiming undocumented improved
cost modeling, contrary to its established track
record. NNSA also claimed up to $9.5 billion
in savings for not doing a program that wasn’t
planned to begin with. The Pentagon’s Office
of Cost Assessment and Project Evaluation has
consistently found NNSA’s project budgets to
be grossly underestimated.
In response to NNSA’s dysfunction,
Congress has commissioned two panels to
make recommendations on future governance
of the nuclear weapons complex. Pursuant to
the Federal Advisory Committee Act, each
of these panels is required to have a balanced
membership, open meetings, and to provide
public access to documents.
The preliminary findings of the
Congressional Advisory Panel on the
Governance Structure of the NNSA declared
that the agency is a “failed experiment.”
However, the panel can be expected to avoid
strong criticism of contractors while assigning
deserved blame to NNSA. It includes a
contracting company board member and a
former congresswoman paid by the labs for
“consulting” services. The panel will also likely
argue for greater autonomy and less federal
oversight for the weapons labs.
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The Commission to Review the
Effectiveness of the National Energy
Laboratories is to “determine whether there are
opportunities to more effectively and efficiently
use the capabilities of the national laboratories,
including consolidation and realignment....”
This offers the chance for meaningful reform,
including the closure or conversion of some
NNSA sites.

Is There a Better Alternative?

Contractors should be held to concrete
performance benchmarks. Over the last few
years, binding performance plans have been
stripped of specific goals. That flawed policy
must be reversed. Unnecessary red tape should
be cut when possible, but federal oversight
should be stronger, not weaker. The dramatic
security breach at the Y12 National Security
Complex in Oak Ridge, TN, by peace activists
in July 2012 underscores the importance of
that recommendation. Performance Evaluation
Plans and Reports determining contractor
compensation should always be made available
to the public and must contain substantive
information.
The dual roles of labs directors, who serve
simultaneously as presidents of the for-profit
corporations running the labs, should be
terminated. The three weapons lab directors
have a statutory responsibility to annually
certify that the US stockpile is safe and reliable.
At the same time, they are proposing a neverending cycle of Life Extension Programs
that will profit their corporations but could
undermine reliability through changes made
to existing nuclear weapons. The lab directors’
roles should be separated to eliminate any
possible question of conflicts-of-interest.

Acronyms
ALCM 		

Air-Launched Cruise Missile

CMRR-NF

Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement - Nuclear Facility

DoD		

Department of Defense

DOE		

Department of Energy

GAO		

Government Accountability Office

IW			

Interoperable Warhead

ICBM 		

Intercontinental Ballistic Missile

LEP		

Life Extension Program

LANL		

Los Alamos National Laboratory

LLNL		

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

MOX		

Mixed Oxide Fuel

NIF		

National Ignition Facility

NNSA		

National Nuclear Security Administration

SLBM 		

Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile

SSMP		

Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan

UPF		

Uranium Processing Facility

source: Nuclear Watch New Mexico
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The Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
Beyond Nuclear
Coalition for Health Concerns
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Fernald Residents for Environmental Safety and Health
Georgia WAND (Women’s Action for New Directions)
Hanford Challenge
HOME (Healing Ourselves and Mother Earth)
HEAL Utah (Healthy Environment Alliance of Utah)
Heart of America Northwest
Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (IEER)
JustPeace
Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy
Miamisburg Environmental Safety and Health
Movement for Nuclear Safety
Nuclear Age Peace Foundation
Nuclear Watch South
Nuclear Watch New Mexico
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Peace Action
Peace Action West
Peace Farm
PeaceWorks Kansas City
Physicians for Social Responsibility
Portsmouth/Piketon Residents for Environmental Safety and Security
PSR Kansas City
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
SERI (Social and Environmental Research Institute)
Snake River Alliance
Southwest Research and Information Center
Tri-Valley CAREs (Communities Against a Radioactive Environment)
WAND (Women’s Action for New Directions)
Western States Legal Foundation
Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom
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Accountability is a
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address issues of nuclear
weapons production and
waste cleanup.

