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New Nuclear Weapons?

Periodcdly theUnited States government reviews its doctrine on the
strategic purpose and potentid use of nuclear weapors. In keeping with its most
recent Nuclear Posture Review, released in 2002 the Bush administration has
proposed a revision of therole of nuclear weapornsin U.S. foreign pdicy. In
place of the Cold War QriadOof nuclear ddivery vehicles based onland, at sea,
andin theair, the review proposed a Qhew triadOconsisting of offensive strike
systems, an expansion of missile defense initiatives, and the construction of a
Qevitdized infrastructureOdesigned to develop and produce new nuclear weapors
as needed.! A central component of this revitaized infrastructure is the plan to
buld anew nuclear weapons plantin Kansas City.

This report addresses the propasal to modernize and upgrade the Nationa
Nuclear Security Administration® (NNSA) nuclear weapons complex, with a
specid focus on theKansas City Plant. NNSA is the semi-autononous agency in
the Depatment of Energy (DOE) tha handles thar nuclear weapons program.



But first, it is worth asking why it is necessary to upgrade the nuclear
weapons complex in thefirst place. The 2002 posture review cited a wide range
of missions, includng targeting a new group of countries not traditiondly thougtt
to bethefocus of theU.S. nuclear arsend, from Iran to Syriato North Koreg;
respondng to an attack on U.S. forces or U.S. dlies by an adversary using
chemicd or biologca weaponrs; suppating U.S. forces that are at risk of losng a
conventiond conflict; targeting undeground facilities designed to research,
design, and/or produce nuclear, chemical, or biologca weapons; and respondng
to Qunexpected contingencies.G

This attempt to sustain nuclear weapors as a central dement of U.S.
military strategy runs counter to the opinions and andysis put forward by
distingushed former U.S. government officids, includng former Secretaries of
State Henry Kissinger and George Shuitz, former Senate Armed Services
Committee char Sam Nunn, and former Defense Secretary William Perry.® These
foreign policy experts have been joined by a bipartisan list of dozens of colleagues
inthefidd in calling for the reduction and eventud dimination of theU.S. nuclear
arsend. This growing cal for the dimination of nuclear weapons runs contrary to
thenotonthat it is necessary to spend tens or hundreds of billions of ddlars over
the next two and one-hdf decades to modernize theU.S. nuclear weapors
complex. Some of the energy and resources invdved in creating a new,
OmprovedOnuclear weapons complex would be better spent conceiving of new
uses for some or al of the specidized facilities tha are now on call to research
and produce new nuclear weapors.

Amongtheincentives to eliminate or sharply reduce theU.S. nuclear arsend
are reducing the prospect of nuclear weaponrs ever beng used agan, in either a
globa or regiond conflict; heading off the possihility of accidenta use of such
weapons; and making it as difficult as possible for terrorist organizationsto get
had of nuclear weapons or bomb-making materias. Reducing U.S. and Russian
arsends D which currently account for about 95% of the world@ nuclear
weapons stockpiles B would provide moral and pdlitica leveragein discouraging
other nationsfrom acquiring nuclear armaments.*

For all of these reasons, there shoud bea vigorous debae over the need for
and purpose of nuclear weapors.

For starters, key members of Congress with authority over the relevant
portions of the budge © most notably Rep. David Hobson (R-OH) and Rep. Pete
Visclosky (D-IN) -- have questioned the need for building a new generation of
nuclear weapors. In addtion, presidentid hopduls John Edwards, Barack Obama
and Bill Richardson (former head of the Department of Energy) have caled for the
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complete elimination of nuclear weapors worldwide.”> Given the resulting
uncertainty aboutthe future of the NNSAG proposed GComplex TransformationO
project, it would be prudent to plan for aternaive uses of the specidized and
technicaly sophisticated laboratories and production sites that make up the nuclear
weapons complex.

The Role of the Kansas City Plant’

TheKansas City Plant (KCP) is at the heart of the nuclear weapons
complex. It produces al of the non-nuclear components that go into a nuclear
warhead. TheHoneywell Corporation, which runs the Kansas City plant unde
contract to the NNSA, estimates that KCP produces or procures 85 percent of the
parts that make up a nuclear weapon® KCP specidizes in the thousands of non-
nuclear components tha go into a nuclear weapon, such as firing and arming
mechanisms, guidance systems, and reservoirs for trittum. Tritiumis a radioactive
gas used to hoostOthe destructive power of nuclear weapors.

Out of the $409.8 million tha the Nationd Nuclear Security Administration
requested for KCP in fiscal year 2008 98 percent is for nuclear research and
production programs.” In contrast, NNSA requested just $3.7 million for
environmenta cleanup. Thisisin spite of the fact that KCP internd planning
documents cite a need for at least $20 millionin cleanup funds over the same time
period.

Despiteits central role in nuclear weapons production, the Kansas City plant
Is probably theleast-known element of the nuclear weapons complex. Part of the
reason for thisis tha it does not hande specid nuclear materids like plutonium or
uranium, nor isit up front in lobbying for new nuclear weapors.®? But for the
reasons outlined bdow, it deserves considerably more scrutiny than it is currently
receiving. So far, the NNSA has moved in the oppasite direction by taking steps
tha actudly impede pulic and Congressiond inputinto its plans for upgading
and rebuilding the nuclear weapons complex, unde what it now refers to as
GComplex Transformation. O

For example, rather than include the Kansas City plantin the full-fledged,
nationd (Programmatic Environmenta Impact StatementOthat includes al other
key facilitiesin the nuclear weapons complex inits andysis of the effects of the
proposed complex transformation, the Kansas City facility is beng subjected to a
less rigorous CEnvironmenta Assessment.OThis defies logic given the centrality of

! This section was prepared in partnership with Jay Coghlan of Nuclear Watch New Mexico.



the Kansas City Plant to the GComplex TransformationOpropasal; it also means far
less citizen inputand accountability in relation to a site that includes the potentid
construction of an entirdy new facility.’

To undeascoreitsintegrd rolein plans for upgrading and rebulding the
nuclear complex, it shodd be noted tha the idea of a new Kansas City Plantis tied
directly to the devdlopment of the Reliable Replacement Warhead. Then NNSA
administrator Linton Brooks made precisely this paintin a public statementin
February 2006.° The current plan to build an entire new facility for the KCP Dat
a cost of $500 million or more B makes no sense, strategically or economicaly, in
the absence of an enunciated nationd pdicy on nuclear weapons in the 21
century which Congress is now demandng tha the next president develop. And
given cost overruns on other magjor DOE/NNSA projects tha have resulted in
costs two to ten times origind estimates, there is goodreason to bdieve tha a
new Kansas City Plant would exceed the current $500 million estimate.** Tha(3 a
lot to pay for afacility that may be unnecessary within ten to twenty years time.

Another key paint to consider is tha just because the KCP does not hande
plutonium or enriched uranium does not mean tha poses no environmenta risks.
At least two workers at the factory have contracted incurable illnesses as a result
of exposure to beryllium, and the Serra Club has cdled for a systematic andysis
of theimpacts of leakage of PCB@ from the site into the nearby Indian River.*?
Efforts have been made to assess and ameliorate these hazardous conditions but
ther existence underscores the potentia hedth risks raised by the plant@ use of
toxic materials. Moreover, there is an Genvironmenta cleanupgapQin current
NNSA budgeing. KCP strategic plans have projected that at least $20 million was
needed to fund cleanup of the current plant over fiscal years 2007 and 2008, but
the NNSA has requested only $3.7 over those two years.

Finaly, in another development tied directly to theissue of accountability,
thereis consderable controversy over the financing mechanism tha will likdy be
used for the building and operation of the propased new plant. Current plans call
for using a third-party financing arrangament called a (build-to-suitOlease. Under
this approach, bids will be put out to private contractors to bulld thefacility. It
will be up to the winning contractor to raise private funds for construction of the
plant. The plant will then beleased back to the U.S. government® General
Services Administration (GSA). GSA will be reimbursed for thelease payments
from appropriations allocated to the National Nuclear Security Administration.*®

Dr. Robat Civiak, a former budge andyst at the White House Office of
Management and Budget who was in charge of overseeing expendtures on the
nuclear weapons complex, has harshly criticized similar third-party, private
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financing dedsin a discussion of a plan for funding a new facility at the Los
Alamos nuclear weapors labs (a plan tha was later abandonel) : Muring my ten
years at OMB, DOE sites regularly proposed similar third-party financing
schemes. They were universaly reected, because such schemes reduce financid
accountability, create an obligation for future spending without congressionaly
appropriated authority, and increase the cost of the project.3*

Thereductionin congressiond accountability inherent in these schemesis
paticularly troulding. If approved, thethird party plan would alow the costs of
the new facility to be hidden in the fine print of the DOE budget Bif itis
highlighted at all -- rather than singed out as aline item for a new facility, an
approach tha would draw much more scrutiny. Third party financingis
particularly inappropriate when the project at hand is a nuclear weapors facility
rather than a simple office building or other facility with far fewer pdicy,
strategic, or environmenta implications Neverthdess, the current NNSA
administrator has stated tha he would like to Gcopy catOrecent examples of
private financing like those aready adopted for new buildings at a nuclear
weapors facility in Tennessee across the entire nuclear weapons complex.

Dependng uponhow the contract is written third-party financing coud
violate the federd Anti-Deficiency Act. The act callsfor full fundng for major
projects to be authorized up front, unless they meet certain requirements. One
such requirement is that the facility beng built not be so specidized as to prevent
its leasing for other purposes in the event that the existing lease is not renewed.
Or, in the words of the Office of Management and Budget, Orhe asset is a generd
purpose asset rather than bang for a specid purpose of the Government andis not
built to unique specificationsfor the Government as lessee.3° It is hard to see
how a nuclear weapons plant would not be considered a GpecidizedOf acility,
unless the third party financingis only used to fund the shdl of the factory. But
thedevil isin thedetalls, and the details needed to make this assessment are not
yet available.

Thetime to ask hard questionsabou third party financing of a new Kansas
City Plantisnow. An officia with the Generd Services Administration for the
(heartlandOregion has suggested tha pending approva by Congress and the White
House Office of Management and Budget (OMB), requests for proposed bidsto
build and finance the new plant coud be soughtas early as May 2008. The
relevant Congressiond committees need to carefully anayze this financing
mechanism now, before a contract is signed, a circumstance tha would make it
tha much harder for Congress to roll back plans for a new $500 million nuclear
weapors facility in Kansas City.*



The Costs of Nuclear Modernization: The Kansas City Plant in Context

TheKansas City Plantisjus part of alarger, and much more costly
process. Theimmediate costs of the NNSA® proposed QransformationOof the
nuclear weapons complex are relatively modest, but the budgeary proposals for
FY 2008are just the beginning of a mgor spendng initiative that will grow
dramatically over thenext five years. The overdl cost of QransformingOthe
nuclear weapons complex could reach $150 billion or more between now and
2030(see bdow for further details on the cost estimate). This of course assumes
tha future administrations stick to the plan and tha Congress fully fundsiit.
Neither of these outcomesis by any means assured.

As noted above the centerpiece of the NNSAG transformation plan is the
Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW), which it has judified on the grounds that it
will extend the effective life of theU.S. nuclear stockpile while ssimultaneoudy
creating a weaponthat is both safer and harder for terrorists to utilize shoud such
an organization get its hands on one B a remote but potentidly disastrous
possibility. The primary rationde for the RRW has already been debunked by a
report of the highleve Pentagonadvisory group JASON, which has foundthat
current weapons could maintain thar explosive power for 80 to 100 years,
obwiating the need to build new warheads.”” Given this redlity, the New Y ork
Times has described the RRW and the larger QransformationOprocess tha it is a
part of as Ga make-work program championed by the weapors laboratories.OThe
Times editorid urged Congress to Gstop this program before any more dadlars are
wasted, or more damageis doneto American credibility. 3®

Proposed funding for the Rdiable Replacement Warhead is $88.7 million for
FY2008for work at the nuclear weapors labs and an additiond $30 million for the
Navy to begin to adapt to the possibility of deploying the new warheads.

Projected five-year NNSA funding for the RRW is $645.1 million, while Navy
projectionsare for about $80 million in expendtures over the same time period *°
As of this writing, the House of Representatives had zeroed out funding for the
RRW in the FY2008budgé, and the fate of spending onthe program is awaiting a
House-Senae conference expected to occur before the end of thisyear. A related
propasa for $24.9 million to begin planning for a new factory to produce
plutorium triggers for nuclear warheads Bknown as (itsON was eliminated in
both the House and Senae.?

Proposed spending on the RRW and the new plutonium factory is ony a
down payment on the $150 billion-plus price tag for the entire GCompex
TransformationQeffort. This roughestimate is based on an andysis doneby the
Secretary of Energy@ Advisory Board (SEAB) of the costs of a more thorough
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consolidation plan than the one currently being considered. The estimate has aso
been cited in areport of the Government Accountability Office (GAO) on the
transformation of the complex.”* A tailored analysis looking at the projected cost
of current transformation plansis needed. Congress shoud demand one as part of
its ongang oversight of the project.

Conclusion: How to Proceed?

In considering how best to plan for the future of theKansas City Plant, itis
important to consider onekey fact: the Reliable Replacement Warhead, which is
the central rationde for an upgrade of the entire nuclear weapons complex, may
not make it past Congress, much less a new presidentid administrationin
Washington. In discussions over the FY 2008 budget, the House of
Representatives diminated al RRW fundng, while the Senate cut it by about 25%,
to $66 million.** A House-Senae conference committee will consider the fate of
the RRW before theend of theyear. Evenif some funding survives, the RRW is
going to be a continung source of contentionin the years to come Dfuture
fundngfor thewarhead is far from certain. This uncertainty is further
undescored by the advocacy in favor of eiminating al nuclear weapons engaged
in by key ex-government officiads like former Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger
and George Shutz, former Defense Secretary William Perry, and former Senae
Armed Services charman Sam Nunn, noted above Smilar positionsadopted by
presidentid hopduls John Edwards, Barack Obama, and Bill Richardson could
further complicate the future of the RRW, and the GComplex TransformationO
initiative of which itis a part.

Given this redlity, it would be prudent to come up with aternative scenarios
for the use of the current Kansas City Plant in the event that the NNSAG
ambitiousplans are not implemented. If thereis to belongterm planning for a
future in which nuclear weapons remain central eements of U.S. naiond security
pdicy, there should aso belongterm planning for alternative uses of the facility.
During the preliminary assessment hearings on NNSAG plans for the Kansas City
Plant, a plant officid bragged that because of its top-of-the-line techndogy Gve
can make anythingQeat KCP.,

Three areas of focus for the nuclear weapons complex in theevent of a
sharp shift in nuclear pdicy might be research and development on clean energy
dternatives; development of better techndogy to verify regimes for the reduction
or elimination of nuclear weapons; and/or development of better techniques for
cleaning up the massive amourts of radioactive waste and other toxic materias
generated by 60 years of nuclear weapons research and production at sites
throughaut the country. It would remain to be seen how much of this work
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would invdve production as opposed to R&D, but alongterm alterndive use plan
could address precisely that issue, even as it explores other scenarios besides
clean energy, nuclear cleanup,and verification techndogy.
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