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Executive summary 
 
For fiscal year 2004, a total of approximately $1.05 billion was approved by the U.S. 
Congress for cooperative nonproliferation and threat reduction programs with Russia and 
republics of the former Soviet Union.  These programs are led and implemented primarily 
by the U.S. Departments of Defense, Energy, and State. 
 
The Defense Department share of this total is roughly $464.8 million.  Of that total, 
$450.8 million was provided for the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program, with 
the remainder divided among two smaller Defense Department-funded efforts.  This 
funding level conformed to the request, though some CTR funding was shifted among 
projects.  For the Energy Department, a total of approximately $475.2 million was 
appropriated to the Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation account to support a wide range of 
cooperative nonproliferation programs in Russia and the former Soviet States.  In most 
cases, funding for DOE programs matched the requested allocations, however Congress 
declined to support a new $25 million Administration initiative to increase the purchase 
of down-blended Russian highly-enriched uranium.  Finally, the State Department 
programs focused on nonproliferation in the FSU received approximately $108 million in 
fiscal year 2004, although the budgets for the science centers, export control and border 
security development, and the Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund were all cut.  For 
details on these figures, please refer the budget tables on pages 65-68 of this report. 
 
Major policy developments in the fiscal year 2004 legislation included new authority for 
the President to expend some CTR and Energy Department funding on nonproliferation 
and threat reduction projects outside of the former Soviet Union.  Congress also agreed to 
provide, for one additional year, the authority for the President to waive the certification 
criteria restricting the expenditure of funding on construction of a chemical weapons 
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destruction facility in Russia.  At the same time, Congress also endorsed a set of new 
conditions on the use of CTR funding for some biological threat reduction activities in 
the FSU.  Congress also imposed new management guidance for some CTR projects, 
including provisions relating to permitting and on-site management of large-scale 
construction projects.  DOE-related nonproliferation programs were also criticized on 
financial management grounds, and for the persistence of large unexpended funding 
balances.  Congress also expressed concern about the Administration’s ongoing dispute 
with Russia over the liability provisions governing two DOE nonproliferation 
agreements, which has delayed the full implementation of these efforts. 
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--------------------------- 
FY 2004 National Defense Authorization 
--------------------------- 
 
[Note: The following is a relatively detailed review of the provisions in the defense 
authorization legislation.  For summaries of key points in the House and Senate approved 
bills, and the conference agreement, please refer to the appendix on page 69 of this 
report.] 
 
Conference Agreement: 
 
On November 7, 2003, the conference report (H. Rept. 108-354) for the fiscal year 2004 
National Defense Authorization Act was filed.  Passage of the agreement was completed 
within the week, with the President signing the act into law on November 24 (public law 
108-136). 
 
Cooperative Threat Reduction
 
Funding: 
 
The House legislation fully funded the CTR top-line request ($450.8 million), but re-
allocated $28.8 million from CW destruction to strategic offensive arms elimination, 
while the Senate bill authorized full funding for the CTR program, and the requested 
project allocations.  The conferees agreed to full CTR funding and the requested 
allocations. 
 
Chemical weapons destruction: 
 
The House authorizers waived existing prohibitions on the use of CTR funds for the 
Shchuch’ye chemical weapons destruction facility in FY 2004, if the President (1) 
certifies in writing that waiving the conditions is important to U.S. national security, (2) 
provides a full and complete justification for exercising the waiver; and (3) submits a 
plan to promote a full and accurate disclosure from Russia on its CW stockpile.  This 
provision would also have limited U.S. obligations to Shchuch’ye of FY 2004 funds to an 
amount no greater than two times the total amount obligated by Russia and other 
countries to the facility. 
 
The Senate, on the other hand, simply extended authority for one more year to the 
President to waive restrictions on the construction of the Shchuch’ye facility rather than 
attaching further conditions. 
 
In the end, the conferees agreed to extend the authority for the President to waive the CW 
destruction certification requirements for one more year. 
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Threat reduction activities outside the FSU: 
 
The Senate allowed the President to utilize current or un-obligated CTR funds, up to $50 
million per fiscal year, for proliferation threat reduction projects outside the FSU.  The 
House did not address this issue in its bill. 
 
The conferees mostly conformed to the Senate recommendation, and allowed the 
President to expend any current or prior year CTR funds, up to $50 million per fiscal 
year, for projects outside the FSU if it is determined that: (1) the project will resolve a 
critical emerging proliferation threat, or permit the U.S. to achieve longstanding 
nonproliferation goals; (2) the Defense Department is the entity most capable of carrying 
out the project; and (3) the project will be completed in a short period of time.  The 
conference language specified that funds for these purposes may only be used to provide 
equipment, goods, or services for such projects, and prohibited direct provision of cash to 
such projects.  In addition, the President is prohibited from obligating finds without 
making the three determinations listed above.  Lastly, the conferees required 
congressional notification within 10 days of funding obligations justifying the 
presidential determinations and describing the scope and duration of each project. 
 
BW proliferation prevention: 
 
The House prevented obligation of CTR funds for cooperative bio-defense research or 
bio-attack warning at facilities or institutes in the former Soviet Union until the Defense 
Secretary notifies Congress that (1) a determination has been made, through access to the 
site, that no illegal BW research is being conducted at the location where the project will 
be conducted; (2) a vulnerability assessment of the site has been made; and (3) 
appropriate security measures are beginning to be installed to reduce the vulnerabilities 
identified in the assessment. 
 
The conference negotiators settled on language similar to the House’s position:  No CTR 
funds may be obligated for cooperative bio-defense research or bio-attack warning at a 
facility in the former Soviet Union until the Defense Secretary notifies Congress that (1) 
a determination has been made, through access to the site, that no illegal BW research is 
being conducted at that location; and (2) that security measures have begun to be or will 
be put in place at those locations.  The conference agreement permitted obligation of up 
to 25% of funds of BW threat reduction funds to make the necessary determinations. 
 
Permits for CTR projects: 
 
Contained in the House bill was a prohibition to keep more than 35% of total costs of a 
CTR project from being obligated or expended until the Secretary of Defense determines 
all the number and types of permits needed for the lifetime of the project, and Russia 
transmits copies of these permits to the Defense Department.  The Senate did not impose 
such a requirement. 
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The conference agreement required that the Secretary of Defense identify and obtain 
copies of all necessary permits from Russia before obligating more than 40% of a CTR 
construction project’s total cost.  The final language pertains to all new and ongoing CTR 
construction projects.  However, the Secretary can waive this limitation if it is judged in 
the national interest to do so. 
 
On site managers for CTR projects: 
 
The House-approved legislation required a U.S. on-site manager for certain CTR projects 
in the FSU, including those activities involving dismantlement, destruction, or storage 
facilities, or construction of a facility, and which will cost more than $25.0 million. 
 
The House-Senate negotiators adopted a requirement for the Secretary of Defense to 
appoint a Federal employee as an on-site manager for Cooperative Threat Reduction 
projects involving dismantlement, destruction, or storage facilities, or construction of a 
facility, and which will cost the United States more than $50 million over the life of the 
project.  The manager could serve for multiple projects as long as the total cost of the 
projects combined does not exceed $150 million. 
 
Use of CTR funding: 
 
In its bill, the Senate asked for a report, to be filed in conjunction with the annual CTR 
report, in which the Secretary of Defense must certify that threat reduction construction 
funds are being used as intended for viable projects. 
 
The defense authorization conference report adopted this language, and added a 
requirement that the Defense Secretary also certify that actions have been taken to ensure 
an adequate level of security at each facility, including transportation of weapons 
materials to, from, or within each facility. 
 
Transfer of CTR funds: 
 
The House bill permitted DOD to transfer up to $78.0 million in prior year CTR funds to 
the State Department Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund (NDF) for 
nonproliferation activities outside of the FSU.  The conferees did not adopt this measure. 
 
DOE Nonproliferation Programs
 
Funding: 
 
The defense authorization conferees agreed to support most of the DOE nonproliferation 
program budget requests.  Key variations included: an increase of $5 million to the 
MPC&A program budget to advance Second Line of Defense activities; a reduction of $5 
million from the Accelerated Materials Disposition initiative budget, without explanation 
of how the cut should be distributed to different AMD activities; and a cut of $8 million 
to the International Nuclear Safety and Cooperation program. 
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Use of MPC&A funds to extend nonproliferation programs beyond the FSU: 
 
The Senate extended authority to the Secretary of Energy to initiate nonproliferation 
activities beyond the post-Soviet states utilizing international material protection and 
cooperation (MPC&A) program funding, but stressed that this authority should not 
distract DOE from or divert funds away from the original MPC&A mission of securing 
materials in the FSU. 
 
On this issue, the House-Senate reconciliation adopted virtually the same language 
governing extension of Cooperative Threat Reduction funding to non-FSU countries 
(discussed above).  The conference bill allowed the President to expend any current or 
prior year MPC&A funds, up to $50 million per fiscal year, for “defense nuclear 
nonproliferation” projects outside the FSU if it is determined that (1) the project will 
resolve a critical emerging proliferation threat or permit the U.S. to achieve longstanding 
nonproliferation goals; (2) the DOE is the entity most capable of carrying out the project; 
(3) the project will be completed in a short period of time.  Moreover, the conferees 
authorized use of funds to provide equipment, goods, or services, but prohibited direct 
provision of cash to such projects.  In addition, the President is prohibited from obligating 
funds for these purposes without making the three determinations listed above.  Lastly, 
the conferees required congressional notification within 10 days of any funding 
obligations under this authority, which justify the presidential determinations and 
describe the scope and duration of the projects. 
 
Financial management: 
 
The Senate’s defense bill required DOE to submit semi-annual financial reports to 
Congress on financial management issues associated with its nuclear nonproliferation 
programs, including information on total obligation authority per program, and the 
amounts of funding obligated, unobligated, committed, and disbursed. 
 
The reconciled conference legislation agreed to require semi-annual reports from DOE, 
which, for each nonproliferation program, set forth: the amount of funds available for 
each fiscal year; carryover or uncommitted balances; unobligated and unexpended 
balances at the beginning and end of the period; and the aggregate of any new funds 
available during the reporting period.  The conference report also expressed deep concern 
with the large unobligated and unexpended nonproliferation funding balances, and 
stressed the need for improved budget management by DOE. 
 
Unexpended funding balances: 
 
Related to the previous provision, the Senate bill also required DOE to submit a plan to 
reduce the unexpended balances for its nonproliferation programs if, at the end of FY 
2004, the uncosted balances exceed 20 percent.   
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The conferees approved the Senate provision, and they underscored the need for DOE to 
immediately and aggressively address the unexpended balances problem.  The conference 
report urged the nonproliferation program management to consider more innovative 
methods in this regard, including utilizing more robust information technology systems to 
better track project expenditure rates and contracting activities. 
 
On-site managers for nonproliferation projects: 
 
The House proposed that on-site managers should be appointed for all DOE 
nonproliferation projects in the FSU which involve dismantlement, destruction, or storage 
facilities, or construction of a facility, and which will cost the United States more than 
$25.0 million 
 
The defense authorization conference approved a variant of this proposal that directed the 
Secretary of Energy to appoint a Federal employee as an on-site manager for projects 
involving dismantlement, destruction, or storage facilities, or construction of a facility, 
and which will cost a total of more than $50 million over the project lifetime.  The 
manager could serve for multiple projects as long as the total cost of the projects 
combined does not exceed $150 million. 
 
Russian HEU and plutonium purchase: 
 
The House legislation required a report from the Secretary of Defense outlining the costs 
and benefits of purchasing all former Soviet weapons-grade uranium and plutonium in 
fiscal year 2005. 
 
The conferees modified this proposal, and requested a report from the Energy Secretary 
that examines the feasibility, costs, and benefits of purchasing excess weapons-grade 
uranium and plutonium in the former Soviet Union, and the feasibility and costs of 
safeguarding this material until it can be rendered unusable for weapons.  The conferees 
also urged the Secretary to look at purchasing this material in one year, as well as other 
options in terms of timing and quantities of materials. 
 
Nuclear Security Initiative Act of 2003
 
Establishment of State Department MPC&A program: 
 
The conference bill declined to include authority for the Secretary of State, as requested 
by the House, to establish an MPC&A program, for purposes of securing and removing 
weapons-usable nuclear materials in locations outside of the former Soviet Union. 
 
Evaluation of DOD and DOE nonproliferation programs: 
 
The National Academy of Sciences was directed in the House legislation to produce a 
report on the effect of congressionally-imposed oversight measures on threat reduction 
and nonproliferation programs. 
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The conference report instead requested a GAO evaluation of the management of DOD 
and DOE threat reduction and nonproliferation programs.  Among issues to be assessed 
in the report are:  the effectiveness of overall nonproliferation program management 
strategies; the basis used to allocate such programs among the agencies of the executive 
branch; the criteria used to assess the effectiveness of the programs; the strategies and 
process used to establish priorities for activities carried out under each program, 
including cost-benefit calculations; mechanisms to coordinate all programs; and, finally, 
the management controls, including those imposed by Congress, on each program and 
their effect. 
 
Nuclear inventories and data exchanges: 
 
The House bill declared that the United States and Russia should work jointly to establish 
comprehensive inventories and data exchanges on both countries’ nuclear weapons and 
weapon-grade material stockpiles, including tactical warheads and other warheads that 
are no longer operationally deployed. 
 
The conferees took a more limited step, and authorized the President, to the extent he 
considers prudent, to work with Russia to develop a comprehensive inventory of Russian 
tactical nuclear weapons.  The House-Senate agreement also ordered a subsequent report 
describing the progress that has been made toward this goal. 
 
Congressional threat reduction working group: 
 
The House bill called for creating a congressional “Nuclear Threat Reduction Working 
Group” to foster inter-parliamentary dialogue and meetings between the U.S. Congress 
and the Russian Duma on relevant cooperative nonproliferation and security activities. 
 
The conferees agreed, and established a U.S.-Russian interparliamentary “Threat 
Reduction Working Group” to explore greater U.S.-Russian cooperation in all WMD 
nonproliferation areas.  On the U.S. side, the working group would consist of 10 Senators 
and 30 Representatives, with a roughly equal number to be included from the Russian 
side.  The final legislation broadened the language of the House proposal to include 
members of the Russian Federation Council (upper chamber of the Russian parliament) 
as well as Duma members.  The conferees urged coordination of this initiative with the 
Library of Congress’ Open World Program. 
 
Missile Defense Cooperation with Russia: 
 
The House called on the United States to take the lead, in conjunction with NATO, to 
foster a cooperative relationship with Russia in the development and deployment of 
theater-level ballistic missile defenses, and required a report from the President on the 
feasibility of increased U.S.-Russian cooperation in this area. 
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The conferees offered a Sense of Congress provision that the President should, in 
conjunction with NATO, encourage appropriate cooperative relationships with Russia 
toward the development and deployment of ballistic missile defenses.  The conference 
report directed the Secretary of Defense to report on the feasibility of increasing ballistic 
missile defense cooperation with Russia. 
 
RAMOS: 
 
The House bill encouraged the U.S. to work with Russia to increase the reliability of 
Russia’s missile early warning system, including through the Russian-American 
Observation Satellite (RAMOS) to provide Russia reliable information on missile 
launches anywhere in the world.  The House proposal directed the Secretary of Defense 
to ensure that adequate funding is provided to continue the RAMOS program during 
fiscal years 2004 and 2005. 
 
The conference bill supported action that would: (1) encourage greater efforts between 
the U.S. and Russia to reduce risk of accidental nuclear launches by developing 
capabilities and increasing reliability of Russian ballistic missile early warning systems; 
(2) encourage joint programs so that Russia has reliable information about ballistic 
missile launches anywhere in the world; and (3) ensure that funds are used for 
satisfactory continuation of the RAMOS program, pending execution of a new program 
agreement. 
 
OECD contributions to nuclear security: 
 
A Sense of Congress statement in the House legislation argued that the United States 
should attempt to initiate discussions between the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in 
the area of international nuclear and radiological security and on identifying new sources 
of financing for these efforts. 
 
The conferees responded in the final bill that the President should seek to initiate such 
discussions, which should also serve as a forum for increasing contributions to the G-8 
Global Partnership.  The conferees asked for a report on the results of these discussions, 
but only if an effort is made to initiate this dialogue between the IAEA and OECD. 
 
Report on use of threat reduction and nonproliferation funds: 
 
The defense authorization conferees did not adopt a House requirement for an annual 
report from the Secretary of Energy on the use of funds appropriated for threat reduction 
and nonproliferation programs in Russia and the FSU.  The report, which was superseded 
by other reporting requirements agreed to by the conferees, was to include information on 
financial management, program successes, and Russian cooperation under these 
programs. 
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Nonproliferation exchange fellowships: 
 
The House instructed the DOE to begin a program offering one-year international nuclear 
nonproliferation exchanges to scientists employed at the Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory and the Kurchatov Institute in Russia, with funding to be provided through 
available balances in DOE’s nuclear nonproliferation programs. 
 
The conferees refused to adopt this initiative, but recommended that the Secretary of 
Energy assess the feasibility and advisability of initiating a reciprocal nonproliferation 
fellowship program between the U.S. and Russian nuclear labs. 
 
Strategic plan for chemical and biological weapons threat reduction: 
 
Another provision that was not adopted in the conference legislation was a House 
requirement for the President to submit a comprehensive plan by June 2004 for securing 
and destroying chemical and biological weapons and related materials in Russia and the 
former Soviet States, and for preventing outflow of technologies and materials that could 
be used to develop these weapons.  This section of the House bill would also have 
required the President to designate a senior official responsible for coordinating all U.S. 
programs involved in BW and CW threat reduction in the former Soviet Union. 
 
Teller-Kurchatov Alliance for Peace: 
 
Finally, the House defense authorizers approved a “Teller-Kurchatov Alliance for Peace” 
program in their bill, that would have engaged the U.S. national security laboratories, the 
Kurchatov Institute in Russia, and Russian laboratories in the Ministry of Atomic Energy 
in efforts to cooperatively develop and promote peaceful uses of nuclear energy.  The 
conference report did not adopt this proposal in the final bill. 
 
Other
 
Warhead dismantlement under the Treaty of Moscow: 
 
The conferees adopted a variant of a provision adopted in the House bill requiring reports 
on the status of Russian warhead dismantlement under the Treaty on Strategic Offensive 
Reduction (aka Treaty of Moscow).  The House provision required submission of an 
annual report from the President on warheads dismantled in the previous year under the 
treaty and the number estimated to be dismantled in the coming year. 
 
The conferees agreed on a revision, requiring an annual report from the Director of 
Central Intelligence, to be filed concurrently with the President’s annual budget request 
to Congress for as long as the treaty is in effect, which will describe the warheads 
dismantled by Russia during the previous fiscal year projections for the number of 
nuclear weapons Russia is expected to dismantle during the current and next fiscal years. 
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In the report language, the conferees asked the Department of Energy, which provides 
information to Congress on U.S. warhead dismantlement in the Weapon System 
Classified Annex, to begin indicating in these reports which dismantlements are the result 
of compliance with the Moscow Treaty.  The conferees further directed the DOE, to the 
extent possible, to begin providing this information in an unclassified form in the annual 
detailed DOE budget justification materials. 
 
Arctic Military Environmental Cooperation program: 
 
The defense authorization conferees agreed to a provision requiring the U.S. General 
Accounting Office to perform a review of the Arctic Military Environmental Cooperation 
(AMEC) program, to determine “the role” of current and proposed AMEC technology 
development efforts to U.S. nonproliferation goals, and to describe the relationship 
between the AMEC and the Cooperative Threat Reduction program.  The report, to be 
submitted to Congress by May 1, 2004, is to address a number of issues, including 
assessments of: whether AMEC should be expanded to include sites in the Russian 
Western Pacific region; the level of foreign contributions, including Russia, to AMEC; 
the extent to which CTR and the G-8 Global Partnership utilize the program; AMEC’s 
importance to the Cooperative Threat Reduction program; and DOD’s future plans and 
funding estimates for the AMEC program. 
 
In the report language, the conferees noted “growing international interest” in AMEC 
program activities, and encouraged broader international contributions and participation 
in AMEC projects.  However, the report observed that “no funds were included in the 
budget request for fiscal year 2004 or the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP)” for 
AMEC.1  The conferees directed DOD to provide a comprehensive funding and program 
plan for future fiscal years should it decide to continue AMEC and extend it to the 
Western Pacific Region, otherwise the program should be terminated. 
 
House of Representatives action: 
 
House Armed Services Committee (HASC) action (H.R. 1588, H. Rept. 108-106): 
 
Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) 
 
The introductory language in the CTR section of the report accompanying the 
Committee’s bill described a generally tentative attitude towards much of the 
Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and urged circumspection and heavily qualified 
support for certain CTR program elements and projects. 
 
The report noted the Committee’s continuing support for “the original and overriding 
goal of the CTR program:  to reduce the threat…posed by the former Soviet Union’s 
strategic weapons of mass destruction and their associated delivery systems,” but stressed 

                                                 
1 Note:  This statement may be in error.  According to detailed DOD budget documents, approximately 
$1.4 million was requested for AMEC in fiscal year 2004, but with no funding projected for fiscal 2005. 
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concerns that progress in the elimination of strategic delivery vehicles has slowed, 
demonstrated by the decline in budget requests for these projects in recent years. 
 
Secondly, the Committee report identified a range of CTR problems that “threaten the 
program’s continued utility under the Department of Defense.”  Over half-a-dozen CTR 
deficiencies were identified, including: 
 
• The broadening of CTR mission from “definable goals” to more amorphous 

activities such as eliminating environmental dangers. 
• Paying for certain activities and costs that are more appropriate for recipient 

countries to cover. 
• Inadequate processes for measuring progress of threat reduction projects. 
• Absent transparency and access arrangements for some projects. 
• The possibility that CTR funds are “freeing up” resources for recipient states to 

pursue strategic modernization. 
• Management lapses leading to wasteful spending. 
 
The report highlighted one CTR project – the Liquid Propellant Disposition Project in 
Karsnoyarsk – as an example of program failure and illustrative of the waste that can 
occur through poor U.S. management and lack of cooperation, “duplicity, or – at best – 
negligence” from Russia.  The report noted further that this project – in which the U.S. 
spent over $100 million to build a disposition plant for Russian missile fuel, which 
Russia identified as being unnecessary only after construction of the facility was 
completed – signaled the possibility that both countries may now have differing goals and 
views for the CTR program.  As evidence of the claim that Russia may no longer share 
the United States’ nonproliferation goals for CTR, the report noted a Presidential 
Determination in the past year that found Russia “continues a biological weapons 
program” and that it has “failed to fully declare its chemical weapons stockpiles.” 
 
Finally, the report noted that CTR success depends on cooperation between both the U.S. 
and the recipient countries, and that significant results can be achieved – for example in 
the strategic nuclear delivery systems elimination project – when all participants share 
“common assumptions, interests, and clearly defined goals.”  Without these prerequisites 
– as has been the case in the CW destruction and BW proliferation prevention programs – 
success is “impossible and resources committed to such efforts are wasted.” 
 
Specific provisions of the HASC bill related to CTR: 
 
• The HASC bill fully funded the Cooperative Threat Reduction top-line budget, 

but reallocated sums to individual projects within this total.  Specifically, the bill 
reduced funds for the chemical weapons destruction facility at Shchuch’ye by 
$28.8 million, to $171.5 million, but re-directed these cut funds to Russian 
strategic offensive arms elimination project area, raising the total for this project 
in FY 2004 to $86.4 million. 
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• The HASC bill also prohibited more than 35% of total costs of a CTR project 
from being obligated or expended until the Secretary of Defense determines all 
the number and types of permits that would be needed for the lifetime of the 
project, and Russia transmits copies of these permits to the DOD. 

 
In justifying the need for this provision, the report language highlighted a CTR 
project to construct solid rocket motor destruction facility in Votkinsk, Russia that 
may be stalled or cancelled due to the failure to secure the necessary permits from 
local Russian authorities. 

 
• The HASC bill prohibited obligation of CTR funds for cooperative bio-defense 

research or bio-attack warning until the Secretary of Defense notifies Congress 
that (1) a determination has been made, through access to the site, that no illegal 
BW research is being conducted at that location; (2) a vulnerability assessment of 
the site has been made; and (3) appropriate security measures are beginning to be 
installed to reduce these vulnerabilities. 

 
The report accompanying the bill cited a March 2003 study by the U.S. General 
Accounting Office that found that the U.S. lacked sufficient access to Russian 
biological research facilities, making it difficult to ascertain how CTR resources 
were being utilized. 

 
• The Committee’s bill authorized the Secretary of Defense to transfer up to $50 

million in prior year CTR funds to the State Department’s Nonproliferation and 
Disarmament Fund (NDF) for nonproliferation activities outside of the FSU. 
[This provision was amended, raising the total amount to $78 million in the final 
bill approved by the House.] 

 
The report explained that while the President requested authority to use up to $50 
million in prior year CTR funds for projects in non-FSU countries, the Committee 
remained concerned that expanding the Cooperative Threat Reduction program 
beyond the former Soviet Union will “distract the Department from its primary, 
warfighting mission.”  It also argued that nonproliferation efforts have historically 
been a State Department function, and that the NDF has the requisite authority to 
conduct nonproliferation activities worldwide.  Therefore, the report concludes, it 
makes more sense to transfer these funds to the State Department rather than 
creating a potentially duplicative effort in the Defense Department. 

 
• The Committee legislation required a full-time U.S. on-site manager for certain 

CTR projects in the FSU, specifically those projects which involve 
dismantlement, destruction, or storage facilities, or for construction of a facility, 
and which are expected to cost more than $25.0 million.  The on-site manager 
would be responsible for:  developing with the host country and other 
governments involved in the projects a list of steps – such as acquiring the 
necessary permits – needed to implement each project; establishing a schedule for 
the completion of each step; meeting with all project participants to seek 
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assurances that all steps are being completed on schedule; and suspending U.S. 
involvement in the project should other participants fail to meet their obligations 
(though the Secretary of Defense would retain authority to continue a project after 
a suspension decision by the on-site manager.) 

 
The report noted with some expectation that this provision will “prevent repeats” 
of wasteful CTR projects, such as the Krasnoyarsk and Votkinsk episodes 
described above, while also providing greater insight into the recipient countries’ 
level of cooperation and commitment to threat reduction. 

 
• Finally, the HASC bill waived existing prohibitions on use of CTR funds for the 

Shchuch’ye chemical weapons destruction facility if the President certifies in 
writing that waiving the conditions is important to U.S. national security, and he 
provides a full and complete justification for exercising the waiver as well as a 
plan to promote a full and accurate disclosure from Russia on its CW stockpile.  
This provision would also have limited U.S. obligations in FY 2004 to the 
Shchuch’ye project to an amount no greater than two times the total amount 
obligated by Russia and other countries to the facility, but the bill would allow 
immediate obligation of $71.5 million of the total FY 2004 authorization for this 
project at the beginning of the new fiscal year. 

 
The Committee report makes several points on this particular provision. 
 
First, while extending for one more year the authority to the President to waive 
existing restrictions on construction of the Shchuch’ye facility, the Committee 
noted that the mere need for such a waiver authority heightens concerns about 
Russia’s CW disclosures and dismantlement commitments.  The report language 
urged DOD to reassess Russia’s commitment to its CW obligations, and should it 
determine that such a commitment is lacking to “restructure the program 
accordingly.” 
 
Second, the report complained that while Russia has agreed to spend $25 million 
per year toward the Shchuch’ye facility, it has “frequently failed to meet this 
goal.”  Moreover, the initial plan for the facility called for the U.S. to spend 
approximately $750 million to build and initiate operations at the facility, with 
Russia providing approximately $240 million, or a roughly 3 to 1 split.  However, 
the FY 2004 CTR request would allocate $190.3 million for Shchuch’ye, a 
roughly “7.6 to 1” split when the Russian pledge of $25 million is considered.  
Finding this “unacceptable,” the report noted that the $28.8 million reduction was 
to bring U.S. expenditures in FY 2004 “into line with the project’s overall three to 
one funding ratio.”  [N.B. – After the proposed reduction, the U.S. commitment in 
FY 2004 would be $161.5, which would be a ratio of roughly 6.5 to 1 when 
taking the Russian $25 million contribution into account.] 
 
Finally, while the report applauds the G-8 Global Partnership and the pledge of 
other countries to provide up to $10 billion to nonproliferation and threat 
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reduction over the next decade, it expressed concerns about “early signs that these 
countries may not meet their commitments.”  Consequently, the Committee 
proposed the two-for-one matching fund for Shchuch’ye to increase incentives for 
other countries to follow-through on their commitments and share costs for a 
project that has global benefits. 

 
Department of Energy Nonproliferation programs 
 
The HASC version of the defense authorization act contained three major provisions 
affecting U.S.-Russian collaborative nonproliferation efforts: 
 
• The bill cut the overall budget for DOE Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation 

activities by $27.5 million.  Of this total reduction, $2.5 million was cut from the 
International Nuclear Safety and Cooperation (INSC) budget (from $14.1 million 
to $11.6 million), while $25.0 million was cut from the Administration’s new 
“Accelerated Materials Disposition” (AMD) initiative (from $30.0 million to $5.0 
million). 

 
In the former case, the Committee’s report justified the INSC reduction because 
the original program mission of providing safety upgrades to Soviet-designed 
nuclear reactors has been completed, while efforts to address operational safety 
deficiencies at other international reactors, such as those in Asia, would be better 
handled by other agencies “using non-defense funding.” 
 
In the case of the AMD initiative, the report argued that it was not a cost-effective 
approach to eliminating highly-enriched uranium (HEU).  The Committee 
observed that roughly 30 metric tons of Russian HEU per year is being 
downblended under the U.S.-Russian “HEU Deal,” which costs the United States 
Government only $18.0 million per year (for monitoring and verification – actual 
implementation of the HEU Deal is handled through a private sector transaction).  
The Committee noted that the AMD initiative would increase blend-down of 
approximately 1 to 1 ½ tons per year – “at best an increase of five percent” – at a 
cost of $25 million, or more than the entire cost to the government under the 30 
ton deal.  The report calculated that under this approach, the goal of doubling total 
Russian HEU downblending to 60 metric tons would cost roughly $600 million. 
 
The report language also questioned additional funds requested under the AMD 
initiative for the Reduced Enrichment for Research and Test Reactors (RERTR) 
program, to accelerate development of replacement low-enriched fuel for U.S. 
HEU-fueled research reactors, arguing that foreign research reactors utilizing 
HEU must be considered a higher priority for conversion. 

 
• In language similar to the requirement under the CTR section, the HASC bill also 

required a federal government employee to serve as an on-site manager for any 
DOE nonproliferation project in the FSU involving dismantlement, destruction, or 
storage facilities, or for construction of a facility, and which is expected to cost 
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more than $25.0 million.  The duties of the on-site manager – developing project 
steps, plans, and schedules with participating countries, securing the necessary 
permits, and authority to suspend projects – are virtually identical to the on-site 
manager requirements proposed for CTR projects.  In the DOE case, the Energy 
Secretary would also have the authority to override a suspension decision if the 
situation justified continuation of the project. 

 
• In the accompanying report to the bill, the Committee expressed concern 

regarding coordination between the federal departments that are involved in and 
which fund threat reduction and nonproliferation programs.  While observing that 
the division of these efforts among different agencies is due to unique historical 
relationships and access agreements, the Committee stresses that “de-conflicting” 
all of these programs is not a substitute for a meaningful and effective program 
strategy that assigns departmental roles and responsibilities.  Accordingly, the 
Committee report suggests that the administration designate a lead department for 
threat reduction and nonproliferation programs and a realignment of existing 
efforts. 

 
House floor action on the HASC bill: 
 
Rep. Curt Weldon (R-PA) 
 
Representative Weldon brought forward a variant of the bill that he introduced in April – 
the Nuclear Security Initiative Act of 2003 (HR 1719) – as a floor amendment to the 
House version of the defense authorization bill.  [For a summary of the original bill, see 
the description below in the “Other Legislation” section.] 
 
The Weldon amendment, that was cleared by the House Rules Committee on May 21 
(see H. Res. 247, H. Rept. 108-122) as being “in order” for floor consideration, closely 
resembled the legislation that he introduced in April.  However, there were several 
notable differences between the original bill and the amendment approved by the Rules 
Committee: 
 
First, the amendment authorized $28.0 million for the expansion of MPC&A activities to 
countries outside of the former Soviet Union.  The original Weldon bill called for an 
authorization of $40.0 million.  Moreover, the amendment offset this $28.0 million 
authorization with a reduction of equal size to the CTR FY 2004 budget for strategic 
offensive arms elimination activities.  [Note, under the bill reported out by the HASC, 
$28.8 million was to be transferred from the CTR chemical weapons destruction project 
to strategic offensive arms elimination activities.] 
 
Second, the Weldon amendment was stripped of the provisions in the original bill 
authorizing expanded funding for efforts to facilitate closure of Russian nuclear weapons 
production facilities ($35.0 million), to improve security of Russian potential radiological 
weapon sources ($60.0 million), to accelerate disposition of highly-enriched uranium 
($40.0 million), to track and intercept illicit transfers of weapons and materials of mass 
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destruction ($60.0 million), to expand funding for the Russian Transition Initiative (RTI) 
for re-direction of FSU weapons of mass destruction expertise ($60.0 million), to create 
the Silk Road Initiative ($30.0 million), and to fund the NATO Science for Peace 
Program ($1.5 million). 
 
Third, the amendment called for the National Academy of Sciences, instead of the 
Energy Department as proposed in the original bill, to conduct the comprehensive 
analysis of the effect that congressionally-imposed oversight measures have had on the 
conduct and implementation of threat reduction and nonproliferation programs. 
 
Fourth, while the creation of the “Teller-Kurchatov Alliance for Peace” is authorized in 
the amendment cleared by the Rules Committee, funding for it was eliminated.  The 
original Weldon bill authorized an appropriation of $5.0 million for this initiative. 
 
Following approval by the Rules Committee, this amendment was further modified 
before being adopted on the House Floor on May 22 (H. Amdt. 149).  The major change 
in this modified amendment revised the first provision of Weldon’s bill, and granted 
authority to the Secretary of State to establish an MPC&A program for countries outside 
of the FSU, instead of giving authority to DOE to expand the existing program.  The 
modified amendment also revoked the $28.0 million in authorized funding; instead these 
funds appear to have been allocated to a separate provision of the bill authorizing transfer 
of $78 million in CTR funds to the NDF.  [Recall that the original HASC bill authorized 
a transfer of $50 million from CTR prior year balances to the Nonproliferation and 
Disarmament Fund.] 
 
Rep. Jerrold Nadler (D-NY) 
 
Representative Nadler’s amendment, adopted by the House, was simple and 
straightforward:  It required the Secretary of Defense to provide a report to Congress 
within a year of enactment of the FY 2004 defense authorization bill, explaining the costs 
and benefits of “purchasing all the ex-Soviet weapons-grade uranium and plutonium in 
fiscal year 2005” and then storing it in secure conditions until the materials are disposed 
or otherwise rendered unusable for weapons. 
 
Rep. Joseph Hoeffel (D-PA) 
 
Rep. Joseph Hoeffel offered an amendment, that was approved during the House floor 
debate on May 22 (H. Amdt. 143), requiring the President to submit an annual report on 
warhead dismantlement under the U.S.-Russian Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reduction 
(aka the Treaty of Moscow).  Specifically, the Hoeffel provision required the President to 
submit a report to Congress within 60 days of the exchange of Treaty instruments or 60 
days after enactment of the defense authorization act, whichever occurs last, on any 
strategic warheads dismantled under the treaty during the previous calendar year and any 
warheads to be dismantled in the current year.  This report was to then be submitted 
annually on February 15 of each succeeding year. 
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Rep. John Spratt (D-SC) 
 
An amendment that Rep. Spratt intended to offer for floor debate addressing various 
threat reduction provisions of the HASC bill did not see action after being rejected by the 
Rules Committee on May 21 (see H. Res. 247, H. Rept. 108-122).  The Spratt 
amendment would have sought to restore the $28.8 million that was cut from the 
Shchuch’ye project and redirected to CTR strategic offensive arms elimination activities.  
It also would have reversed the HASC language authorizing transfer of $50.0 million 
from CTR to the Nonproliferation and Disarmament fund, instead giving DOD the 
authority to spend up to $50 million on nonproliferation projects outside the FSU.  And it 
would have called for a new reporting requirement to the Congress on CTR program 
accountability in lieu of other oversight provisions in the HASC bill. 
 
On May 22, the defense authorization bill, as amended, was passed by the full House. 
 
Senate action: 
 
Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC) action (S. 1050/H.R. 1588, S. Rept. 108-46): 
 
Cooperative Threat Reduction 
 
Unlike the HASC bill, the Senate Armed Services Committee’s bill did not include 
extensive report language offering general commentary or observations on the CTR 
program.  Specific provisions relating to the CTR program in the SASC bill and 
accompanying report language included: 
 
• Full funding of the top-line FY 2004 CTR request and all requested project 

allocations of those funds. 
 
• A report, to be filed in conjunction with the annual CTR report, in which the 

Secretary of Defense must certify that CTR funds designated for facility 
construction are being used as intended and that the recipient country where such 
facilities are being constructed is committed to using the facility for its intended 
purpose.  The first report, due in February 2004, would cover fiscal year 2003, 
and all future reports would address the preceding fiscal year. 

 
Like the HASC bill, report language in the SASC bill also expressed concern 
about the failure of the Krasnoyarsk liquid missile propellant disposal and 
Votkinsk solid rocket motor disposition projects and the “weak” CTR program 
management and oversight that allowed these failures to occur.  The report also 
criticized Russia for its failure to inform CTR management of changes affecting 
the status of and need for both projects. 

 
• A provision authorizing the President to use un-obligated CTR funds, up to $50 

million per fiscal year, for proliferation threat reduction projects outside the FSU, 
that either address a “critical emerging proliferation threat” or for other 
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“opportunities to achieve long-standing nonproliferation goals.”  This authority 
would have been subject to all pre-existing notification requirements and other 
limitations affecting the obligation and expenditure of CTR funds. 

 
In the report language, the SASC asserted its expectation that any projects 
pursued under this provision would be “consistent with ongoing projects and 
activities in the CTR program.” 

 
• An extension of the authority for one more year to the President to waive 

conditions in existing law on the construction of the Shchuch’ye CW destruction 
facility. 

 
Department of Energy Nonproliferation programs 
 
In the committee’s report, the authorizers stated the “nonproliferation mission” of the 
Department of Energy “is important to U.S. National Security” but tempered its praise 
with concern about management of the nonproliferation programs.  The Committee 
stressed both the imperative of improved “management focus” to allow the Department to 
expend its nonproliferation funds in “a timely and efficient manner,” and the need for 
DOE to improve its information technology capabilities in ways that allow it “to better 
track accomplishments and expenditures.” 
 
Some of the major provisions in the SASC bill in this area include: 
 
• Authorization of funding for all Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation (DNN) 

programs (e.g. MPC&A, RTI, and the accelerated Russian HEU disposal 
initiative) at the requested levels. 

 
• Authority for the MPC&A program to extend activities beyond the former Soviet 

Union, with 15 days between congressional notification and the obligation of 
funds.  The notification from the Secretary of Energy is to include a description of 
the proposed project, the amount of the proposed financial obligation, and the 
“projected involvement” (if any) of any other U.S. agency or private sector entity 
in the project. 

 
In the Committee’s report, the Senate authorizers urged DOE to carefully consider 
expansion projects and to not divert necessary funds and attention away from the 
original MPC&A mission of securing nuclear materials in Russia and the other 
former Soviet republics. 

 
• A requirement for semi-annual financial reports to Congress on all of DOE’s 

Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation programs, including information on total 
obligation authority per program, and the amounts obligated, un-obligated, 
committed, and disbursed.  The reports would be due to the House and Senate 
Armed Services Committees within 30 days after the end of each half of the fiscal 
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year.  The first report would be due April 30, 2004, and would cover the first six 
months of FY 2004. 

 
The Committee’s report underscored that this provision was motivated by concern 
over the DNN’s ability to manage large “uncosted, or unexpended balances” for 
important nonproliferation programs. 

 
• Connected with the preceding requirement, was a separate provision requiring 

DOE to submit a plan to reduce the unexpended balances for DNN programs if, at 
the end of fiscal year 2004, the uncosted balances exceed 20 percent.  If this 
report is required, it is to be submitted to the Senate and House Armed Services 
Committees no later than November 30, 2004. 

 
The Committee’s report language stresses the need for DNN to reach the DOE-
wide average of 15% uncosted balances per fiscal year, instead of the current 50% 
level of the total DNN appropriated budget.  The report flagged one program – the 
Russian Transition Initiatives – whose program balances exceed 70%, but 
observed that the DNN unspent funding levels are high because of the FY 2002 
supplemental and the inability of some programs to absorb additional funds in a 
timely manner.  Adding to this difficulty, the Committee believed the situation 
will be replicated in the future as a result of DNN funding increases in the FY 
2003 war-time supplemental (discussed below).  The Committee directed DOE to 
begin addressing these DNN “expenditure challenges immediately,” and tasking 
the program management to “adopt a more aggressive, focused approach to 
expending these funds without sacrificing accountability, management, and 
oversight.” 

 
Senate floor action on the defense authorization bill: 
 
No amendments were offered during Senate floor debate directly impacting CTR or the 
DOE Russian nonproliferation programs.  The full Senate approved its version of the 
defense authorization bill on May 22. 
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--------------------------- 
Foreign Relations/Foreign Assistance Authorization 
--------------------------- 
 
Despite early optimism that this would be the year Congress produced a combined 
foreign relations and foreign assistance authorization bill for the first time since 1985, 
hopes were dashed that such legislation would be completed when the bill was pulled 
from Senate floor debate in the face of threats to make it a vehicle for passage of other 
controversial legislation. 
 
House of Representatives action: 
 
House International Relations Committee (HIRC) action: 
 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act (H.R. 1950, H. Rept. 108-105) 
 
The House International Relations Committee completed mark-up of its Foreign 
Relations authorization bill on May 8, 2003, with the Committee report filed on May 16.  
The full House approved the bill, with amendments, on July 16. 
 
There were several pertinent items in the HIRC bill: 
 
• The bill authorized a total of $60.0 million in both fiscal years 2004 and 2005 for 

the State Department’s Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund (NDF).  Within 
this total, this provision of the bill also authorized $25.0 million each year for a 
new NDF-led initiative to secure, dispose, and remove highly-enriched uranium 
stockpiles from vulnerable facilities around the world, including the authority to 
use funds for incentives to secure host country cooperation under this initiative.  
The bill identified the global nature of the HEU threat, declared the need for a 
coordinated government initiative to deal with HEU stockpiles at vulnerable 
facilities around the world, and highlighted the NDF as “a unique and flexible 
entity that is well-suited to carry out” this initiative. 

 
• The HIRC bill also included language pertaining to the U.S.-Russian Treaty on 

Strategic Offensive Reductions (Treaty of Moscow).  This provision concurred 
with the declarations made by the Senate in its Resolution of Ratification (see 
Treaty Doc 107-8), encouraged the President to continue U.S. strategic reductions 
to the lowest possible levels consistent with national security needs, urged the 
U.S. and Russia to work toward establishing cooperative measures to improve 
confidence and transparency on each party’s nonstrategic nuclear weapons, and 
encouraged the President - to the extent feasible - to accelerate reductions 
required under the Treaty. 

 
• The bill also established a “Sense of Congress” regarding nuclear weapons tests in 

the former Soviet republic of Kazakhstan.  The provision includes a series of 
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findings on this subject, including a description of the positive nonproliferation 
example Kazakhstan has set by relinquishing its nuclear arsenal, closing its test 
sites, and acceding to the START treaty, as well as highlighting the serious 
environmental and health legacy of the Soviet testing program in Kazakhstan.  
The provision expressed a sense of Congress that the Secretary of State should 
work with the government of Kazakhstan to help assess the environmental 
damage and health effects stemming from the nuclear testing at the Semipalatinsk 
site. 

 
• Finally, Title XIV of the bill – the Missile Threat Reduction Act of 2003 – 

authorized a total of $250 million, to be made over a five year period in $50 
million increments, to countries that agree to destroy stockpiles of their missiles 
which have ranges of 300 Km and payload capacities of 550 Kg or greater.  This 
title also authorized the United States to provide technical assistance to any 
country that requests help in destroying its missiles and/or missile production 
facilities. 

 
House floor action on the foreign relations/foreign assistance authorization bill: 
 
On July 14, the Rules Committee cleared a number of amendments for floor debate on 
this bill (see H. Rept. 108-206).  One of the amendments ruled in order (#14) was a 
proposal from Rep. Adam Schiff (D-CA) offering a sense of Congress on the need for 
timely issuance of visas to Russia weapons scientists involved in cooperative 
nonproliferation and arms control programs.  The Schiff amendment listed a series of 
findings, including that visa delays and denials for Russian experts “halts projects and 
compromises United States commitments in the long-standing international cooperative 
agreements aimed at reducing stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction.”  The 
amendment established a sense of Congress that the U.S. should expedite, to the extent 
possible and consistent with national security requirements, the “processing of granting 
visas to Russian weapons scientists…to enable them to participate in cooperative 
nonproliferation activities with their counterparts in the United States.” 
 
On July 15, an en bloc amendment (H. Amdt. 245) offered by Rep. Hyde (R-IL), 
consisting of those amendments approved by the Rules Committee, passed on unanimous 
consent.  The full House approved the amended bill on July 16. 
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Senate action: 
 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee (SFRC) action: 
 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act (S. 925, S. Rept. 108-39) 
 
On April 9, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee completed mark-up of its version of 
the fiscal year 2004 Foreign Relations Authorization bill, with a companion report 
approved and released on April 24.  This bill was subsequently merged with the Foreign 
Assistance Authorization bill (S. 1161, discussed next) for floor consideration. 
 
The most relevant item in this bill was a provision relating to training for international 
students in nonproliferation studies.  In particular, this section of the Senate’s bill (sec. 
804) directed the Secretary of State, in the context of the Department’s authority over 
international exchange programs, to establish an initiative to encourage and facilitate 
interdisciplinary graduate level studies by eligible foreign students at a U.S. institute of 
higher education on issues relating to weapons nonproliferation.  This provision 
authorized $2.0 million of the funds available under the Department’s international 
exchanges budget to implement this initiative. 
 
Foreign Assistance Authorization Act (S. 1161, S. Rept. 108-56) 
 
On May 29, the Committee reported out its fiscal year 2004 Foreign Assistance 
Authorization bill.  This bill was subsequently merged with the Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act (S. 925, discussed above) for floor consideration. 
 
There are a number of sections in this bill relevant to threat reduction and 
nonproliferation activities in the former Soviet states: 
 
First, the bill provided a significant – $100 million – boost from the President’s request in 
authorized funding for the State Department Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, 
Demining, and Related Assistance (NADR) account.  Several programs within this 
account related to nonproliferation activities in the former Soviet Union received 
increases, including export control and border security development (+$5.0 million, from 
$40.0 million to $45.0 million), the international science centers and bioredirection 
programs (+$10.0 million, from $59.0 million to $69.0 million), and the Nonproliferation 
and Disarmament Fund (+$10.0 million, from $35.0 million to $45.0 million). 
 
This section of the bill also authorized additional funds, included in the $100 million 
plus-up, for two new broad initiatives:  the Radiological Terrorism Threat Reduction Act 
($15.0 million) and the Global Pathogen Surveillance Act ($35.0 million).  Both these 
programs are discussed briefly further below. 
 
Secondly, the SFRC bill also decried the President’s proposed cut to the Freedom 
Support Act/Assistance for the Independent States of the Former Soviet Union 
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(FSA/NIS) account from fiscal year 2003 levels as being “too steep.”  While most State 
Department-funded nonproliferation efforts are now consolidated in the NADR account, 
there are still a few programs that draw support from the FSA pool of funds, that are 
relevant to the nonproliferation mission in the former Soviet states, including the U.S. 
Civilian Research and Development Foundation (CRDF) and the border security program 
in the republic of Georgia.  In the Senate bill, the President’s proposed $184 million 
reduction to FSA/NIS would have been partially offset, with a $70.0 million restoration 
of funding (bringing the total FSA/NIS authorization to $646 million, up from the 
requested $576 million). 
 
Third, the Foreign Relation Committee’s bill also proposed a permanent annual waiver 
authority for the President to exempt countries receiving FSA/NIS assistance from the 
certification criteria contained in the original Freedom Support Act (Public Law 102-
511).  The fiscal year 2003 National Defense Authorization Act authorized a presidential 
FSA waiver for fiscal years 2003 through 2005.  The provision in the SFRC bill would 
make the authority for the President to annually waive these conditions permanent, 
helping guarantee “continuity for program planning purposes.” 
 
Fourth, as noted above, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee approved a new 
Radiological Terrorism Threat Reduction initiative, which draws heavily from the 
Nuclear and Radiological Terrorism Threat Reduction Act introduced last fall by Senator 
Biden and a range of co-sponsors.  The version in the SFRC bill differed in several 
material respects, including a tighter focus exclusively on the radiological materials (the 
original bill noted the proliferation risks posed by highly-enriched uranium and 
plutonium, as well as radioactive substances), single year (FY 2004) funding 
authorizations instead of the multi-year authorizations provided in the original bill, and 
the deletion of several provisions.  [Please see the review of the original Nuclear and 
Radiological Terrorism Threat Reduction Act in the “Other Legislation” section, below.] 
 
Key items in this revised provision included: 
 
• A series of findings related to the insecurity and proliferation of radiological 

materials: that it “is feasible” for terrorists to utilize radiological dispersal devices 
(RDDs); that a radiological attack could cause catastrophic economic and social 
damage, but “might kill few, if any, Americans”; and that the first line of defense 
against these risks is preventing terrorists from acquiring radioactive materials. 

 
• Authorization for the Secretary of State to propose that the IAEA conclude 

agreements with up to eight countries (up from five in the original legislation) in 
which each would provide temporary secure storage for orphaned, unused, and 
other radioactive materials.  The bill also authorized the State Department to 
provide funds for its share of the program (up to 100% in FY 2004).  A total of 
$4.0 million was authorized for FY 2004.  Further, the State Department was 
permitted to provide technical assistance to the IAEA or host countries in securing 
their stockpiles, and exempts all assistance from provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 
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• The SFRC bill authorized the Secretary of State to make voluntary contributions 

to the IAEA, and provide other technical assistance for a program to support 
international radioactive source discovery, inventory, and recovery.  The bill 
authorized $4.0 million in FY 2004 for this effort. 

 
• Authority for the State Department to assist Russia in deploying solar (or other 

non-nuclear) power sources to replace radioisotope thermal generator (RTG) units 
that are located throughout the former Soviet Union (though the bill does allow up 
to 20% of the funds to be used for RTG replacement projects outside of the FSU).  
The replacement sources should – to the maximum practicable extent – be based 
on technologies that have operated under similar conditions for one full year.  The 
State Department was directed to consult with the Energy Department to ensure 
that the replacement power units will be deployed at facilities where RTGs are 
being or will be removed.  Funding of $5.0 million was authorized for FY 2004 
for these efforts. 

 
• A proposal that the State Department, either directly or through the IAEA, assist 

other countries to provide specialized training to their “first responder” units in 
the areas of radioactive materials, contamination, and risks.  Funding of $2.0 
million is provided for FY 2004. 

 
• Within 180 days of enactment, the SFRC bill would have required the State 

Department to submit a report to Congress detailing the preparations made to 
detect and mitigate possible radiological weapons attacks at U.S. diplomatic 
missions and other facilities abroad controlled by the State Department, as well as 
a rank-ordered list for defending and responding to such attacks at these facilities.  
The report should also include a proposed budget to make any necessary 
improvements at these locations.  Subsequent reports on this subject were to be 
submitted by the State Department with its annual detailed budget justification 
request and materials. 

 
Finally, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee bill included a section relating to global 
pathogen surveillance that sought to enhance the ability of the international community to 
detect, identify, and contain infectious disease outbreaks, whether they stem from natural 
causes or terrorist attacks.  While this initiative did not appear to establish a direct or 
overt connection to nonproliferation efforts in the former Soviet Union – the emphasis 
seems to be on other developing countries – some provisions of the initiative could 
conceivably allow engagement with scientists and the public health establishments in 
Russia and the other former Soviet states in promoting global pathogen control. 
 
Senate floor action on the foreign relations/foreign assistance authorization bill: 
 
The full Senate initiated debate on both bills on July 9.  As noted above, one of the first 
items of business during this debate was a merger of the Foreign Assistance 
Authorization bill (S. 1161) into the Foreign Relations Authorization bill (S. 925).  (Refer 
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to S. Amdt. 1136.)  (The new bill also combined the Millennium Challenge Account 
authorizing legislation.) 
 
Among the amendments approved during the floor debate was an initiative from Sen. Bill 
Frist (R-TN) to establish a United States-Russia Interparliamentary group, consisting of 
an appointed group of U.S. Senators to meet annually with members of the Russian 
Federation Council (upper chamber of the Russian parliament) to discuss issues of mutual 
concern between both nations. 
 
However, virtually no further substantive debate occurred on this bill in the Senate after 
July 10, 2003.  According to reports, S. 925 was pulled abruptly from the Senate’s 
agenda and deferred indefinitely by the Senate Republican leadership because of an 
interest among a number of Democratic Senators in attaching other controversial 
legislation – including hate crimes and minimum wage legislation – to the bill.  However, 
some components of the bill were advanced in other legislation, most notably the 
Millennium Challenge authorization which passed in the foreign operations 
appropriations bill. 
 
Senator Lugar and other Senate supporters sought to attach the overall foreign relations 
bill as an amendment to the Senate Foreign Operations bill during floor debate on 
October 28, 2003.  However, this effort failed on a procedural motion when proponents 
were unable to garner enough votes to suspend a rule against amendments that legislate 
on appropriations bills. 
 
Senator Frist’s amendment, to establish a U.S. Senate-Russia Interparliamentary Group 
was adopted in the fiscal year 2004 foreign operations legislation (discussed below). 
 
--------------------------- 
FY 2004 Defense Appropriations 
--------------------------- 
 
Conference action: 
 
On September 17, 2003, House and Senate negotiators approved a defense appropriations 
conference agreement for fiscal year 2004 (report number 108-283).  The House passed 
the compromise bill on September 24, with the Senate approving it the following day.  
The President signed the bill on September 30, becoming public law 108-87. 
 
The House-Senate conference agreement approved the full $450.8 million request for 
Cooperative Threat Reduction activities.  The conference report reserves – in line with 
the Senate’s recommendation – $10.0 million of the total CTR budget for the 
dismantlement and disposal of nuclear submarines, reactor components, and warheads in 
the Russian Far East. 
 
On the issue of eliminating funding for CTR’s Proliferation Prevention Initiative (PPI) as 
recommended by the House Appropriations Committee, the conferees reversed 
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themselves, mostly, and approved $29.4 million for the initiative, or a reduction of $10.0 
million from the request.  The $10.0 million was re-directed to the other CTR priorities 
identified in the House report (i.e. strategic offensive arms elimination activities in Russia 
and Ukraine, and establishment of on-site management offices in the FSU for CTR 
projects.)  Finally, the conference report placed restrictions on the obligation of PPI 
funds, including the requirement that the DOD Comptroller first submit a report to 
Congress explaining the degree to which the Proliferation Prevention Initiative is 
consistent with CTR priorities and functions, and outlining how “each proposed PPI 
country program leverages, rather than duplicates or replaces” other similar U.S. efforts. 
 
One other non-CTR issues, the conferees basically split the difference on the increase for 
AMEC, boosting its budget by $2.5 million for fiscal year 2004.  There were no new 
provisions in the conference report that would directly impact the funding for the DOD’s 
International Counterproliferation Program beyond the requested amount. 
 
House of Representatives action: 
 
House Appropriations Committee action (H.R. 2658, H. Rept. 108-187): 
 
The House Appropriations Committee provided the full budget ($450.8 million) for the 
Cooperative Threat Reduction program, but eliminated funding for the WMD 
Proliferation Prevention Initiative (PPI), and redirected those funds ($39.4 million) to 
strategic offensive arms elimination activities in Russia and Ukraine and for 
establishment of on-site management offices in the FSU for CTR projects as called for in 
the House Defense Authorization bill.  (The Committee report provided no detail as to 
how the redirected funds should be split between activities in Russia and Ukraine, and 
what portion should be used to set up the on-site CTR project offices.) 
 
The simple justification provided by the defense appropriators for the budget cut to PPI – 
which includes assistance to non-Russian FSU countries to prevent WMD smuggling – is 
that “the provision of border control assistance is not a core function of the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction program.”  In addition, the report language defended the re-direction of 
funding to strategic arms elimination as a reversal of “a decline in funding for that 
activity in recent years.” 
 
In other areas, the House defense appropriators also approved an additional $5 million to 
the Arctic Military Environmental Cooperation (AMEC) program, which works with 
Russia and Norway on radioactive contamination issues stemming from Russian naval 
nuclear activities, and in the security of radioactive materials.  No specific justification 
for the increase was noted.  The AMEC program was scheduled to be phased out and 
discontinued at the end of fiscal year 2005. 
 
The House defense appropriations bill also extended full funding for the DOD 
International Counterproliferation Program (ICP) that collaborates with governments and 
security forces across the former Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and the Baltics to 
develop strategies and efforts to prevent WMD proliferation. 
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House floor action on the defense appropriations bill: 
 
No amendments were passed during floor consideration of the bill affecting the CTR, 
AMEC, or ICP programs.  The full house approved its version of the bill on July 8, 2003. 
 
Senate action: 
 
Senate Appropriations Committee action (S. 1382/H.R. 2658, S Rept 108-87): 
 
In its version of the defense appropriations bill, the Senate Appropriations Committee 
agreed to fully fund the CTR program.  While it does not include any specific 
recommendations for re-allocating funds among CTR projects, the bill did reserve $10.0 
million solely for the dismantlement and disposal of nuclear submarines, reactor 
components, and warheads in the Russian Far East. 
 
The Senate defense appropriators also fully funded the DOD accounts supporting the 
AMEC and ICP programs. 
 
Senate floor action on the defense appropriations bill: 
 
No substantive changes to the sections of the bill affecting CTR, AMEC, or the ICP 
programs were made during the full Senate’s consideration of the legislation.  The Senate 
passed the bill on July 17. 
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--------------------------- 
FY 2004 Energy and Water Development Appropriations 
--------------------------- 
 
[For summaries of key points in both the House and Senate approved bills, and the 
conference agreement, please refer to the appendix on page 75 in this report.] 
 
Conference action: 
 
On November 7, 2003, a House-Senate conference agreement on Energy and Water 
appropriations for fiscal year 2004 (report number 108-283) was filed.  Both chambers 
approved the conference report on November 18, with President Bush signing the bill 
into law on December 1 (public law 108-137). 
 
Note:  Unless specifically addressed to the contrary in the conference agreement, all 
policy language proposed in the reports accompanying the House and Senate versions of 
the energy and water legislation was considered approved by the conference committee. 
 
General policy issues: 
 
Liability: 
 
In addition to specifying how the dispute between the United States and Russia over 
liability language contained in nonproliferation agreements has adversely affected the 
Nuclear Cities Initiative (see below), the energy and water conferees expressed general 
concern that the impasse on this issue is “creating unnecessary impediments to the 
effective implementation of nuclear nonproliferation programs.”  Referencing both the 
NCI and plutonium disposition efforts, the conference report urged “a speedy resolution 
to the liability negotiations,” pointing out that failure to reach resolution not only 
encourages program delays but exacerbates the “problem of ever-increasing prior year 
balances” carried over by DOE nonproliferation programs. 
 
General performance: 
 
The House report, while offering many comments on the management and administration 
of DOE nonproliferation efforts, did not include any general assessment of the progress 
that Russian nonproliferation programs have made to date. 
 
However, the Senate Appropriations Committee report argued that “success is still 
coming much too slowly” for DOE nonproliferation programs.  In particular, it observed 
slow progress on MPC&A upgrades, warhead storage site security upgrades, and removal 
of HEU from around the world.  The Senate report acknowledged that working with 
Russia can be “slow and problematical,” but that Russia “should not be used as an excuse 
for the difficulty of this task, but as the reason these issues deserve greater levels of 
coordination and attention at the highest levels of the U.S. government.” 
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The conference report did not elaborate on this theme. 
 
Unexpended balances: 
 
The Senate report voiced concern with DOE’s funding carryover rates, and noted that the 
nonproliferation division lags behind other NNSA efforts in rate of expenditure of funds.  
The bill strongly urged improved performance in expending nonproliferation funds, while 
preserving adequate oversight and cost-effective implementation.  The Senate 
recommended that approximately $46.9 million in prior year budget balances be used to 
support the nonproliferation budget in fiscal year 2004. 
 
The House’s recommendation also included the use of $60.0 million of prior year 
balances for DOE nonproliferation programs in FY 2004.  And language in the House 
report spotlighted “concern over the ever-increasing uncosted balances in the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation program.”  The report added, “The Department estimates that the end of 
fiscal year 2003 uncosted balances for NN will be over $1.0 billion.  The Committee 
questions whether the program is achieving its program goals with uncosted balances at 
such levels.” 
 
The conference report did not include an extended discussion on this subject, but simply 
required that $45 million in prior year DOE nonproliferation funding balances be used to 
support the fiscal year 2004 budget. 
 
Contracting and limitation on funds expended in the U.S.: 
 
The House report expressed strong concerns about the use of contracting mechanisms for 
DOE nonproliferation programs in Russia – notably that insufficient funding is being 
spent on projects on the ground in Russia with too much being retained in the U.S. 
national lab system, and that funds are paying U.S. national laboratories to conduct 
administration and oversight that “would be better performed by Federal personnel.”  The 
House legislation directed that no more than 35% of funding for Russia nonproliferation 
programs be spent in the U.S., and asked DOE for a report by the end of the year on 
efforts to meet this limitation. 
 
The Senate Appropriations Committee report did not touch on this subject. 
 
The conferees agreed that “too much of the money for Russian programs is being spent in 
the United States” and they called on DOE to submit a plan illustrating how the “ratio of 
funding within each program that is spent in Russia versus the funding that remains in the 
United States” will be “increased significantly in each subsequent fiscal year.” 
 
Decision-making and allocation of resources: 
 
The House criticized the DOE nuclear nonproliferation division for not using a risk-based 
framework to allocate its scarce resources and which “compares the costs of various 
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nonproliferation initiatives against the presumed benefits in terms of reduced risk.”  
While it noted the difficulties and limitations in developing a quantitative framework to 
evaluate trade-offs, the House report stressed the need for a “stronger analytical decision-
making” tool to justify the “appropriate use of the marginal budget dollar for 
nonproliferation activities.”  The House directed DOE to submit with the FY 2005 budget 
request a risk-based evaluation of different nonproliferation activities and programs. 
 
Neither the Senate report nor the conference report addressed this subject. 
 
Funding and policy guidance for selected programs: 
 
[Please refer to the budget tables on pages 65-66, for a full summary of appropriations 
by program.] 
 
Accelerated Materials Disposition (AMD) initiative: 
 
The AMD initiative included in the President’s request consisted of four components:  
$25.0 million for the purchase of an additional 15 metric tons of downblended Russian 
highly-enriched uranium (HEU); $3.0 million to accelerate the Reduced Enrichment for 
Research and Test Reactors (RERTR) program to convert reactors currently utilizing 
HEU fuels; $1.0 million for purchase of Russian HEU to fuel U.S. research reactors until 
they can be converted to LEU use; $1.0 million to accelerate HEU-related material 
consolidation and conversion (MCC) activities in Russia. 
 
The House criticized the centerpiece of the request – $25 million for purchasing 
additional Russian downblended HEU – which it argued would impose “a government 
solution at significant cost to the taxpayer” for a “marginal nonproliferation gain.”  The 
House bill eliminated the $25.0 million, but preserved the remaining $5.0 million for the 
other three AMD components.  The bill complained that the Accelerated Materials 
Disposition initiative demonstrates the lack of “a formal, risk based approach” within the 
Energy Department nonproliferation office “to allocating program funding,” and that the 
DOE “requires a stronger analytical decision-making model to determine the appropriate 
use of the marginal budget dollar.” 
 
The Senate bill did not address the AMD initiative in-depth, and provided the full $30.0 
million. 
 
The conference agreement “provides no funding” for the AMD initiative, but does 
allocate additional funding for the RERTR and HEU for U.S. research reactors 
components (i.e. a total of $4.0 million) under the “Nonproliferation and International 
Security” account of the nonproliferation budget, and also approves the additional MCC 
funding ($1.0 million) under the MPC&A account.  The conferees remain “supportive of 
the House language on the AMD proposal and direct the Department to develop a 
rigorous risk-based priority setting process for allocating budget resources to the activity 
with the highest nonproliferation benefit.” 
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International Materials Protection, Control, and Cooperation (MPC&A):   
 
On top of the $226 million requested for MPC&A, the House legislation approved an 
additional $28.0 million for the Megaports initiative under the Second Line of Defense 
program, which is developing and deploying radiation detectors at the “top 20” large 
foreign seaports that handle 70% of the overseas container traffic destined for U.S. ports.  
The House noted that DOE did not request funding for this initiative for FY 2004, but the 
House Appropriations Committee “expects the Department to request funding for this 
high priority activity in the fiscal year 2005 budget request.” 
 
The House committee report also urged the Radiological Threat Reduction program (also 
a component of the international material protection and cooperation effort) to coordinate 
with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to develop appropriate clean-up standards stemming from a potential 
radiological event. 
 
Finally, the House report directed that more money be used to hire Russian workers and 
employ Russian-manufactured equipment, and reduce funds spent in the United States. 
 
The Senate Appropriations Committee in its report urged continued efforts by the Second 
Line of Defense program to use “integrated monitoring methodology for special nuclear 
monitoring detection at airports, ports, and border crossing in the former Soviet Union 
and new independent States [sic] and to continue to accelerate the Megaports initiative 
funded with $84.0 million in the fiscal year 2003 supplemental.” 
 
The Senate also directed that $5 million for radiological threat reduction activities be 
made available to the NRC for international efforts to strengthen regulatory controls over 
high-risk radiological sources. 
 
The conference agreement approved $260.0 million, or $34.0 million above the request, 
for MPC&A.  This increase includes:  $28.0 million for the Second Line of Defense 
program’s “Megaports” initiative; $5.0 million to extend “high priority MPC&A 
activities, to include countries outside of the Former Soviet Union such as Pakistan, 
India, and China”; and $1.0 million for accelerated material conversion and consolidation 
activities (this additional amount is funding that was requested under the AMD initiative, 
described above.) 
 
HEU global clean-out: 
 
The Senate bill provided an additional $20 million to “reinvigorate initiatives focused on 
removing nuclear weapons-usable materials from vulnerable sites around the world.”  
The Committee report directed DOE to “utilize the NNSA’s strength in the inter-agency 
process to become the lead agency for all such governmental activities world-wide.” 
 
The House legislation was silent on this issue. 
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The conference agreement provided $5.0 million – to be available under the 
Nonproliferation and International Security account – for “initiatives focused on 
removing nuclear weapons-usable materials from vulnerable sites around the world as 
proposed by the Senate.” 
 
Russian Transition Initiatives (RTI): 
 
The House legislation provided the full $40.0 million RTI request, while the Senate 
recommended an additional $10.0 million for the IPP program. 
 
The conference agreement approved $40.0 million for RTI.  In addition, the report noted 
that “conferees are troubled” by the liability impasse between the United States and 
Russia that caused the NCI agreement to lapse.  The conference report urged the DOE to 
“work aggressively with the State Department and their Russian counterparts” to resolve 
the liability provisions “expeditiously” to avoid any further delays to nonproliferation 
activities in Russia. 
 
BN-350: 
 
The House legislation highlighted serious reservations concerning the BN-350 project 
“baseline plan” and the intended shipment of BN-350 reactor fuel across Kazakhstan to a 
remote storage location.  The report directed that a revised vulnerability analysis of 
transporting the material compared to securing it on-site at Aktau be conducted.  And it 
prohibited use of any money for transportation without congressional notification. 
 
The Senate legislation provided the full BN-350 program budget request, without 
additional commentary in the report accompanying the bill. 
 
The conference agreement also accommodated the budget request, and provided no 
further direction beyond the House provisions. 
 
RERTR: 
 
The House and Senate bills and the final conference agreement all provided the core 
RERTR budget request of $5.9 million, as well as the additional $3.0 million for RERTR 
proposed under the AMD initiative. 
 
Purchase Russian HEU for U.S. research reactors: 
 
The House and Senate bills and the final conference agreement provided the additional 
$1.0 million to facilitate U.S. purchase of Russian HEU to fuel domestic research reactors 
until they can be converted.  This funding was requested under the broader Accelerated 
Materials Disposition proposal. 
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Russian Foreign Research Reactor Fuel Return: 
 
The House and Senate bills and the conference report all supported the $9.7 million 
request for this program to repatriate to Russia civilian HEU fuels that it has supplied to 
foreign research reactors. 
 
Eliminating Russian Weapon-Grade Plutonium Production (EWGPP): 
 
The House report, in addition to providing the full $50.0 million request for the program, 
stressed its expectation that DOE will keep the Appropriations Committee informed of 
program progress.  The Senate bill also provided the $50.0 million budget, without 
additional commentary. 
 
The conference agreement approved the $50.0 million sought for this program. 
 
HEU Transparency: 
 
The House, Senate, and the conferees all approved the request, $18.0 million, for this 
program without additional guidance. 
 
Russian Plutonium Disposition: 
 
The House version of the bill provided the request of $47.1 million for Russian 
plutonium disposition, and directed that the portion of this budget that pays for U.S. 
oversight of the activities in Russia not be counted toward the 35% limitation proposed in 
the House bill on the amount of Russia program funding that can be spent in the United 
States. 
 
The Senate bill provided the full funding for the Russian disposition program, and 
repeated its long-standing position (as has been expressed in several prior year energy 
and water bills) that excess weapons grade plutonium in Russia is a “clear and present 
danger,” and that fissile material disposition activities in Russia are of “comparable 
importance to [U.S. nuclear] weapons activities; both are integral components of our 
national effort to reduce any threat posed to the United States and deter the threat that 
remains.” 
 
The conference report approved the full fissile materials disposition budget – for both 
Russian and U.S. activities – but it also directed that $4.0 million be reserved within the 
budget to “continue the thorium-based fuel cycle program currently being conducted by 
the Russian Research Centre Kurchatov Institute in conjunction with their U.S. industrial 
partners” with the goal of confirming “this thorium-based fuel’s plutonium disposition 
qualities in Russian VVER-1000 reactors” and utilization of “lead test assemblies in 
2006.” 
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House of Representatives action: 
 
House Appropriations Committee action (H.R. 2754, H. Rept. 108-212): 
 
On July 16, the House Appropriations Committee reported out its version of the fiscal 
year 2004 energy and water appropriations bill, which provides funding for DOE 
nonproliferation programs. 
 
Funding: 
 
The House bill approved funding for all of the DOE nonproliferation programs involved 
with Russian nuclear security.  However, the total DOE Defense Nuclear 
Nonproliferation budget – which includes funds for domestic nonproliferation R&D and 
nonproliferation projects outside the FSU as well – recommended by the Committee is 
approximately $5 million less than requested by the administration. 
 
The bill does provide an additional $28.0 million for the “Megaports” initiative (although 
$8 million of this increase is a transfer of funds from DOE’s international nuclear safety 
and cooperation program). 
 
This increase is offset, however, by a $25 million cut to the President’s proposed $30 
million Accelerated Materials Disposition (AMD) initiative that is intended to lessen 
highly-enriched uranium proliferation dangers in Russia.  The AMD initiative grew out 
of a series of recommendations provided by a U.S.-Russian Nuclear Material Expert 
Group that was initiated following the May 2002 U.S.-Russian Presidential Summit. 
 
The $25 million reduction would cancel the centerpiece of the AMD proposal – a 
purchase of 15 additional metric tons of down-blended Russian HEU over the next ten 
years. 
 
The House report language criticizes this component of the AMD initiative, arguing that 
it would “imposes a government solution at significant cost to the taxpayer” for a 
“marginal nonproliferation gain.”  The Committee’s report further complains that the 
AMD initiative demonstrates the lack of “a formal, risk based approach” within the DOE 
nonproliferation division “to allocating program funding,” and that this division “requires 
a stronger analytical decision-making model to determine the appropriate use of the 
marginal budget dollar.” 
 
The appropriators did approve the remaining $5 million of the AMD initiative for the 
other three program components:  accelerating the Reduced Enrichment for Research and 
Test Reactors program ($3.0 million), accelerating HEU conversion and consolidation 
into fewer facilities in Russia ($1.0 million), and purchase of Russian HEU to fuel U.S. 
research reactors until those reactors can be converted ($1.0 million). 
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Finally, the Committee recommended that $60 million of the total appropriation for the 
DOE nonproliferation budget (approximately $1.34 billion) be financed through use of 
prior-year unobligated DOE nonproliferation funds.  Thus, the actual amount of new 
funding provided in FY 2004 would be approximately $1.28 billion. 
 
Policy guidance, other comments: 
 
The House Appropriations Committee repeated concerns regarding the “ever-increasing 
uncosted balances” in DOE’s overall nonproliferation program, and cited DOE-provided 
estimates that these unspent balances could top $1 billion by the end of fiscal year 2003.  
The situation raises questions about the ability of DOE to reach its nonproliferation goals, 
and spotlights a major management challenge for the department in the coming years. 
 
The House appropriators also criticized the DOE nonproliferation program office for not 
using a risk-based framework to allocate its funds among different projects, and stressed 
that the Committee needs a “stronger analytical decision-making justification to 
determine the appropriate use of the marginal budget dollar for nonproliferation 
activities.”  Accordingly, the Committee report directed DOE to submit with the FY 2005 
budget request a risk-based evaluation of the different nonproliferation activities that 
would be supported under the budget. 
 
The House also repeated its long-standing concerns about the DOE contracting 
mechanisms for nonproliferation programs in Russia, and reiterated that not enough 
program funding is being spent in Russia.  The Committee report insisted that no more 
than 35% of funding for Russia programs be spent in the United States, and it asked for 
DOE to report by December 15, 2003 on the steps it is taking to conform to the 35% 
limitation. 
 
The House legislation had few program-specific criticisms, but it did single out the BN-
350 reactor spent fuel disposition program in Kazakhstan.  The report expressed “serious 
reservations” concerning the BN-350 project baseline plan that calls for shipment of the 
reactor’s spent fuel across Kazakhstan to a storage facility.  Unsatisfied with this plan, the 
Committee report ordered the department to prepare a revised vulnerability analysis of 
transporting the material compared to securing it on-site.  While the bill approves the full 
budget request fro this program, it prohibits use of any money for transportation of the 
BN-350 fuel without first notifying Congress. 
 
Regarding the International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation program, the 
House appropriations bill stressed its interest in seeing program funding support 
additional Russian workers and purchases of Russian-made equipment in MPC&A 
projects, and that the amount of funding spent in the United States decline. 
 
The Committee report also praised the “Megaports” initiative, which is administered 
under the Second Line of Defense program (which is one element of the broader 
International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation program), and urged DOE to 
include funding for this initiative in the FY 2005 budget request. 
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Finally, the Committee expected that the Department’s Radiological Dispersal Device 
(RDD) program to develop appropriate clean-up standards resulting from a potential 
RDD event in full coordination and cooperation with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and the Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
House floor action on the energy and water appropriations bill: 
 
No amendments were approved during floor debate on this bill affecting nonproliferation 
efforts between the United States and the former Soviet Union.  The full House approved 
the bill on July 18. 
 
Senate action: 
 
Senate Appropriations Committee action (S. 1424/H.R. 2754, S Rept 108-105): 
 
On July 17, the Senate appropriations completed mark-up of and reported out its version 
of the fiscal year 2004 energy and water appropriations legislation. 
 
Funding: 
 
The bill provided full funding for virtually all of the U.S.-Russian nuclear security 
programs.  The Committee eliminated the funding line for the International Nuclear 
Safety and Cooperation program, and recommended that its remaining activities 
(including research reactor safety and shutdown, and shutdown of the Kazakhstan BN-
350 breeder reactor) be consolidated under the Nonproliferation and International 
Security account (though no additional funding is transferred to the NIS program sustain 
these efforts). 
 
The Committee also provided $10 million in additional funding for the Russian 
Transition Initiatives (RTI) account, which supports the Nuclear Cities Initiative and the 
Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention programs that are focused on downsizing Russian 
WMD infrastructure and re-directing Russian WMD scientists and workers to peaceful 
efforts.  The budget increase was provided for the IPP program. 
 
The legislation also included an additional $20 million for the DOE to “reinvigorate 
initiatives focused on removing nuclear weapons-usable materials from vulnerable sites 
around the world.”  Language in the Committee’s report strongly urged DOE to assert 
itself in the interagency process, to become the lead agency for all such U.S. government-
led global nuclear material “clean-out” initiatives. 
 
The Committee also voiced its strong support for the nuclear Materials Protection, 
Control, and Cooperation program, citing its activities as “Critical elements of the United 
States nonproliferation efforts.”  It urged continuation of Second Line of Defense 
activities, especially accelerating the “Megaports” initiative.  The Committee report also 
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directed that $5 million for RDD efforts be made available to the NRC for international 
efforts to strengthen regulatory controls over high-risk radiological sources. 
 
[The Committee also provided an additional $31 million for the DOE’s Nonproliferation 
Verification R&D account, though activities in this program are largely domestic and 
geared towards research by the national labs on nonproliferation technologies, and not 
toward cooperation with Russia or the FSU.] 
 
While the Senate’s energy and water legislation provides a total of $61 million in 
increases for DOE Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation (DNN) programs, the bill also 
approves application of roughly $47 million from accumulated NNSA prior year funding 
balances to offset these increases.  (See the following table for a summary of the 
increases and decreases.) 
 
Total FY 2004 DNN budget 
request 

$1,340,195 

Program Increase Reduction 
Nonproliferation R&D +31.0 million ---- 
Nonproliferation and 
International Security (Global 
nuclear material removals) 

+20.0 million ---- 

Russian Transition Initiatives +10.0 million ---- 
International Nuclear Safety and 
Cooperation 

---- -$14.083 million 

Use of Prior Year balances ---- -$46.917 million 
Subtotal +$61.0 million -$61.0 million 

Total FY 2004 DNN 
appropriation, Senate bill 

$1,340,195 

 
Policy guidance, other comments: 
 
The Committee, at several points in the report accompanying the bill, highlighted the 
importance of DOE’s nonproliferation mission and programs.  However, it observed that 
“success is still coming much too slowly.”  In particular, the report noted several 
examples of slow progress, including the 100+ tons of HEU and plutonium in Russia that 
have not received MPC&A security improvements, the absence of security upgrades at 
many Russian warhead storage sites, and the fact that there has not been a single removal 
of HEU from any of the 24 research institutes around the world which the U.S. last year 
designated as “high priority.”  The Committee ascribed some blame to the “slow and 
problematical” Russian bureaucracy, but said that this should not serve as an excuse.  
Instead, it should provide the “reason these issues deserve greater levels of coordination 
and attention at the highest levels of the U.S. government.” 
 
Finally, as in the House bill, the Committee took exception with the annual funding 
carryover rates for DOE nonproliferation programs.  Although the report admitted that 
the implementation of nonproliferation efforts is difficult and complicated, the 
Committee underscored its interest in seeing the carryover of unspent funding balances 
reduced.  By the same token, the appropriators warned DOE to not cut corners or 
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sacrifice cost-effective implementation practices in order to reduce these funding 
balances. 
 
Senate floor action on the energy and water appropriations bill: 
 
During floor debate, the Senate did not approve any amendments related to 
nonproliferation efforts between the United States and the former Soviet Union. 
 
The Senate approved its version of the energy and water appropriations legislation on 
September 16. 
 
--------------------------- 
FY 2004 Foreign Operations Appropriations 
--------------------------- 
 
Conference Agreement: 
 
On November 25, 2003, a conference report (H. Rept. 108-401) was filed consolidating a 
number of outstanding fiscal year 2004 appropriations bills that had previously stalled in 
the Congress.  The conference agreement for foreign operations funding was included in 
this “omnibus” legislative package (H.R. 2673).  The House cleared the consolidated 
conference report on December 8, 2003, while the Senate approved the legislation on 
January 22, 2004.  The President signed the omnibus spending bill into law the next day 
(public law 108-199). 
 
The foreign operations appropriations chapter of the conference report reduced the 
President’s request for several of the State Department led nonproliferation efforts, but 
fended off some of the deeper cuts that had been proposed in the House. 
 
Under the Nonproliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining, and Related Activities (NADR) 
section, the conferees provided $50.5 million for Science Centers/Bio-Chem redirection 
activities, which was below the $59.0 million requested by the President and granted by 
the Senate appropriators, and below the $52.0 million provided in the House bill.  At the 
same time, the conference agreement appropriated $36.0 million, or $4 million less than 
requested, for international export control and border security (EXBS) efforts.  This was 
the same amount approved by the House, though Senate appropriators funded EXBS at 
the request.  Lastly, the appropriations conferees appeared to more or less split the 
difference on funding for the Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund (NDF).  The 
President had requested a total of $35.0 million for NDF in fiscal year 2004.  The House 
foreign operations legislation approved $20.0 million, while the Senate agreed to support 
NDF at $45.0 million.  The conference report restores NDF funding nearly to the 
requested level, at $30.0 million. 
 
In addition to the NADR budget, at least two State-led nonproliferation programs are 
funded from the Freedom Support Act/Assistance for the Independent States of the 
Former Soviet Union account (FSA/NIS) account of the foreign operations appropriations 
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budget.  Typically, this funding line is not broken down by the individual programs and 
activities that it supports.  Within this budget, the State Department has funded a program 
to strengthen border and customs security in the republic of Georgia, and supported the 
U.S. Civilian Research and Development Foundation (CRDF).  Approximately $14-15 
million has been provided to each of these efforts in recent years, however a precise 
figure is unknown because of the lack of detail in the State Department’s public budget 
documents, and because exact amount of funding to be contributed to each FSA/NIS 
program is not determined until after the appropriation. 
 
The conferees appropriated a total of $587 million for the FSA/NIS account in fiscal year 
2004, which is above the $576 million requested by the President and approved by the 
House, but less than the $596 million passed by the Senate.  Since total funding approved 
by the Congress exceeds the request – including $21 million more for activities in Russia 
alone than was requested – the assumption pending further information is that the CRDF 
and the Georgia border security and customs training programs will be funded at roughly 
the historical levels in fiscal year 2004. 
 
While not addressing nonproliferation programs specifically in the FSA/NIS section of 
the conference report, the House and Senate managers did stress that they “remain 
gravely concerned with the deterioration and systematic dismantling of democracy and 
the rule of law in the Russian Federation.”  The conferees also condemned the 
“crackdown” by the Russian government on the media and political opposition, and 
called upon Russia to “immediately cease the harassment of American citizens involved 
in foreign assistance programs in Russia by that country’s security services.” 
 
Lastly, the foreign operations appropriations conference legislation approved a provision, 
offered originally by Senator Bill Frist as an amendment to the Senate’s version of the 
foreign relations authorization bill, establishing a “U.S. Senate-Russia Interparliamentary 
Group.”  This group – not to include more than 12 U.S. Senators, who will be selected by 
the Senate Majority and Minority Leaders – will meet annually with representatives of 
the Russian Federation Council for “discussion of common problems in the interest of 
relations between the United States and Russia.”  A total of $100,000 was authorized for 
each fiscal year to cover expenses associated with the meetings of this working group. 
 
House of Representatives action: 
 
House Appropriations Committee action (H.R. 2800, H. Rept. 108-222): 
 
The Committee’s bill recommended reductions to the President’s request in several areas 
under the Nonproliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining, and Related Activities (NADR) 
section of the foreign operations budget. 
 
In particular, the House Appropriators cut $15 million from the request for the 
Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund (NDF) budget (from $35.0 million to $20.0 
million), $7 million from the Science Centers request (from $59.0 million to $52.0 
million), and $4 million from the total worldwide export control and border security 
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account (from $40.0 million to $36.0 million).  (The House bill would also support the 
total NADR budget – $400.2 million – through a direct appropriation of $385.2 million 
and $15.0 million through a transfer from the Foreign Military Financing account.) 
 
In report language with the bill, the appropriators acknowledged the “outstanding 
achievements” of the International Science and Technology Center (ISTC) efforts in 
Russia and those of a similar center in Ukraine, but believed that science center funding 
should begin to be reduced for projects in the former Soviet states.  On top of the $7 
million reduction from the request, the House Appropriations Committee also designated 
$5.0 million of the remaining $52.0 million Science Center budget for cooperative 
projects with Iraqi WMD scientists and engineers, to alleviate “brain drain” proliferation 
risks and to assist in the civilian reconstruction of Iraq. 
 
The total appropriation for the FSA/NIS account in the House bill was $576.0 million, the 
same as the request.  Within this total, the appropriators provided $90.0 million for 
activities in Russia, or $17.0 million more than requested, but did not specify that the 
additional funds be directed toward security or nonproliferation cooperation. 
 
While funding was not specified for the Georgia border security and customs program, 
the report earmarks $15 of the total for CRDF. 
 
Finally, the Committee bill repeated long-standing concerns about Russia’s cooperation 
with Iran and limited 60 percent of NIS funds for Russia programs from obligation until 
the President certifies that Russia has terminated nuclear and missile cooperation with 
Iran.  However, as in past years, this provision provided an exemption for 
nonproliferation assistance and other child and health-related activities. 
 
House floor action on the foreign operations appropriations bill: 
 
On July 24, the House approved an amended version of the foreign operations 
appropriations bill.  No amendments affecting nonproliferation activities in Russia 
directly were approved by the full chamber. 
 
However, during floor debate, Rep. Adam Schiff (D-CA) offered an amendment (H. 
Amdt. 310) that would have restored $15 million in funding that was cut in the committee 
bill for the Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund (NDF), aligning the total for NDF 
with the budget request.  Following brief floor remarks, in which Rep. Schiff stressed the 
need to restore NDF funding and enable it to pursue expedited removals of fissile 
materials from vulnerable facilities around the world, the amendment was withdrawn 
after Rep. Kolbe (R-AZ), the Chairman of the House Foreign Operations Appropriations 
Subcommittee, raised a point of order.  In their colloquy, however, Rep. Schiff secured a 
commitment from Rep. Kolbe to work with him “to try to improve the funding of [the 
NDF] account in conference committee.” 
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Senate action: 
 
Senate Appropriations Committee action (S. 1426, S. Rept. 108-106): 
 
The Senate Appropriations Committee completed action on its foreign operations funding 
bill on July 17. 
 
The funding provided for Russian nonproliferation programs largely mirrored the 
President’s request, though some additional funds were provided.  The most notable plus-
up was $10.0 million above the request for the Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund 
(from $35.0 million to $45.0 million).  The additional $10 million would have been 
offset, however, by a transfer from the Foreign Military Financing account; in other 
words the increase for NDF would have been financed by a decrease in another area of 
the foreign operations appropriations budget.  Also, the legislation did not specify how 
the increased funding should be utilized by the NDF. 
 
In addition, the Senate Appropriations Committee approved a larger overall budget for 
Assistance to the Independent States of the Former Soviet Union (FSA/NIS).  The total 
provided to the FSA/NIS account is $596.0 million, or $20 million above the Bush 
request.  This increase would be applied to programs in Russia.  Citing worries with the 
President’s proposal to cut foreign assistance for program in Russia, the Committee 
directed that “no less than” $93.0 million – $20.0 million over what was intended by the 
Bush administration – be devoted to activities in Russian. 
 
It was unclear what impact this increase might have had for FSA/NIS-funded 
nonproliferation efforts, as the Committee’s report indicated that it expected the 
additional funding to “be targeted toward democracy and rule of law program in Russia.”  
However, the same section of the Committee’s report, reiterated the appropriators’ 
support for “activities that reinforce the Cooperative Threat Reduction Initiative and 
urged the relevant agencies to work to eliminate unnecessary overlap that may be 
occurring with respect to the implementation of these programs.” 
 
Senate floor action on the foreign operations appropriations bill: 
 
Floor debate on this bill largely avoided issues pertaining to nonproliferation efforts 
between the United States and the republics of the former Soviet Union.  However, as 
noted above, Sen. Lugar did lead a final charge to secure Senate passage of the foreign 
relations authorization act (S. 925), by attempting to attach this legislation to the foreign 
operations bill.  This effort subsequently failed, however, when proponents were unable 
to muster sufficient votes to suspend the rules and deem the amendment in order.  The 
Senate passed its version of this bill on October 30, 2003. 
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--------------------------- 
FY 2004 Iraq and Afghanistan Supplemental Appropriations 
--------------------------- 
 
On September 17, 2003, President Bush submitted an $87 billion request to the Congress 
for supplemental funding to sustain continuing military, anti-terrorism, and 
reconstruction operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.  No funds were requested for U.S.-
FSU threat reduction or nonproliferation-related activities, though $35 million was 
proposed for the State Department’s Nonproliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining and 
Related Programs (NADR) account to support anti-terrorism training and equipment 
needs in Afghanistan, including continuing support for the physical security of President 
Karzai. 
 
House of Representatives action: 
 
House Appropriations Committee action (HR 3289, H Rept 108-312): 
 
The bill produced by the House Appropriations Committee did not include any 
supplemental funding for U.S.-Russian nonproliferation programs. 
 
House floor action on the supplemental appropriations bill: 
 
No floor amendments providing funding or policy guidance on nonproliferation efforts 
relevant to the former Soviet Union were approved.  The full House passed the amended 
bill on October 17. 
 
Senate action: 
 
Senate Appropriations Committee action (S 1689/HR 3289, S Rept 108-160): 
 
Like its counterpart in the House, the Senate Appropriations Committee did not elect to 
provide any new funds in its supplemental funding bill for WMD threat reduction efforts 
in Russia or the other former Soviet nations.  The Committee reported out its bill on 
September 30. 
 
Senate floor action on the supplemental appropriations bill: 
 
The Senate opened debate on the supplemental funding bill on October 1.  Over the 
following two weeks, a range of amendments were offered, including one (SA 1840) 
sponsored by Senator Feinstein (D-CA) pertaining to removals of nuclear materials from 
vulnerable international facilities. 
 
The Feinstein amendment, offered on October 15, consisted of several components: 
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First, it would have established the urgency of nuclear material security though a sense of 
Congress finding that the removal of nuclear weapons usable materials from vulnerable 
sites around the world should be a top priority for achieving the national security of the 
United States.” 
 
Second, the amendment called for establishment of a Department of Energy Task Force 
on Nuclear Material Removal to undertake nuclear material removals from the most 
vulnerable locations.  The Task Force would be required to consult with and draw on the 
capabilities of other government agencies, such as the Department of State and the 
Defense Department.  Finally, it would have authority to utilize funds for a variety of 
activities to facilitate nuclear material clean-outs, including transportation of the 
materials, installation of temporary security upgrades around the stockpiles, purchase of 
the materials, conversion of the materials to non-weapons usable forms, and any other 
incentives necessary to facilitate the removals and secure host country cooperation.  
Funding could also be used to upgrade security systems at sites in the U.S. or other 
countries that are willing to accept the materials. 
 
Lastly, SA 1840 required a report from the Secretary of Energy next year indicating the 
highest priority sites for nuclear material removals, including a strategic plan with 
specific milestones and metrics for completing these clean-outs, and offering 
recommendations for any other legislative actions needed for the U.S. to facilitate 
international nuclear material removals.  The amendment would have provided $40.0 
million in fiscal year 2004 to conduct this program of nuclear material cleanouts. 
 
Due to competition with other amendments and an expedited schedule for the bill, the 
Feinstein amendment was never debated on the floor, and not put to a vote.  The Senate 
wrapped up its version of the supplemental on October 17. 
 
Conference action: 
 
The conferees produced a report (108-337) reconciling differences between the House 
and Senate bills on October 30.  The conference report, like both the engrossed House 
and Senate bills, did not touch on issues relating to cooperative threat reduction.  The 
House adopted the conference report on October 30, with the Senate following suit on 
November 3.  President Bush signed the measure into law on November 6 (public law 
108-106). 
 
--------------------------- 
FY 2003 Wartime Supplemental Appropriations 
--------------------------- 
 
On March 25, 2003, President Bush submitted a supplemental fiscal year 2003 funding 
request to support military operations in Iraq, expand homeland defense activities, and 
provide humanitarian and reconstruction assistance in post-war Iraq and related activities.  
The total size of the proposal was approximately $74.7 billion. 
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Contained within this package was a request – mirroring a proposal offered in 2002 by 
Senator Lugar (R-IN), and included in the Senate version of the Fiscal Year 2003 
National Defense Authorization Act – giving the President the authority to utilize up to 
$50 million in existing or prior-year Cooperative Threat Reduction funds, each year in 
FY 2003 and 2004, to pursue proliferation threat reduction activities outside of the former 
Soviet Union.  At this point in time, the law restricted the use of CTR funds in countries 
outside Russia and other ex-Soviet Republics.  This provision would allow threat 
reduction-style activities to be implemented in securing and destroying Iraqi WMD 
inventories, for example, or in other countries and areas that would further U.S. 
nonproliferation objectives. 
 
The President’s supplemental proposal did not, however, request any new funding for the 
CTR program, or for similar threat reduction programs in other U.S. agencies. 
 
House of Representatives action: 
 
On April 1, 2003, the House Appropriations Committee unanimously approved its 
version of the bill (H.R. 1559; H. Rept. 108-55).  While the Appropriations Committee 
provided an additional $3.2 billion to the President’s overall request, it did not approve 
the provision that would have permitted use of CTR funding for projects outside of the 
former Soviet Union.  Furthermore, none of the additional funding provided by the 
Committee would go towards U.S.-FSU nonproliferation activities.  House floor debate 
on the bill commenced April 3.  Floor amendments were offered by both Rep. David 
Obey (D-WI), ranking Democrat on the House Appropriations Committee and Rep. Ellen 
Tauscher (D-CA) on issues relating threat reduction in the former Soviet States. 
 
The Obey amendment (H. Amdt. 30), would have provided $175 million in unallocated 
funds for DOE’s nuclear nonproliferation activities in both the United States and abroad.  
In addition, the Obey amendment would have authorized the Energy Department’s 
MPC&A program to initiate activities in countries outside of the former Soviet republics 
to improve the security and control of weapons-usable nuclear materials and to enhance 
export controls and border security procedures against the smuggling of such materials.  
This authorization would have applied only to the funding provided through this 
supplemental bill or any prior appropriations acts.  Following its introduction, the Obey 
amendment was ruled out of order, and floor debate on it did not proceed. 
 
Representative Tauscher’s amendment (H. Amdt. 35) was presented in two parts:  The 
first provision would have partially restored the request made by President Bush in his 
supplemental request, in that Tauscher would have allowed the administration to use up 
to $50 million in existing prior year CTR balances for threat reduction and 
nonproliferation projects outside of the former Soviet Union during FY 2003.  The 
President’s request would have authorized use of up to $50 million in both FY 2003 and 
2004.  The House Appropriations Committee did not include this request in the bill it 
produced. 
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The second half of Tauscher’s amendment would have mirrored language in the Senate 
Appropriations Committee bill (see below) providing $20 million to DOE for Second 
Line of Defense program activities outside of the former Soviet Union, and $35 million 
for MPC&A efforts in non-FSU regions, including Iraq. 
 
Recognizing that a point of order would be raised against her amendment and that it 
would not be allowed to proceed, Rep. Tauscher withdrew it immediately following brief 
introductory remarks. 
 
The House version of the supplemental funding bill cleared the House the evening of 
April 3 without adopting any new language relevant to U.S.-Russian threat reduction 
efforts. 
 
Senate action: 
 
The Senate Appropriations Committee also promptly completed action on its version of 
the funding bill (S. 762; S. Rept. 108-33), reporting it out of committee on April 1.  
Senate floor action got underway on April 2, concluding on April 3. 
 
The Committee’s bill authorized the use of CTR funds to expand activities outside of the 
former Soviet Union, but modified the President’s proposal in two ways:  First, it would 
have allowed the President authority for only one year, during fiscal year 2003, instead of 
the two year provision that was sought.  Second, it subjected this expanded authority to 
the existing CTR requirement that Congress be notified 15 days in advance of any 
funding obligation. 
 
In addition, Senate appropriators provided the DOE “Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation” 
account a total of $55 million in additional funds.  However, none of these supplemental 
resources would have been available for projects in the former Soviet states.  Instead, $20 
million of the total was provided for Second Line of Defense activities – which includes 
training and equipment for border security forces to prevent nuclear smuggling – for non-
FSU countries.  The remaining $35 million was approved for MPC&A activities outside 
of the FSU as well, for security and disposition of source materials that may be recovered 
in Iraq, for MPC&A activities in South Asia, and nuclear export control development in 
regions of concern. 
 
This language was superseded by a floor amendment offered on April 2 by Senator Harry 
Reid (D-NV), with Sens. Clinton, Lieberman, Schumer, and Stabenow co-sponsoring, to 
substantially increase funding for nuclear weapons and materials security in the United 
States and around the world.  Contained within this amendment was a proposal to 
appropriate $300 million for DOE’s Nuclear Nonproliferation account.  The bulk of this 
$300 million would have been allocated to the development and deployment of nuclear 
detection devices at “mega seaports” around the world, and for a number of activities not 
directly related to the former Soviet republics.  But some funds were designated for 
warhead security assistance to the Russian Strategic Rocket Forces – a new area of 
cooperation between DOE’s MPC&A program and Russia – and for international export 
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control cooperation, among other areas where U.S.-FSU nonproliferation cooperation 
could be extended. 
 
In the face of uncertain support for such a large package, however, Senator Reid’s 
amendment was subsequently withdrawn on April 3, and a stripped-down version of the 
proposal was reintroduced (senate amendment SA 490) by Senator Reid with co-
sponsorship from Senator Domenici (R-NM).  The revised package provided a total of 
$150 million in additional funding for the DOE nonproliferation activities, preserving $5 
million for international export controls, but eliminating the additional resources for 
cooperative work with the Russian Strategic Rocket Forces. 
 
The Reid-Domenici amendment was adopted later that day with other amendments en 
bloc as part of the floor manager’s amendment (SA 522, sponsored by Senator Stevens 
(R-AK)) to S. 762. 
 
All of the additional funds provided for nonproliferation programs by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, via Senate floor amendments, and in the conference 
agreement are illustrated in the table below. 
 

Additional Funds for DOE Nonproliferation Programs in the  
Wartime Supplemental Bill (S. 762) 

Provision Senate 
Committee 
Mark-up 

SA 440 SA 490/ 
SA 522 

Conference 
Report 

Second Line of Defense in non-FSU states $20.0 million N/A N/A N/A 
MPC&A activities in non-FSU countries $35 million N/A N/A N/A 
Development and deployment of nuclear detectors 
at “mega seaports” 

---- $135.0 million $84.0 million $84.0 million 

Detection and deterrence of radiological dispersal 
devices 

---- $40.0 million $17.0 million $17.0 million 

Nonproliferation assistance to non-FSU countries ---- $20.0 million $17.0 million $15.0 million 
Nonproliferation forensics and attribution ---- $20.0 million ---- ---- 
Nonproliferation verification programs ---- $15.0 million 

(incl. $2.5 
million for 
Caucasus  
Seismic 
Network) 

$15.0 million 
(incl. $2.5 
million for 
Caucasus  
Seismic 
Network) 

$15.0 million 
(incl. $2.5 
million for 
Caucasus  
Seismic 
Network) 

Assistance to Russian Strategic Rocket Forces ---- $12.0 million ---- ---- 
Packaging and disposition of Iraqi nuclear materials ---- $10.0 million $5.0 million $5.0 million 
Nuclear material detection devices ---- $10.0 million $5.0 million $5.0 million 
Lower-yield nuclear detection ---- $10.0 million ---- ---- 
Nuclear material characterization ---- $10.0 million ---- ---- 
Radionuclide deployable analysis system ---- $5.0 million ---- ---- 
U.S. nuclear export control security ---- $5.0 million ---- ---- 
International export control cooperation ---- $5.0 million $5.0 million $5.0 million 
Proliferation analyses in post-war Iraq ---- $2.0 million ---- ---- 
Vulnerability assessments of spent fuel casks ---- $1.0 million $2.0 million $2.0 million 

TOTAL $55.0 million $300.0 
million 

$150.0 million $148.0 
million 
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Conference committee action: 
 
A conference committee convened the week of April 7, to reconcile differences in the 
House and Senate bills, with the aim of providing the President an approved package 
before Congress adjourned for Spring recess.  The Senate “deemed” the conference 
report (108-76) approved on April 11, while the House approved the conference report on 
April 12, in a rare Saturday session. 
 
The conferenced bill excluded the modified Senate language allowing the President to 
use unobligated fiscal year 2003 CTR funds for activities outside of the former Soviet 
Union.  In addition, it trims $2 million from the $150 million approved by the Senate for 
DOE’s Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation activities.  The cut was made to the $17 million 
endorsed in the Senate bill for nonproliferation activities in countries other than the 
former Soviet Union. 
 
By April 12, both congressional chambers had agreed to the conference report, clearing 
the bill for the President’s signature, which was enacted into law on April 16. 
 
--------------------------- 
Other Legislation (in reverse chronological order) 
--------------------------- 
 
S. Con. Res. 85/H. Con. Res. 336 – Sense of Congress conditioning Russia’s 
participation in the Group of 8 nations.  This resolution was introduced in both 
chambers in identical form by Senators McCain (R-AZ) and Lieberman (D-CT) and 
Representatives Lantos (D-CA) and Cox (R-CA), on November 21, 2003.  The 
resolution, though considered to be largely symbolic, excoriates the Russian 
government’s behavior in a number of areas, including the stifling of civil and individual 
liberties, suppression of the independent media, selective application of the law for 
political purposes, and atrocities against civilians in Chechnya.  The non-binding 
legislation encourages the United States to link Russia’s continued participation in the G-
8 processes on its adoption of and adherence to a range of norms and practices of free, 
democratic countries, including: governance through rule of law; support for a free and 
independent media; development of an independent judiciary system; protection of 
human rights; and an open political system that embraces freedom of expression and 
association.  The legislation was referred to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and 
the House International Relations Committee, and has not advanced further at this time.  
Because of Russia’s participation in the G-8 Global Partnership Against the Spread of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction, there could be significant nonproliferation consequences 
if the legislation were to be transformed into a stronger, more binding measure. 
 
H.R. 6 – Energy Policy bill.  While this legislation – which resulted in a conference 
agreement that was approved by the House but not the Senate – was oriented primarily 
toward issues associated with domestic energy supply, conservation, and R&D, there 
were several provisions which could have impacted nonproliferation activities between 
the United States and Russia, including the following: 
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• The House committee version of the energy bill contained a provision requiring a 

report from the Secretary of Energy on recommendations for reducing risks of 
highly-enriched uranium (HEU) theft or diversion (based on a bill sponsored by 
Reps. Deutsch (D-FL) and Markey (D-MA) earlier in the year.  See HR 795, 
below).  The introduced version of the bill required the report evaluate a variety 
of activities that could contribute to HEU security, including accelerated 
downblending, accelerating conversion of reactors utilizing HEU, increased 
monitoring and nuclear facilities, and purchase and removal of HEU from 
facilities, among others.  As the result of a successful floor amendment (H. Amdt. 
75) offered by Rep. Nadler (D-NY), this list of scenarios to be studied in the 
report was expanded, to include opportunities for accelerating the purchase of 
Russian plutonium and HEU.  There is no corresponding provision in the Senate 
version of the energy bill that would require a report from the Energy Department 
on ways to minimize HEU diversion risks. 

 
• The House legislation also included language amending existing law, and 

allowing the export of highly-enriched uranium to foreign research reactors for 
use as “targets” in the production of medical isotopes.  This provision would have 
relaxed existing law governing U.S. HEU exports, but would still require 
assurances that the recipient country is using the material solely for medical 
isotope production, and that the reactors utilizing the HEU as targets are powered 
by low-enriched fuels, or are committed to an agreement with the U.S. to 
ultimately convert that reactor to LEU fuel use.  Some opponents have argued that 
this provision would undermine U.S. government efforts to convince U.S.-
supplied research reactors to convert to non-HEU fuels.  It has also been argued 
that the example set by this provision would undercut programs to convert other, 
non-U.S.-supplied research reactors (such as Soviet era, Russian-supplied 
research and test reactor) and adopt low-enriched fuels.  There is no 
corresponding provision on this matter in the Senate’s bill. 

 
• Lastly, the House energy bill included (in section 14030) a variant of the 

legislation sponsored by Rep. Cubin (discussed further below, HR 763) earlier in 
2003 regulating U.S. uranium inventory sales and transfers.  The original Cubin 
measure offered a specific exemption to these limits, for sales or transfers of 
uranium to Russia as may be required to sustain the 1993 HEU Purchase 
Agreement.  The Energy bill deleted this specific exemption, but noted that 
authority in existing law (42 U.S.C. 2297h-10(b)) already permits such sales or 
transfers to Russia.  The Energy bill also retained language from the Cubin 
legislation requiring a security determination by the President prior to any 
uranium inventory sale or transfer, but dropped the specific requirement for a 
written review and assessment by the Department of State and the National 
Security Council.  A similar provision on the issue of uranium sales and transfer 
regulations was included in the Senate bill, though the Senate language was more 
explicit in stating that future uranium inventory sales or transfers avoid impacting 
the HEU Purchase Agreement. 
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H.R. 3173 – Nuclear Terrorist Threat Reduction Act.  Introduced September 24, 2003 
by Rep. Jerrold Nadler (D-NY), with Reps. Corrine Brown (D-FL), Conyers (D-MI), 
Frost (D-TX), Markey (D-MA), Owens (D-NY), Schakowsky (D-IL), and Slaughter (D-
NY) co-sponsoring.  Referred to House Committee on International Relations.  [Was 
intended to be offered as an amendment during debate on the House energy bill (H.R. 6), 
but the amendment was not ruled in order.] 
 
The main purpose of this bill was to authorize and direct the Secretary of Energy to 
purchase or otherwise secure excess Russian plutonium and highly-enriched uranium.  In 
particular, the bill authorized a total of $30 billion in appropriations for a range of nuclear 
security activities in Russia, corresponding to the “outline of proposed spending” 
recommended in the January 2001 report of the Secretary of Energy Advisory Board 
Russia Task Force (often referred to colloquially as the “Baker-Cutler Commission” 
report).  The breakdown of the funding was: 
 
• $3.0 billion to purchase and place in secure storage up to 100 tons of excess 

Russian plutonium 
• $1.0 billion to convert Russian plutonium warhead pits from metal to plutonium 

oxide forms 
• $5.0 billion to immobilize up to 100 tons of Russian plutonium 
• $4.0 billion to purchase and secure an additional 300 tons of Russian HEU 
• $7.0 billion to downblend excess HEU to lower enrichment levels. 
• $5.0 billion for a variety of security upgrades for Russian nuclear materials, 

including physical security improvements, training of personnel, and 
consolidation of material into fewer facilities. 

• $2.0 billion to facilitate downsizing of Russian nuclear weapons facilities and 
prepare them for civilian re-use. 

• $700.0 million to provide peaceful employment for nuclear scientists and workers 
• $300.0 million for replacement of Russia’s last three remaining plutonium 

production reactors 
• $2.0 billion to develop transparency and verification in U.S.-Russian 

nonproliferation efforts 
 
 
H.R. 2063 – Authorizing use of Cooperative Threat Reduction funds for projects 
and activities to address proliferation threats outside of the former Soviet Union, 
and for other purposes.  Introduced May 9, 2003 by Representative Adam Schiff (D-
CA), with Reps. Sherrod Brown (D-OH), Case (D-HI), Dingell (D-MI), Frank (D-MA), 
Frost (D-TX), Stephanie Jones (D-OH), Larsen (D-WA), McDermott (D-WA), Spratt (D-
SC), Watson (D-CA), and Wexler (D-FL) co-sponsoring.  Referred to House Committee 
on International Relations.  Nor further action to date.  [Aspects of the issue addressed by 
this bill were adopted in the Fiscal Year 2004 National Defense Authorization Act, 
discussed above.] 
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Similar in respects to other provisions that have been put forward in earlier legislation, 
and the provision contained in the Senate version of the FY 2004 defense authorization 
act, this bill sought primarily to allow the Secretary of Defense to use unobligated 
Cooperative Threat Reduction program funds (from before fiscal year 2003) for threat 
reduction projects outside the FSU.  The bill would have allowed up to $50.0 million to 
be utilized, provided that – in language nearly identical to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee bill – the projects are geared toward resolving “critical emerging proliferation 
threats” or permit the U.S. to “take advantage of opportunities to achieve long-standing 
nonproliferation goals.”  The Schiff bill also included a requirement that funds for these 
projects be drawn from the available balances of a range of CTR project areas, so that no 
one project is adversely affected.  The bill also contained a number of details on the 
notification requirements and obligation limits, as well as reporting requirements should 
this provision be exercised. 
 
H.R. 1719 – The Nuclear Security Initiative Act of 2003.  Introduced April 10, 2003 
by Representative Curt Weldon (R-PA), with 23 co-sponsors:  Reps. Abercrombie (D-
HI), Bartlett (R-MD), Bereuter (R-NE), Corinne Brown (D-FL), Cox (R-CA), Cramer 
(D-AL), Edwards (D-TX), Farr (D-CA), Alcee Hastings (D-FL), Hoyer (D-MD), Leach 
(R-IA), McHugh (R-NY), Ortiz (D-TX), Reyes (D-TX), Shays (R-CT), Sherwood (R-
PA), Nick Smith (R-MI), Souder (R-IN), Spratt (D-SC), Stearns (R-FL), Tauscher (D-
CA), Charles Taylor (R-NC), and Joe Wilson (R-SC).  Referred to House Committee on 
International Relations.  [A variation of this bill was adopted in the House FY 2004 
Defense Authorization bill, and some provisions were retained in the final version of the 
bill signed into law.  See above.] 
 
The purpose of this bill, broadly, was to expand and accelerate cooperation between the 
United States and the republics of the former Soviet Union in the area of WMD threat 
reduction, to increase oversight of U.S. programs engaged in this area, and to promote 
other aspects of expanded U.S.-Russian cooperation. 
 
The legislation consists of 18 sections, divided into four broad titles, including:  funding 
and other enhancements for U.S.-FSU nonproliferation cooperation; provisions relating 
to the oversight of threat reduction efforts; opportunities for expanding U.S.-Russian 
relations; and other provisions. 
 
Section 101:  Authorized a total of $40 million, in addition to any other appropriation, for 
FY 2004 and 2005 to accelerate the Energy’s Department’s MPC&A program in Russia 
and to extend these activities to other countries outside of the FSU.  This provision would 
have facilitated the removal of weapons-usable nuclear materials from vulnerable 
facilities worldwide, including authorizing use of funds for incentives to promote host 
country cooperation. 
 
Section 102:  Authorized an additional $35 million over two years to DOE’s Russian 
Transition Initiative program to enhance work with Russia in accelerating the shut-down 
of its nuclear weapons production facilities. 
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Section 103:  Authorized a two-year appropriation of a total of $60 million to conduct 
expanded work with Russia and the other post-Soviet states in securing facilities with 
materials that could be used in radiological bombs. 
 
Section 104:  Authorized a total additional $40 million for FY 2004 and 2005 to further 
implement existing efforts aimed at increasing the consolidation and down-blending of 
Russian HEU inventories.  This accelerated HEU disposition effort was authorized in the 
FY 2003 national defense authorization act (sec. 3157, P.L. 107-314). 
 
Section 105:  Authorized, for FY 2004 and 2005, a total of $60 million in additional 
funding for WMD anti-smuggling assistance programs in Russia and the FSU led by the 
Department of Energy. 
 
Section 106:  Conveyed a series of positive findings related to the Initiatives for 
Proliferation Prevention and the Nuclear Cities Initiative (which constitute the DOE’s 
Russian Transition Initiatives program), and authorized a total of $60 million in 
additional funds for these efforts in FY 2004 and 2005. 
 
Section 107:  Authorized creation of a new “Silk Road Initiative,” to assist former WMD 
scientists and workers in the nations of Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan in transitioning to peaceful alternative 
employment.  This provision included language that the initiative should incorporate 
“best practices” of the IPP program in developing commercial partnerships between these 
scientists and the U.S. private sector.  This section indicated a sense of Congress that the 
Silk Road Initiative should begin on a pilot basis in one of the countries, preferably the 
Republic of Georgia, before being implemented in multiple Silk Road states.  A total 
appropriation of $30 million was authorized for this initiative during FY 2004 and 2005. 
 
Section 108:  Established a congressional finding that the existing “NATO Science for 
Peace program” that sponsors scientific research in the former Warsaw Pact nations and 
Soviet Union has not led to the commercialization of program results or creation of 
sustainable technical jobs.  The bill authorized a total appropriation of $1.5 million for 
FY 2004 and 2005 to the Defense Department to assist this program in developing 
current and future NATO Science for Peace projects that have commercialization 
potential. 
 
Section 201:  Required the Secretary of Energy, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Defense, to analyze the effect that a range of congressional oversight measures have had 
on FSU threat reduction and nonproliferation programs.  Subsequent to this analysis, the 
Energy Secretary should submit a report to Congress by November 1, 2004 that identifies 
and describes the purpose of each congressional oversight measure, and whether each 
measure should be retained, amended, or repealed, along with explanations of the 
underlying rationale for each recommendation. 
 
Section 202:  Required an annual report at the end of each calendar year from the 
Secretary of Energy, prepared in consultation with the Secretary of Defense, on the use of 
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funds by FSU threat reduction and nonproliferation programs.  In many respects this 
report would have been comparable to existing annual reports required of the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction program, though this bill would not repeal the separate CTR reporting 
requirement.  The report proposed in this section of the bill was to include a number of 
details on the use of threat reduction and nonproliferation funds, including:  the amounts 
of funding obligated and expended on these activities, the purpose of these expenditures, 
forms of assistance provided and the justification for each, the successes of each activity, 
descriptions of involvement by other federal agencies and the private sector in these 
efforts, and any other information the Energy Secretary deems appropriate.  In addition, 
the report was to provide information on Russian financial commitments to these 
programs, the U.S. plan of action for ensuring that Russia continues its financial support 
to these efforts at or more than FY 2003 levels, and a description of the access provided 
by Russia to the facilities where cooperative nonproliferation assistance is intended to be 
utilized. 
 
Section 203:  Required the President to submit a comprehensive plan by June 2004 for 
securing and destroying chemical and biological weapons and related materials in Russia 
and the former Soviet states, and for preventing outflow of technologies and materials 
that could be used to develop these weapons.  The plan should identify: specific goals and 
milestones toward these ends, any obstacles to those objectives and how they can be 
overcome, the strategy for the U.S. to phase-out its contributions to these efforts over 
time, any fiscal or other resources needed to achieve these objectives by the end of FY 
2011, and any recommendations for changes in these programs or to existing laws and 
regulations affecting these programs.  This section of the bill would also have required 
the President to designate a senior official responsible for coordinating all U.S. programs 
involved in BW and CW threat reduction in the former Soviet Union. 
 
In essence, this provision would have augmented existing law (sec. 1205 of the FY 2002 
defense authorization act, P.L. 107-107), which required a similar plan to be developed 
for U.S.-led nuclear nonproliferation efforts in the FSU.  This section of the Weldon 
legislation would have extended reporting requirements on the Administration pertaining 
to the implementation of both the nuclear and the CW/BW plans. 
 
Section 301:  Declared that the United States and Russia should work jointly to establish 
comprehensive inventories and data exchanges on both countries’ nuclear weapons and 
weapon grade material stockpiles, including tactical warheads and other warheads that 
are no longer operationally deployed.  Within a year of enactment of this bill, and each 
year thereafter until these inventories are created and relevant information is being 
exchanged between the U.S. and Russia, the President was directed to submit a progress 
report to Congress. 
 
Section 302:  Formally established a “Nuclear Threat Reduction Working Group” to 
foster inter-parliamentary dialogue and meetings between the U.S. Congress and the 
Russian Duma on relevant cooperative nonproliferation and security activities.  
Membership of this working group would consist of 10 Senators and 30 members from 
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the House of Representative, to be selected by the majority leadership in consultation 
with the minority leaders in each chamber. 
 
Section 303:  Called for the United States to take the lead, in conjunction with NATO, to 
foster a cooperative relationship with Russia in the development and deployment of 
theater-level ballistic missile defenses (TMD).  The purpose of this cooperation would be 
to promote greater transparency and confidence between the two nations, and to 
contribute to the development of new strategic framework between both countries that 
moves away from the concept of “mutual assured destruction.”  The main product 
required under this section would have been a report from the President on the feasibility 
of increased U.S.-Russian cooperation in the TMD area, including recommendations 
from DOD and the missile defense agency, a threat assessment, and an analysis of 
possible benefits to U.S. missile defense programs. 
 
Section 304:  Stipulated that it is U.S. policy to encourage joint efforts with Russia in 
reducing possible miscalculations that could lead to accidental or unintentional Russian 
nuclear attack.  Toward this end, the U.S. should encourage work with Russia to increase 
the reliability of its missile early warning system, including the Russian-American 
Observation Satellite (RAMOS), and other programs to provide Russia reliable 
information on missile launches anywhere in the world.  This section directed the 
Secretary of Defense to ensure that adequate funding is provided to continue the RAMOS 
program during FY 2004 and 2005. 
 
Section 305:  Noted the desires of Edward Teller and Igor Kurchatov, who were leading 
figures in the nuclear weapons programs of both countries, to re-direct the nations of the 
world away from war, and toward peaceful uses of nuclear energy.  This section would 
have authorized a “Teller-Kurchatov Alliance for Peace” program that would engage the 
U.S. national security laboratories, the Kurchatov Institute in Russia, and Russian 
laboratories in the Ministry of Atomic Energy in efforts to cooperatively develop and 
promote peaceful, safe, and environmentally sensitive uses of nuclear energy.  A total of 
$5.0 million is authorized for FY 2004 and 2005 for this venture. 
 
Section 306:  Authorized the DOE’s Administrator for Nuclear Security to award 
international nuclear nonproliferation exchanges, to be known as “Teller-Kurchatov 
Fellowships,” to scientists employed at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and 
the Kurchatov Institute in Russia.  The fellowship would have been extended to one 
scientist at each institute who show particular promise in making contributions to the 
nonproliferation field.  It would have included an exchange of the two scientists for a 
limited duration of study and training between Livermore and Kurchatov.  Funding 
would have been provided through available balances for DOE Defense Nuclear 
Nonproliferation programs. 
 
Section 401:  Issued a sense of Congress that the United States should attempt to initiate 
discussions between the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in the area of 
international nuclear and radiological security and potential new sources of financing 
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(including debt swaps) for these efforts.  These discussions should also explore possible 
contributions that can be made in support of the G-8 Global Partnership Against the 
Spread of Weapons on Mass Destruction.  Within a year of enactment of this provision, 
the President was to have reported on the efforts the U.S. has made to initiate the IAEA-
OECD discussions, the results of those efforts, and any plans for further dialogue 
between these entities on these issues. 
 

Table II: Funding Authorizations in the Nuclear Security Initiative Act of 2003 
Program/Activity FY 2004 and 2005, for existing 

programs, in addition to other 
funding 

FY 2004 and 2005, 
funding for new 
initiatives 

Acceleration and expansion of 
MPC&A 

$40.0 million ---- 

Accelerated closure of Russian 
nuclear weapons plants (RTI) 

$35.0 million ---- 

Radiological material security $60.0 million ---- 
Accelerated disposition of HEU $40.0 million ---- 
FSU border security, anti-smuggling 
of WMD 

$60.0 million ---- 

Enhanced Russian Transition 
Initiative 

$60.0 million ---- 

Silk Road Initiative ---- $30.0 million 
NATO Science for Peace ---- $1.5 million 
Teller-Kurchatov Alliance for Peace ---- $5.0 million 

Total $295.0 million $36.5 million 
Grand Total $331.5 million 

 
 
S. Res. 90 – Expressing the sense of the Senate that the Senate strongly supports the 
nonproliferation programs of the United States.  Introduced March 17, 2003 by 
Senator Byrd (D-WV), with Senators Lugar (R-IN) and Akaka (D-HI) co-sponsoring.  
Referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, and ordered to be reported with an 
amendment favorably on June 26.  Adopted by unanimous consent in the Senate June 27, 
2003. 
 
This bill consisted of three principal findings, followed by three Sense of the Senate 
items. 
 
The findings (“Whereas”) section noted that (1) the Treaty on U.S.-Russian Strategic 
Offensive Reductions will result in the drawdown of thousands of nuclear weapons by 
the end of 2012; (2) the lack of effective security and control over WMD remains a grave 
concern to all countries threatened by terrorism, especially following the September 11 
terrorist attacks; and (3) despite some improvement in cooperation at the “highest-levels” 
of the Russian government, the actions of various Russian officials and agencies has been 
counterproductive, by barring the United States access to facilities and information 
related to cooperative nonproliferation programs. 
 
The bill then declared three items to be of particular importance, constituting a “sense of 
the Senate”: 
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• That the Senate strongly supports the nonproliferation programs of the 

Departments of Defense, Energy, and State aimed at reducing the nuclear, 
chemical, and biological proliferation risks in Russia and elsewhere; 

• That Russia must continue to improve U.S. access to facilities and share 
information with the United States in order for these programs to come to “a 
successful and timely conclusion”; 

• That the U.S. should “redouble” its efforts to fully implement the DOE, DOD, 
and State Department nonproliferation programs, and ensure that these efforts are 
under effective management and properly utilizing appropriated funds. 

 
S. Res. 77 – Expressing the sense of the Senate on the grave threats posed by WMD, 
the need for a comprehensive strategy to address this threat, and the principles that 
should underpin this strategy.  Introduced March 5, 2003 by Senator Daschle (D-SD).  
Senators Akaka (D-HI), Biden (D-DE), Bingaman (D-NM), Boxer (D-CA), Breaux (D-
LA), Byrd (D-WV), Cantwell (D-WA), Carper (D-DE), Clinton (D-NY), Corzine (D-NJ), 
Dayton (D-MN), Dodd (D-CT), Dorgan (D-ND), Durbin (D-IL), Edwards (D-NC), 
Feingold (D-WI), Feinstein (D-CA), Harkin (D-IA), Jeffords (I-VT), Johnson (D-SD), 
Kennedy (D-MA), Kerry (D-MA), Kohl (D-WI), Landrieu (D-LA), Lautenberg (D-NJ), 
Leahy (D-VT), Levin (D-MI), Lieberman (D-CT), Mikulski (D-MD), Murray (D-WA), 
Ben Nelson (D-NE), Pryor (D-AR), Reed (D-RI), Reid (D-NV), Rockefeller (D-NY), 
Sarbanes (D-MD), Schumer (D-NY), Wyden (D-OR) co-sponsoring.  Referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations.  No further action to date. 
 
Following a series of findings that underscore the threat to the United States posed by 
weapons of mass destruction, this resolution outlined the key elements and broad 
contours of the Senate Democratic vision of a “comprehensive and robust 
nonproliferation strategy,” including the following components: 
 
• Establishment of a broad international nonproliferation coalition; 
• Preventing theft or diversion of chemical weapons, by greatly accelerating efforts 

to destroy these weapons under the terms of the CWC and by strengthening and 
enforcing existing agreements on the elimination or limitation of nuclear, 
chemical, and biological weapons; 

• Reinforcing the international export control system and commencement of 
negotiations on a protocol to interdict weapons of mass destruction and related 
delivery systems; 

• Engaging in immediate talks with North Korea in coordination with regional 
allies to end the DPRK’s nuclear and long-range missile programs; 

• Elimination of excess nuclear weapons in Russia and providing security for 
Russian nuclear materials by the end of the decade, including funding for DOE 
nonproliferation programs at the level recommended by the Baker-Cutler 
commission and expanded funding for the Cooperative Threat Reduction program 
at DOD; 

• Expansion of the CTR program to assist non-former Soviet countries in reducing 
and securing their nuclear stockpiles; 
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• Providing adequate funding for U.S. homeland defense, including sufficient 
resources for state, local, and tribal governments to hire, equip, and train “first 
responders” to a domestic WMD attack or other terrorist incident; and 

• Pursuing transparency measures to enhance detection of nuclear weapons 
activities internationally. 

 
H.R. 763 – To provide for the disposition of United States Government uranium 
inventories.  Introduced February 13, 2003 by Rep. Barbara Cubin (R-WY).  No co-
sponsors.  Referred to the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, with subsequent 
referral to the Subcommittee on Energy and Air Quality.  [A variant of this bill was 
included in the House version of the Energy Policy Act, H.R. 6, discussed above.] 
 
This legislation would have amended the USEC Privatization Act, and set annual limits 
on the U.S. Government sales or transfers of its uranium inventory, as follows:  Through 
2009, no more than 3 million pounds of U3O8 equivalent per year; no more than 5 
million pounds U3O8 equivalent in 2010 and 2011; no more than 7 million pounds U3O8 
equivalent in 2012; and no more than 10 million pounds U3O8 equivalent in 2013 and 
each year thereafter. 
 
The legislation would have provided a number of exemptions to these provisions, 
including the sale or transfer of any natural uranium in order to maintain implementation 
of the Russian HEU Purchase Agreement. 
 
The bill would also have required several conditions be met and reviews be conducted 
prior to any uranium sales or transfers, including the solicitation of written views by the 
Energy Secretary from the State Department and National Security Council as to whether 
the transactions would have any adverse impact on U.S. national security, including the 
HEU Purchase Agreement with Russia.  Moreover, the uranium transfers and sales could 
only proceed if neither the NSC nor the State Department object. 
 
H.R. 795 – To require the Secretary of Energy to develop a plan to decrease the 
threat resulting from the theft or diversion of highly enriched uranium.  Introduced 
February 13, 2003 by Rep. Peter Deutsch (D-FL).  Representative Markey (D-MA) co-
sponsoring.  Referred to the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, with 
subsequent referral to the Subcommittee on Energy and Air Quality.  [This provision was 
adopted in the House committee version of the energy policy bill (HR 6, referenced 
above), and subsequently augmented by a floor amendment sponsored by Rep. Nadler.] 
 
This bill would have amended the 1974 Energy Reorganization Act to require the 
Secretary of Energy to provide the Congress within six months of the legislation’s 
enactment a plan for lowering the risks of possible theft or diversion of highly-enriched 
uranium (HEU).  The legislation did not specify whether the plan should be confined 
only to domestic U.S. HEU sources, or whether it should also address global stocks of 
this material. 
 
The proposed plan would have been used describe efforts in seven different areas: 
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• Monitoring of HEU supplies at any commercial companies with access to 

“substantial amounts” of uranium; 
• Assistance that could be provided to these companies for security upgrades and 

personnel background checks; 
• Accelerating the blend-down of HEU to lower enriched, non-weapons-usable 

forms; 
• Purchasing HEU stocks; 
• Paying the cost of shipping for HEU stocks to more secure facilities; 
• Accelerating the conversion of research reactors currently utilizing HEU fuels to 

low-enriched fuel types; and 
• Minimizing further enrichment of uranium to highly-enriched levels, and 

encouraging greater transparency in these processes. 
 
H.R. 182 – Threat Reduction Implementation Act of 2003.  Introduced January 7, 
2003 by Rep. Adam Schiff (D-CA).  Representatives Bereuter (R-NE), Berman (D-CA), 
Brown (D-OH), Cardoza (D-CA), Crowley (D-NY), Edwards (D-TX), Frank (D-MA), 
Harman (D-CA), Hoeffel (D-PA), Eddie Bernice Johnson (D-TX), Larsen (D-WA), 
Barbara Lee (D-CA), McDermott (D-WA), Shays (R-CT), Adam Smith (D-WA), Snyder 
(D-AR), Spratt (D-SC), Tauscher (D-CA), Waxman (D-CA), Woolsey (D-CA) and 
Delegate Norton (D-DC) co-sponsoring.  Referred to the House Armed Services 
Committee and the Committee on International Relations.  [Aspects of the issues 
addressed by this legislation – specifically the waiver for the chemical weapons 
destruction facility in Russia – were addressed in the FY 2004 National Defense 
Authorization Act, discussed above.] 
 
The purpose of this legislation was simple and straightforward:  to provide permanent 
authority to the President to waive the certification criteria for nations to receive 
Cooperative Threat Reduction assistance and other assistance under the Freedom Support 
Act.  The bill amended Sec. 1306 of the fiscal year (FY) 2003 National Defense 
Authorization Act – which provides a presidential waiver for fiscal years 2003, 2004, and 
2005 – by making the authority permanent, but did not amend other provisions of that 
section requiring the President to justify the waiver in writing and submit a report on the 
plan to encourage the states needing the exemption to come into compliance with the 
certification criteria. 
 
H.R. 182 would also have made permanent the authority to the President to waive the 
restrictions on the use of funds for construction of a chemical weapons destruction 
facility in Shchuch’ye, Russia. 
 
S. 6 – To Enhance Homeland Security and for Other Purposes.  Introduced January 7, 
2003 by Senator Daschle (D-SD).  Senators Akaka (D-HI), Biden (D-DE), Clinton (D-
NY), Corzine (D-NJ), Durbin (D-IL), Jeffords (I-VT), Tim Johnson (D-SD), Kennedy 
(D-MA), Leahy (D-VT), Levin (D-MI), Lieberman (D-CT), Mikulski (D-MD), Murray 
(D-WA), Bill Nelson (D-FL), Reid (D-NV), Rockefeller (D-WV), Schumer (D-NY), 
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Sarbanes (D-MD), and Stabenow (D-MI) co-sponsoring.  Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary.  No further action to date. 
 
Title IX of this bill addressed a range of issues relating to the security and 
nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  The provisions of Title IX are 
explained by section below: 
 
Section 901:  Established a “sense of Congress” on the potential global threat of 
radiological and nuclear materials – other than highly-enriched uranium and plutonium – 
and encouraged the President to develop and carry out a program to minimize these 
threats in consultation with other G-8 nations.  In addition, the State Department was 
instructed – in consultation with the Energy Department and the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission – to implement a program to secure, consolidate, and eliminate these 
materials that are located outside of the United States. 
 
This section defined specific elements of the proposed program, including: a 
prioritization of materials; estimates of the number of sites where radiological materials 
and nuclear waste are present; descriptions of the security upgrades required at each 
location; assessments of the costs and legal impediments to such upgrades; and the 
potential cost-sharing arrangements with other nations and entities.  One year following 
the enactment of this legislation, the State Department would have been required to 
submit a report on the program’s status, including details on the funds required to 
implement the program and the participation of other G-8 countries in this effort. 
 
Lastly, this section authorized an appropriation of $50.0 million to the State Department 
for the program, of which $10.0 million was designated for program development, and 
$40.0 million for program activities and implementation.  (Fifty percent of any unspent 
balances on the latter amount that exist after the program’s first year would have been 
restricted from obligation until there is a secured commitment from other countries to 
cover 50% of the program costs in the second year.)  In addition, $10.0 million was 
authorized for the DOE and $10.0 million for the NRC to provide technical assistance to 
the program. 
 
Section 902:  Authorized $40.0 million for the State Department to assist the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in improving safeguard activities at foreign 
nuclear facilities, as well as with its inspection and monitoring capabilities to ensure 
nations are complying with their Non-Proliferation Treaty obligations.  Funding of $35.0 
million was provided to the Energy Department to render similar assistance to the IAEA.  
Congress was to be notified by report when any obligation of this funding is made. 
 
Section 903:  Authorized the Secretary of State – in consultation with the DOD, DOE, 
NRC, IAEA, and G-8 governments – to implement and encourage international adoption 
of the IAEA physical protection standards for HEU and plutonium (INFCIRC/225/Rev.4) 
or an equivalent standard.  This provision would have allowed the use of “targeted 
incentives” to persuade countries that cannot meet the standard to relinquish their HEU 
and plutonium stocks.  Some incentives could include security upgrades to the storage 
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facilities or outright purchase and removal of the materials from the country in question, 
decommissioning of nuclear material facilities, and conversion of research reactors 
utilizing HEU to low-enriched fuel options. 
 
The bill would also have provided $60.0 million to the State Department to assist the 
IAEA in implementing the program and for funding the incentives described above.  
However, no more than $30.0 million could have been used for providing incentives until 
the IAEA achieves commitments from the international community to match or exceed 
that amount for this program. 
 
Section 904:  This section authorized an additional $20.0 million to the Energy 
Department to expand and accelerate the international nuclear material protection, 
control, and accounting (MPC&A) program.  The language gave the head of the National 
Nuclear Security Administration (DOE) the authority to use the funds for any of the 
following:  accelerating ongoing MPC&A projects; responding to emergency or 
unforeseen program needs; promoting sustainability and maintenance of installed 
MPC&A systems; or facilitating cooperative development of new security technologies 
and methodologies at sties covered by the program. 
 
Section 905:  Directed the President to begin a program within 60 days of enactment of 
the legislation to improve WMD export control systems and border security capabilities 
in Russia, former Soviet states, Eastern European countries, and any other nation deemed 
appropriate.  The Secretary of State would bear primary responsibility for coordinating 
the program, which will include the participation of the Departments of State, Defense, 
and Energy, along with the Customs Bureau, and any other federal agency the President 
considers appropriate. 
 
Representatives from each of these agencies would be designated to participate in a 
coordinating council for the program.  This council would develop a program plan that 
specifies responsibilities and budgetary requirements for each agency, and that – to the 
maximum extent possible – minimizes duplication of activities and responsibilities 
between the participating agencies. 
 
The bill authorized $50.0 million to the State Department to conduct the program, 
including authority to transfer funds to the other agencies involved in the effort in order 
to offset their costs of participating.  In addition, the bill required the President to submit 
a separate statement with the annual budget request to Congress specifying the amounts 
required by each agency to fulfill its share of the program plan. 
 
Section 906:  Directed the Secretary of Energy to work with the Russian Minister of 
Atomic Energy to work to designate one or more Russian nuclear weapons 
assembly/disassembly facilities for conversion to non-defense work.  Within two months 
of agreement on the facility to be converted, the Energy Secretary would create a 
commission – that includes U.S. and Russian representatives – to provide advice and 
recommendation on the shut-down and conversion plans for the selected facility(ies). 
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Within six months of selection of the facility, the commission would put forward a 
proposed shut-down and conversion plan for the site, which would be submitted to the 
DOE Secretary and the head of Minatom.  Within nine months, the Energy Secretary and 
the Minister of Atomic Energy would develop a final plan that spells out:  milestones for 
shut-down or conversion of the facility to alternative, peaceful work; assurances on U.S. 
access to the site to implement the plan; an estimate of the costs by the U.S. and Russia 
under the plan; a Russian commitment to contribute at least 15% to the plan; and a 
resolution of any liability or taxation issues that could impede implementation of the 
plan. 
 
Other plan elements may include:  a retraining program for facility employees; economic 
incentives to attract commercial investments in conversion of the facility; a designation 
of site preparation needs; a description of any necessary technical exchange and training 
programs; promotional or marketing plans; a designation of necessary expert advice in 
legal, business, or other matters; and needs for start-up capital, loans, grants or other 
financing. 
 
The bill authorized $60.0 million for the DOE to carry out this program – which includes 
authority to use $4.0 million for commission-related costs.  However, use of the funding 
was strictly conditioned:  no funds could be provided for conversion or shut-down of 
designated Russian facilities unless the deadlines for the commission’s proposed plan and 
the final re-use plan are both met. 
 
Section 907:  Permitted any department or agency of the U.S. government to support non-
defense research and development by nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons 
scientists in Russia and the FSU on technologies relating to environmental restoration and 
monitoring, proliferation detection, health and medicine, and energy.  Funds could not be 
utilized, however, if it is determined that the R&D being supported will pose a threat to 
U.S. interests or contribute to defense-related technologies or applications. 
 
A total of $20.0 million was provided to the State Department to make these 
determinations, and to defray the costs incurred by any department in supporting the 
R&D projects described above. 
 
Section 908:  Provided $25.0 million in additional funding to the Energy Department’s 
Initiative for Proliferation Prevention (IPP) program to be used specifically for activities 
at Russian nuclear weapon assembly/disassembly facilities targeted for shut-down or 
conversion under the program described above in section 906. 
 
Section 909:  Authorized an additional $40.0 million for the Energy Department to 
accelerate the disposition of highly-enriched uranium in Russia in accordance with the 
terms of section 3157 of the Fiscal Year 2003 National Defense Authorization Act.  
[Section 3157 allows for the U.S. to pursue options with Russia for accelerated HEU 
downblending, including the use of additional blending facilities and additional 
centralized secure storage – in buildings that have received complete MPC&A security 
upgrades – of HEU designated for downblending.  The legislation authorizes $10.0 
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million for carrying out these activities, and includes other provisions to avoid disrupting 
uranium markets and the current HEU Purchase Agreement.] 
 
Section 910:  Authorized $15.0 million in additional funding to the CTR program to 
accelerate efforts to secure and destroy former chemical weapons facilities and 
infrastructure in the former Soviet Union. 
 
Section 911:  Authorized $25.0 million in additional funding to the CTR program to 
accelerate activities centered on accounting for, securing, consolidating, and destroying 
biological materials in Russia and the former Soviet Union.  As part of these efforts, the 
Defense Department was permitted to enter into cooperative non-defense research 
agreements with former biological weapons scientists and institutes in the FSU. 
 
Section 912:  Consisted of two parts:  First, the bill required a report from the President 
within six months on issues relating to the Russian tactical nuclear weapon stockpile, 
including:  a description of the number, location, condition, and security of these 
weapons; an assessment of the threat posed by the weapons, and a plan for working 
cooperatively with Russia to secure, consolidate, and (as appropriate) dismantle its 
tactical warheads.  Secondly, based on this report, the Energy and Defense Secretaries 
were directed to work with Russia to form a joint program on the security, consolidation, 
and dismantlement of the Russian tactical nuclear weapons.  This section authorized a 
total of $50.0 million, to be divided evenly between the Energy and Defense Department, 
for activities in this area. 
 
Section 913:  This section repealed the restrictions and certification criteria for recipient 
states to receive Cooperative Threat Reduction assistance, as well as the eligibility 
criteria for states to receive assistance under the FREEDOM Support Act.  This section 
also repealed language in the FY 2000 defense authorization act prohibiting obligation or 
expenditure of funds for planning, design, or construction of a chemical weapons 
destruction facility in Russia. 
 
Finally, all funding authorized under Title IX was to remain available for the specified 
purposes until expended. 
 
S. 3121 – Nuclear and Radiological Terrorism Threat Reduction Act.  Introduced 
October 16, 2002 by Senator Biden (D-DE).  Senators Lugar (R-IN), Domenici (R-NM), 
Clinton (D-NY), Gregg (R-NH), and Schumer (D-NY) original co-sponsors.  Referred to 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.  [Although introduced in the 107th Congress, 
some modified provisions of this bill were captured in the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee’s FY 2004 Foreign Assistance Authorization Act.] 
 
This bill presented a series of findings related to the insecurity and proliferation of 
radiological and nuclear materials: that it “is feasible” for terrorists to utilize radiological 
dispersal devices (RDDs); that it “is not difficult for terrorists” to improvise a nuclear 
weapon once they acquire the requisite HEU or plutonium; that terrorist use of RDDs or 
an improvised nuclear device are “plausible” scenarios and could cause catastrophic 



 63

damage; and that the first line of defense against these risks is preventing terrorists from 
acquiring radioactive materials, HEU, plutonium or working nuclear weapons. 
 
The bill then laid out a series of responses for the United States to address these threats, 
including the following:   
 
International repositories:  Authorized the Secretary of State to propose that the IAEA 
conclude agreements with up to five countries in which each would provide temporary 
secure storage for orphaned, unused, and other radioactive materials (besides special 
nuclear materials – HEU or plutonium).  The bill also permitted the State Department to 
provide funds for its share of the program (100% in FY 2003) provided the IAEA agrees 
to adopt the stricter of U.S. or IAEA protection standards for each facility.  A total of 
$5.0 million was authorized for FY 2003, with $20.0 million per year in subsequent years 
until program completion.  Further, the State Department was allowed to provide 
technical assistance – in consultation with the DOE and the NRC – to this effort, and 
exempts all program activities from provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act. 
 
Radioactive source discovery, inventory, and recovery:  The bill authorized $5.0 million 
per year between FY 2003 through 2012 for a program of contributions to the IAEA in 
support of international radioactive source discovery, inventory, and recovery. 
 
Radioisotope thermal generator-powered facilities in the Independent States of the 
Former Soviet Union:  Authorized the State Department to assist Russia in deploying 
non-nuclear power sources to replace radioisotope thermal generator (RTG) units that are 
located throughout the former Soviet Union.  The replacement sources should to the 
maximum practicable extent be based on technologies that have operated under similar 
conditions for one full year.  Funding of $10.0 million per year for fiscal years 2003, 
2004, and 2005 was authorized, with an allowance that up to 20% of the funds may be 
used countries outside of the former Soviet states. 
 
Foreign first responders:  Authorized the State Department, either directly or through the 
IAEA, to conclude agreements with other countries to provide specialized training to 
their “first responder” units in the areas of radioactive materials, contamination, and 
risks.  Funding of $2.0 million was provided in FY 2003, with $5.0 million per year 
authorized for fiscal year 2004 and 2005. 
 
Threat assessment report:  Within 180 days of enactment, this legislation would have 
required the State Department to submit a report to Congress detailing the preparations 
made to detect and mitigate possible radiological weapons attacks at U.S. diplomatic 
missions and other facilities abroad controlled by the State Department, as well as a rank-
ordered list for defending and responding to such attacks at these facilities.  The report 
should also include a proposed budget to make any necessary improvements at these 
locations. 
 
Special representative for inspections of nuclear and radiological materials:  Authorized 
the creation within the State Department of a Special Representative for Inspections of 
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Nuclear and Radiological Materials to be appointed by the President.  This individual 
would have primary responsibility for assisting the Secretary of State in negotiating 
agreements to ensure adequate inspection abroad of nuclear and radiological cargoes 
destined for the United States, and on any other agreements relating to the control of 
radioactive materials.  The Special Representative was directed to cooperate with and 
accept assistance from the U.S. Customs Service in negotiating such agreements. 
 
Research and development Grants:  The Director of the National Science Foundation 
(NSF) was instructed to implement an award program that would provide grants for 
university-based research into a range of areas relating to radiological or nuclear attacks, 
including: 
 
• Detection of fissile materials; 
• Real-time identification of radioisotopes; 
• Protection of sites against radiological attack; 
• Radiological attack consequence management; and 
• Attribution of materials used in attacks involving either a radiological dispersal 

device or an improvised nuclear device. 
 
The National Science Foundation director was instructed to consult with the Energy 
Department to minimize duplication of effort and maximize synergies in these research 
areas, and to move promising research ideas into the hardware development phase.  The 
DOE was directed to work with the national labs and industry to develop the promising 
ideas into prototype equipment. 
 
A total of $10.0 million was to be provided to the NSF and $5.0 million to the DOE to 
carry out this program over the FY 2003-2008 time period. 
 
Study and reports by the National Academy of Sciences:  Within 90 days of enactment of 
this legislation, the Secretary of State was directed to contract with the National Academy 
of Sciences (NAS) to produce a study on the industrial uses of radioactive sources, and 
the potential for their replacement with other materials.  Within six months of the 
contract, the NAS was to provide an initial report to the State Department and Congress, 
and deliver the final report within the following three months. 
 
 
 



 

Department of Energy WMD nonproliferation programs in Russia and the FSU  (All amounts in $ millions) 
 
(Key:  Green highlight = increase in funding from the requested amount; Yellow = decline or potential reduction from request; Red = funding eliminated.) 

 Program FY 2004
Request 

  House Def 
Authorization 

Senate Def 
Authorization 

Conference Def 
Authorization 

House Energy & 
Water Approps 

Senate Energy & 
Water Approps 

Conference Energy & 
Water Approps 

Nonproliferation and International Security (NIS) 
RERTR  $5.860 $5.860     $5.860 $5.860 $5.860 $5.860 $8.86 [See AMD] 

HEU Research Reactor Fuel Purchase [See AMD 
initiative] 

[See AMD 
initiative] 

[See AMD 
initiative] 

[See AMD initiative] [See AMD 
initiative] 

[See AMD 
initiative] 

$1.0 [See AMD] 

Russian research reactor fuel return     $9.691 $9.691 $9.691 $9.691 $9.691 $9.691 $9.691
Kazakhstan BN-350 spent fuel $8.270 $8.270 $8.270 $8.270 $8.270 $8.270 $8.270 

Warhead dismantlement transparency $16.141 $16.141 $16.141 $16.141 $16.141 $16.141 $16.141 
Mayak FMSF /Trilateral Initiativei ~$1.5       ~$1.5 ~$1.5 ~$1.5 ~$1.5 ~$1.5 ~$1.5
NIS/Baltics MPC&A sustainability $2.361       $2.361 $2.361 $2.361 $2.361 $2.361 $2.361

Int’l nuclear export controlii ~$3.461       ~$3.461 ~$3.461 ~$3.461 ~$3.461 ~$3.461 ~$3.461
Global Nuclear Material Removals ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- $20.0 $5.0 

Total, NIS $47.284 $47.284 $47.284 $47.284 $47.284 $67.284 $56.284 
International Material Protection and Cooperation (MPC&A) 

RF Navy warhead sites 
RF Navy fuel storage sites 

$38.0 $38.0      $38.0 $38.0 $38.0 $38.0 $38.0

Subtotal, Navy Complex $38.0 $38.0 $38.0 $38.0 $38.0 $38.0 $38.0 
Strategic Rocket Forces $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 

Subtotal, Strategic Rocket Forces        $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $24.0
Materials processing/storage sector 

Weapons labs sector 
Uranium sector 

$34.0       $34.0 $34.0 $34.0 $34.0 $34.0 $34.0

Subtotal, Minatom weapons complex $34.0       $34.0 $34.0 $34.0 $34.0 $34.0 $34.0
Material conversion and 

consolidation (MCC) 
$31.0      $31.0 $31.0 $31.0 $31.0 $31.0 $32.0 [See AMD] 

Civilian/Large fuel sites $11.0       $11.0 $11.0 $11.0 $11.0 $11.0 $11.0
Radiological threat reductioniii $36.0       $36.0 $36.0 $36.0 $36.0 $36.0 $36.0
Subtotal, MCC, RTR, civ sites $78.0 $78.0 $78.0 $78.0 $78.0 $78.0 $78.0 

National programs and sustainability        $28.0 $28.0 $28.0 $28.0 $28.0 $28.0 $28.0
Subtotal, nat’l progs, sustainability        $28.0 $28.0 $28.0 $28.0 $28.0 $28.0 $28.0

Second Line of Defense (SLD), 
including Megaports initiative 

$24.0   $24.0 $24.0 $29.0 $52.0  $24.0 $52.0 

Subtotal, SLD, Megaports $24.0 $24.0 $24.0 $29.0 $52.0   $24.0 $52.0
MPC&A activities outside FSU ----      ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- $5.0 
Subtotal, MPC&A outside FSU ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- $5.0 

Total, MPC&A $226.0 $226.0 $226.0 $231.0 $254.0  $226.0 $260.0 
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Program (cont’d.) FY 2004 

Request 
House Def 
Authorization 

Senate Def 
Authorization 

Conference Def 
Authorization 

House Energy 
&Water Approps 

Senate Energy and 
Water Approps 

Conference Energy 
and Water Approps 

Russian Transition Initiatives (RTI) 
Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention 

Nuclear Cities Initiative 
$40.0     $40.0 $40.0 $40.0 $40.0 $50.0  $40.0

Total, RTI $40.0 $40.0 $40.0 $40.0 $40.0 $50.0  $40.0
HEU Transparency Implementation 

HEU Transparency Implementation $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 
Total, HEU Transparency 

implementation 
$18.0       $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0

International Nuclear Safety and Cooperation (INSC) 
Research Reactor Safety and 

Shutdowniv
$3.333 $3.333  $3.333 ~$1.43v ~$1.43vi $0 $2.4vii

Kazakhstan BN-350 shutdown $2.0 $2.0 $2.0 ~$0.86viii ~$0.86ix $0 $1.44x

Total, INSC $5.333 $5.333xi $5.333 ~$2.29 ~$2.29 $0 $3.844 
Elimination of Weapon Grade Plutonium Production (EWGPP) 

Seversk activities $33.0 $33.0      $33.0 $33.0 $33.0 $33.0 $33.0
Zheleznogorsk activities $15.0 $15.0      $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0

Technical Support Activities $2.0       $2.0 $2.0 $2.0 $2.0 $2.0 $2.0
Total, EWGPP $50.0 $50.0 $50.0 $50.0 $50.0 $50.0 $50.0 

Russian Plutonium Disposition 
Russian plutonium disposition $41.1 $41.1 $41.1 $41.1 $41.1 $41.1 

U.S. support and oversight $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 
Advanced reactor technology       $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0

Less use of prior-year balances $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$47.1 total, but $4.0 
million to be made avail 
for thorium based 
disposition research in 
Russia 

Total, Russian  disposition activities        $47.1 $47.1 $47.1 $47.1 $47.1 $47.1 $47.1
Accelerated Material Disposition (AMD) Initiative 

HEU/LEU Purchase and Stockpile $25.0 $0  $25.0 $0  $25.0 $0 
HEU Research Reactor Fuel Purchase $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $0 [Funded under NIS 

account, above] 
Accelerated RERTR $3.0     $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $0 [Funded under NIS 

account, above] 
Accelerated Material Consolidation 

and Conversion (MCC) 
$1.0   $1.0 $1.0

$25.0 (unallocated) 

$1.0  $1.0 $0 [Funded under 
MPC&A account] 

Total, Accelerated Material 
Disposition (AMD) 

$30.0 $5.0  $30.0 $25.0 $5.0  $30.0 $0 

TOTAL, DOE nonproliferation 
programs in the FSU 

~$463.7xii ~$438.7 ~$463.7xiii ~$460.7 ~$463.7xiv ~$488.4xv ~$475.2xvi
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Department of Defense WMD nonproliferation programs in Russia and the FSU  (All amounts in $ millions) 
 
(Key:  Green highlight = increase in funding from the requested amount; Yellow = decline or potential reduction from request; Red = funding eliminated.) 

  Program FY 2004
Request 

 House Def 
Authorization 

Senate Def 
Authorization 

Conference Def 
Authorization 

House Defense 
Approps 

Senate Defense 
Approps 

Conference Defense 
Approps 

Cooperative Threat Reduction 
Strategic Offensive Arms Elim. – 
Russia 

$57.6 $86.4    $57.6 $57.6 $57.6

Strategic Nuclear Arms 
Elimination – Ukraine 

$3.9    $3.9 $3.9 $3.9

$100.9 

$3.9 

$71.5 

Weapons Storage Security – 
Russia 

$48.0       $48.0 $48.0 $48.0 $48.0 $48.0 $48.0

Weapons Transport security – 
Russia 

$23.2       $23.2 $23.2 $23.2 $23.2 $23.2 $23.2

WMD Proliferation Prevention 
Init. 

$39.4    $39.4 $39.4 $39.4 $0  $39.4 $29.4 

BW Proliferation Prevention $54.2 $54.2 $54.2 $54.2 $54.2 $54.2 $54.2 
CW Destruction Facility – Russia  $200.3 $171.5      $200.3 $200.3 $200.3 $200.3 $200.3
Defense Contacts $11.1 $11.1 $11.1 $11.1 $11.1 $11.1 $11.1 
Other/Admin. Support $13.1 $13.1 $13.1 $13.1 $13.1 $13.1 $13.1 
Sub Dismantlement in Russian 
Far East 

----     ---- ---- ---- ---- [$10.0 million] [$10.0 million] 

Subtotal, CTR $450.8 $450.8 $450.8 $450.8 $450.8 $450.8 $450.8 
Other DOD 
Arctic Military Envt’l 
Cooperation 

$1.4    $1.4 $1.4 $1.4 $6.4   $1.4 $3.9

Int’l Counterprolif. Program $10.1 $10.1 $10.1 $10.1 $10.1 $10.1 $10.1 
Subtotal, Other programs $11.5 $11.5xvii $11.5xviii $11.5    $16.5 $11.5 $14.0
TOTAL $462.3       $462.3 $462.3 $462.3 $467.3 $462.3 $464.8
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State Department WMD nonproliferation programs in Russia and the FSU  (All amounts in $ millions) 
 
(Key:  Green highlight = increase in funding from the requested amount; Yellow = decline or potential reduction from request; Red = funding eliminated.) 
Program FY 2004 Request House Foreign 

Asst Auth 
Senate Foreign 
Asst Auth 

Conference Foreign 
Asst Auth 

House Foreign 
Ops Approps 

Senate Foreign 
Ops Approps 

Conference Foreign 
Ops Approp 

Science Centers and Bio-Chem 
Redirect (NADR) 

$59.0  ($35 M for 
Science Centers; 
$24 M for Bio-Chem 
redirect) 

N/s $69.0 N/a $52.0 $59.0 $50.5 

Export Control and Border Security 
(NADR) 

$14.9xix N/s ~$14.9+xx  ~$13.4xxi ~$14.9 ~$13.4xxii

Nonproliferation and Disarmament 
Fund (NADR) 

~$17.5xxiii $60.0 ~$22.5  ~$10.0xxiv ~$22.5xxv ~$15.0xxvi

Georgia Border Guards and Customs 
Service (FSA/NIS) 

~15.0xxvii N/s   ~$15.0+xxviii ~$15.0xxix ~$15.0 ~$15.0+xxx

U.S. Civilian Research and 
Development Foundation (FSA/NIS) 

~$14.0xxxi N/s    ~$14.0+xxxii $15.0 ~$14.0 ~$14.0+xxxiii

Russia RTG programxxxiv ----  ---- $5.0     ---- ---- ----
TOTAL       ~$120.4xxxv N/s ~$140.4 N/a ~$105.4 ~$125.4 ~$107.9
N/a – Not applicable; legislation pending or not completed 
N/s – Not specified in the legislation and/or not possible to estimate 

 

 
 



 

Appendix:  Quick Summary of Selected Legislation 
 
 
I.  Defense Authorization Legislation 
 
For a funding summary, please see the tables on pp. 65-67 
 
Conference Agreement (H.R. 1588, H. Rept. 108-354) 
 
CTR main provisions: 
 
• Sec. 1302:  Provides full CTR funding at requested allocations. 
 
• Sec. 1303:  Requires the Secretary of Defense to identify and obtain copies of all 

necessary permits from Russia before obligating more than 40% of a CTR 
construction projects total cost.  Pertains to all new and ongoing construction 
projects.  The Secretary can waive this limitation if it is in the national interest. 

 
• Sec. 1304:  No CTR funds may be obligated for cooperative bio-defense research 

or bio-attack warning at a facility in the former Soviet Union until the Defense 
Secretary notifies Congress that (1) a determination has been made, through 
access to the site, that no illegal BW research is being conducted at that location; 
and (2) that security measures have begun to be or will be put in place at those 
locations.  Permits obligation of up to 25% of funds to make these determinations. 

 
• Sec. 1305:  Requires the Secretary of Defense to appoint a Federal employee as 

an on-site manager for projects involving dismantlement, destruction, or storage 
facilities, or construction of a facility, and which will cost a total of more than $50 
million from the U.S. over the life of the project.  The manager could serve for 
multiple projects as long as the total cost of the projects combined does not 
exceed $150 million. 

 
• Sec. 1306:  Extends the authority to waive the CW destruction certification 

requirements for one more year. 
 
• Sec. 1307:  A reporting requirement, to be filed in conjunction with the annual 

CTR report, in which the Secretary of Defense must certify that CTR construction 
funds are being used as intended for viable projects, and requires the Secretary to 
certify that actions have been taken to ensure security at each facility, including 
transportation of weapons materials to, from, or within each facility. 

 
• Sec. 1308:  Allows the President to expend any current or prior year CTR funds, 

up to $50 million per fiscal year, for projects outside the FSU if it is determined 
that (1) the project will resolve a critical emerging proliferation threat or permit 
the U.S. to achieve longstanding nonproliferation goals; (2) the DOD is the entity 
most capable of carrying out the project; (3) the project will be completed in a 
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short period of time.  Funds may only be used to provide equipment, goods, or 
services for such projects, but prohibits direct provision of cash to such projects.  
Prohibits the President from making any obligations without making the three 
determinations listed above.  Requires congressional notification within 10 days 
of funding obligations justifying the determinations and describing the scope and 
duration of the projects. 

 
DOE nonproliferation programs main provisions: 
 
• Sec. 3101:  Allows the President to expend any current or prior year CTR funds, 

up to $50 million per fiscal year, for projects outside the FSU if it is determined 
that (1) the project will resolve a critical emerging proliferation threat or permit 
the U.S. to achieve longstanding nonproliferation goals; (2) the DOD is the entity 
most capable of carrying out the project; (3) the project will be completed in a 
short period of time.  Funds may only be used to provide equipment, goods, or 
services for such projects, but prohibits direct provision of cash to such projects.  
Prohibits the President from making any obligations without making the three 
determinations listed above.  Requires congressional notification within 10 days 
of funding obligations justifying the determinations and describing the scope and 
duration of the projects. 

 
• Sec. 3121:  Agrees to semi-annual financial reports to Congress by DOE on 

Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation programs that set forth: the amount of funds 
available for each fiscal year, carryover or uncommitted balances, unobligated 
and unexpended balances at the beginning and end of the period, and the 
aggregate of any new funds available during the reporting period.  Also expresses 
deep concern with unobligated and unexpended balances, and the need for 
improved budget management. 

 
• Sec. 3122:  Requires DOE to submit a plan to reduce the unexpended balances for 

DNN programs if, at the end of FY 2004, the uncosted balances exceed 20 
percent. Urges immediate action by DOE on the unspent DNN balances.  Urges 
DNN to consider more innovative methods in this regard including use of more 
robust information technology systems to better track project expenditure rates 
and contracting activities. 

 
• Sec. 3123:  The Energy Secretary should submit a report examining the 

feasibility, costs, and benefits of purchasing excess weapons-grade uranium and 
plutonium in the FSU and the feasibility and costs of safeguarding this material 
until it can be rendered unusable for weapons.  Conferees urge the Secretary to 
look at purchasing this material in one year, and other options in quantities and 
timing as appropriate. 

 
• Sec. 3124:  Allows the President to expend any current or prior year MPC&A 

funds, up to $50 million per fiscal year, for defense nuclear nonproliferation 
projects outside the FSU if it is determined that (1) the project will resolve a 
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critical emerging proliferation threat or permit the U.S. to achieve longstanding 
nonproliferation goals; (2) the DOE is the entity most capable of carrying out the 
project; (3) the project will be completed in a short period of time.  Funds may 
only be used to provide equipment, goods, or services for such projects, but 
prohibits direct provision of cash to such projects.  Prohibits the President from 
making any obligations without making the three determinations listed above.  
Requires congressional notification within 10 days of funding obligations 
justifying the determinations and describing the scope and duration of the 
projects. 

 
• Sec. 3125:  Requires the Secretary of Energy to appoint a Federal employee as an 

on-site manager for projects involving dismantlement, destruction, or storage 
facilities, or construction of a facility, and which will cost a total of more than $50 
million from the U.S. over the project lifetime.  The manager could serve for 
multiple projects as long as the total cost of the projects combined does not 
exceed $150 million. 

 
Nuclear Security Initiative Act of 2003: 
 
• Sec. 3611:  Requires a study by the GAO on the management of DOD and DOE 

threat reduction and nonproliferation programs.  To be assessed in the report:  
effectiveness of overall management strategies; the basis used to allocate such 
programs among the agencies of the executive branch; the criteria used to assess 
the effectiveness of the programs; the strategies and process used to establish 
priorities for activities carried out under each program, including cost-benefit 
calculations; mechanisms to coordinate all programs; management controls, 
including those imposed by Congress, on each program and their effect. 

 
• Sec. 3621:  Urges, to the extent the President considers prudent, the U.S. to work 

with Russia to develop a comprehensive . inventory of Russian TNW.  Requires a 
subsequent report describing the progress that has been made toward this goal. 

 
• Sec. 3622:  Establishes an interparliamentary “Threat Reduction Working Group” 

to explore greater U.S.-Russian cooperation in all WMD nonproliferation areas.  
Will consist of 10 Senators and 30 Representatives, and that a roughly equal 
number are included from the Russian side.  Broadens House proposed language 
to include Federation Council as well as the Duma members.  Urges coordination 
of this initiative with the Library of Congress Open World Program. 

 
• Sec. 3623:  Sense of Congress that the President should, in conjunction with 

NATO, encourage appropriate cooperative relationships with Russia toward the 
development and deployment of ballistic missile defenses.  Requires a report from 
the Secretary of Defense on feasibility of increasing ballistic missile defense 
cooperation with Russia.  Conferees believe this cooperation would accurately 
reflect the new U.S.-Russia bilateral relationship and could lead to new 
transparency and confidence between both nations. 
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• Sec. 3624:  Sense of Congress that : (1) encourages efforts between the U.S. and 

Russia to reduce risk of accidental nuclear launches by developing capabilities 
and increasing reliability of Russian ballistic missile early warning systems; (2) 
encourages joint programs so that Russia has reliable information about ballistic 
missile launches anywhere in the world; and (3) pending execution of a new 
RAMOS agreement, ensure that fund appropriated for the program for FY 2004 
are used for satisfactory continuation of the program. 

 
• Sec. 3631:  Sense of Congress that the President should seek to initiate 

discussions between the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in the area of 
international nuclear and radiological security and on identifying potential new 
sources of financing (including debt swaps) for these efforts.  The discussions 
should also serve as a forum for increasing contributions to the G-8 Global 
Partnership.  Requires a report on the results of these discussions, but only if an 
effort is made to initiate this dialogue. 

 
“Engrossed” House of Representatives bill (H.R. 1588, H. Rept. 108-106) 
 
CTR main provisions: 
 
• Sec. 1302:  Fully funds the CTR top-line ($450.8 million), but re-allocates $28.8 

million from CW destruction to strategic offensive arms elimination. 
 
• Sec. 1303:  Prohibits more than 35% of total costs of a CTR project from being 

obligated or expended until the Secretary of Defense determines all the number 
and types of permits needed for the lifetime of the project, and Russia transmits 
copies of these permits to DOD. 

 
• Sec. 1304:  No CTR funds may be obligated for cooperative bio-defense research 

or bio-attack warning until the Defense Secretary notifies Congress that (1) a 
determination has been made, through access to the site, that no illegal BW 
research is being conducted at that location; (2) a vulnerability assessment of the 
site has been made; and (3) appropriate security measures are beginning to be 
installed to reduce the vulnerabilities identified in the assessment. 

 
• Sec. 1305:  Authorizes DOD to transfer up to $78.0 million in prior year CTR 

funds to the State Department Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund (NDF) for 
nonproliferation activities outside of the FSU.  

 
• Sec. 1306:  Requires a U.S. on-site manager for certain CTR projects in the FSU, 

including those which involve dismantlement, destruction, or storage facilities, or 
construction of a facility, and which will cost more than $25.0 million. 
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• Sec. 1307:  Waives existing prohibitions on use of CTR funds for the Shchuch’ye 
facility in FY 2004, if the President (1) certifies in writing that waiving the 
conditions is important to U.S. national security, (2) provides a full and complete 
justification for exercising the waiver; and (3) submits a plan to promote a full 
and accurate disclosure from Russia on its CW stockpile.  This provision would 
also limit U.S. obligations to Shchuch’ye of FY 2004 funds to an amount no 
greater than two times the total amount obligated by Russia and other countries to 
the facility. 

 
• Sec. 1308:  Requires a report from the Secretary of Defense on the costs and 

benefits of purchasing all former Soviet weapons-grade uranium and plutonium in 
fiscal year 2005. 

 
DOE nonproliferation programs main provisions: 
 
• Sec. 3101:  Cuts the overall budget for DOE Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, 

by $27.5 million, with $2.5 million cut from International Nuclear Safety and 
Cooperation, and $25.0 million from the Administration’s new proposed 
Accelerated Material Disposition initiative. 

 
• Sec. 3117:  Requires on-site managers for DOE nonproliferation projects in the 

FSU, which involves dismantlement, destruction, or storage facilities, or 
construction of a facility, and which will cost more than $25.0 million. 

 
• Sec. 3611:  Allows the Secretary of State to establish an MPC&A program for 

purposes of securing and removing weapons-usable nuclear materials in locations 
outside of the former Soviet Union. 

 
• Sec. 3621:  Requires a study by the National Academy of Sciences on the effect 

of congressionally-imposed oversight measures on threat reduction and 
nonproliferation programs. 

 
• Sec. 3622:  Requires an annual report from the Secretary of Energy on the use of 

funds appropriated for threat reduction and nonproliferation programs in Russia 
and the FSU.  The report is to detail the amounts of funding obligated and 
expended on these activities, the purpose of these expenditures, forms of 
assistance provided and the justification for each, the successes of each activity, 
descriptions of involvement by other federal agencies and the private sector in 
these efforts, as well as other details relating to Russian cooperation on access and 
financial commitments. 

 
• Sec. 3623:  Requires the President to submit a comprehensive plan by June 2004 

for securing and destroying chemical and biological weapons and related 
materials in Russia and the former Soviet States, and for preventing outflow of 
technologies and materials that could be used to develop these weapons.  This 
section of the bill would also require the President to designate a senior official 
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responsible for coordinating all U.S. programs involved in BW and CW threat 
reduction in the former Soviet Union. 

 
• Sec. 3631:  Declares that the United States and Russia should work jointly to 

establish comprehensive inventories and data exchanges on both countries’ 
nuclear weapons and weapon-grade material stockpiles, including tactical 
warheads and other warheads that are no longer operationally deployed. 

 
• Sec. 3632:  Establishes a congressional “Nuclear Threat Reduction Working 

Group” to foster inter-parliamentary dialogue and meetings between the U.S. 
Congress and the Russian Duma on relevant cooperative nonproliferation and 
security activities. 

 
• Sec. 3633:  Calls for the United States to take the lead, in conjunction with 

NATO, to foster a cooperative relationship with Russia in the development and 
deployment of theater-level ballistic missile defenses (TMD).  Requires a report 
from the President on the feasibility of increased U.S.-Russian cooperation in the 
TMD area. 

 
• Sec. 3634:  Encourages the U.S. to work with Russia to increase the reliability of 

Russia’s missile early warning system, including through the Russian-American 
Observation Satellite (RAMOS), to provide Russia reliable information on missile 
launches anywhere in the world.  This section directs the Secretary of Defense to 
ensure that adequate funding is provided to continue the RAMOS program during 
FY 2004 and 2005. 

 
• Sec. 3635:  Authorizes a “Teller-Kurchatov Alliance for Peace” program that 

would engage the U.S. national security laboratories, the Kurchatov Institute in 
Russia, and Russian laboratories in the Ministry of Atomic Energy in efforts to 
cooperatively develop and promote peaceful uses of nuclear energy. 

 
• Sec. 3636:  Authorizes the DOE’s Administrator for Nuclear Security to award 

one-year international nuclear nonproliferation exchanges to scientists employed 
at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and the Kurchatov Institute in 
Russia, with funding to be provided through available balances in DOE’s Defense 
Nuclear Nonproliferation programs. 

 
• Sec. 3641:  A sense of Congress that the United States should attempt to initiate 

discussions between the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in the area of 
international nuclear and radiological security and on identifying potential new 
sources of financing (including debt swaps) for these efforts. 
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“Engrossed” Senate bill (S. 1050/H.R. 1588, S. Rept. 108-46) 
 
CTR main provisions: 
 
• Sec. 1302:  Authorizes full funding for the CTR program, and the requested 

project allocations. 
 
• Sec. 1303:  A reporting requirement, to be filed in conjunction with the annual 

CTR report, in which the Secretary of Defense must certify that CTR construction 
funds are being used as intended for viable projects. 

 
• Sec. 1304:  Authorizes use of un-obligated CTR funds, up to $50 million per 

fiscal year, for proliferation threat reduction projects outside the FSU. 
 
• Sec. 1305:  Extends authority for one more year to the President to waive 

restrictions on the construction of the Shchuch’ye CW destruction facility. 
 
DOE nonproliferation programs main provisions: 
 
• Authorizes funds for all Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation (DNN) programs at the 

requested levels. 
 
• Sec. 3141:  Provides authority for MPC&A to extend activities beyond the FSU, 

with prior congressional notification.  Urges DOE to not be distracted from or 
divert funds away from the original MPC&A mission of securing materials in the 
FSU. 

 
• Sec. 3142:  Requires semi-annual financial reports to Congress on the DNN 

program from DOE, including information on total obligation authority per 
program, and the amounts obligated, unobligated, committed, and disbursed. 

 
• Requires DOE to submit a plan to reduce the unexpended balances for DNN 

programs if, at the end of FY 2004, the uncosted balances exceed 20 percent. 
Urges immediate action by DOE on the unspent DNN balances. 

 
 
II.  Energy and Water Appropriations Legislation 
 
For a funding summary, please see the tables on pp. 65-67. 
 
Conference Agreement (H.R. 2754, H. Rept. 108-357) 
 
Note:  Unless specifically addressed to the contrary in the conference agreement, all 
policy language put forward in the reports accompanying the House and Senate versions 
of the energy and water legislation is considered approved by the conference committee.   
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• Liability in nonproliferation agreements.  In addition to specifying how the 

dispute between the United States and Russia over liability language contained in 
nonproliferation agreements has adversely affected the Nuclear Cities Initiative 
(see below), the energy and water conferees expressed general concern that the 
impasse on this issue is “creating unnecessary impediments to the effective 
implementation of nuclear nonproliferation programs.”  Referencing both the NCI 
and plutonium disposition efforts, the conference report urges “a speedy 
resolution to the liability negotiations,” pointing out that failure to reach 
resolution not only encourages program delays but exacerbates the “problem of 
ever-increasing prior year balances” carried over by DOE nonproliferation 
programs. 

 
• Unexpended balances.  The conference report does not include an extended 

discussion of unexpended balances in DOE’s nonproliferation accounts, but 
simply requires that $45 million in prior year DOE nonproliferation funding 
balances be used to support the fiscal year 2004 budget.  Both the House and 
Senate bills also addressed this issue. 

 
• Contracting and expenditure of funds in the U.S.  The conferees agreed that 

“too much of the money for Russian programs is being spent in the United States” 
and they called on DOE to submit a plan illustrating how the “ratio of funding 
within each program that is spent in Russia versus the funding that remains in the 
United States” will be “increased significantly in each subsequent fiscal year.” 

 
• Accelerated Material Disposition (AMD) Initiative.  The conference agreement 

“provides no funding” for the AMD initiative, but does allocate additional 
funding for the RERTR and HEU for U.S. research reactors components (i.e. a 
total of $4.0 million) under the “Nonproliferation and International Security” 
account of the nonproliferation budget, and also approves the additional MCC 
funding ($1.0 million) under the MPC&A account.  The conferees remain 
“supportive of the House language on the AMD proposal and direct the 
Department to develop a rigorous risk-based priority setting process for allocating 
budget resources to the activity with the highest nonproliferation benefit.” 

 
• International Materials Protection, Control, and Cooperation (MPC&A).  

The conference agreement approved $260.0 million, or $34.0 million above the 
request, for MPC&A.  This increase includes:  $28.0 million for the Second Line 
of Defense program’s “Megaports” initiative; $5.0 million to extend “high 
priority MPC&A activities, to include countries outside of the Former Soviet 
Union such as Pakistan, India, and China”; and $1.0 million for accelerated 
material conversion and consolidation activities (this additional amount is funding 
that was requested under the AMD initiative, described above.) 

 
• HEU global clean-out.  The conference agreement provided $5.0 million – to be 

available under the Nonproliferation and International Security account – for 
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“initiatives focused on removing nuclear weapons-usable materials from 
vulnerable sites around the world as proposed by the Senate.” 

 
• Russian Transition Initiatives (RTI).  The conference agreement provides $40.0 

million for RTI.  In addition, the report notes that “conferees are troubled” by the 
liability impasse between the United States and Russia that caused the NCI 
agreement to lapse.  The conference report urged the DOE to “work aggressively 
with the State Department and their Russian counterparts” to resolve the liability 
provisions “expeditiously” to avoid any further delays to nonproliferation 
activities in Russia. 

 
• BN-350.  The conference agreement approved the budget request, and provided 

no further direction beyond the provisions included in the House bill. 
 
• RERTR.  The House and Senate bills and the final conference agreement all 

provided the core RERTR budget request of $5.9 million, as well as the additional 
$3.0 million for RERTR proposed under the AMD initiative. 

 
• Purchase Russian HEU for U.S. research reactors.  The House and Senate bills 

and the final conference agreement provided the additional $1.0 million to 
facilitate U.S. purchase of Russian HEU to fuel domestic research reactors until 
they can be converted.  This funding was requested under the broader Accelerated 
Materials Disposition proposal. 

 
• Russian Foreign Research Reactor Fuel Return.  The House and Senate bills 

and the conference report all supported the $9.7 million request for this program 
to repatriate to Russia civilian HEU fuels that it has supplied to foreign research 
reactors. 

 
• Eliminating Russian Weapon-Grade Plutonium Production (EWGPP).  The 

House report, in addition to providing the full $50.0 million request for the 
program, stressed its expectation that DOE will keep the Appropriations 
Committee informed of program progress.  The Senate bill also provided the 
$50.0 million budget, without additional commentary.  The conference agreement 
approved the $50.0 million sought for this program. 

 
• HEU Transparency.  The House, Senate, and the conferees all approved the 

request, $18.0 million, for this program without additional guidance. 
 
• Russian plutonium disposition.  The conference report approved the full the 

fissile materials disposition budget – for both Russian and U.S. activities – but it 
also directed that $4.0 million be reserved within the budget to “continue the 
thorium-based fuel cycle program currently being conducted by the Russian 
Research Centre Kurchatov Institute in conjunction with their U.S. industrial 
partners” with the goal of confirming “this thorium-based fuel’s plutonium 
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disposition qualities in Russian VVER-1000 reactors” and utilization of “lead test 
assemblies in 2006.” 

 
“Engrossed” House of Representatives bill (H.R. 2754, H. Rept. 108-212) 
 
• Expresses concern that the DOE nuclear nonproliferation division is not using a 

risk-based framework to allocate its scarce resources, and compare the costs of 
nonproliferation projects against expected benefits in terms of threat reduction.  It 
directs DOE to submit with the FY 2005 request a risk-based evaluation of 
different nonproliferation activities and programs. 

 
• Expresses concerns about contracting mechanisms for DOE nonproliferation 

programs in Russia, and that insufficient funding is being spent on projects on the 
ground in Russia.  The bill directs that no more than 35% of funding for Russia 
programs be spent in the U.S., and asks for a report from DOE on efforts to meet 
this limitation. 

 
• The bill’s recommendation “includes the use of $60.0 million of prior year 

balances” for DOE nonproliferation programs in FY 2004.  And it reiterates 
“concern over the ever-increasing uncosted balances in the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation program.  The Department estimates that the end of fiscal year 
2003 uncosted balances for NN will be over $1.0 billion.  The Committee 
questions whether the program is achieving its program goals with uncosted 
balances at such levels.” 

 
• BN-350 project:  The legislation highlights serious reservations concerning the 

BN-350 project “baseline plan” and the intended shipment of BN-350 reactor fuel 
across Kazakhstan to a remote storage location.  The bill directs that a revised 
vulnerability analysis of transporting the material compared to securing it on-site 
at Aktau be conducted.  And it prohibits use of any money for transportation 
without congressional notification. 

 
• MPC&A:  Directs that more money be used to hire Russian workers and employ 

Russian-manufactured equipment, and reduce funds spent in the United States.  
The bill stresses strong support for the “Megaports” program, run by the Second 
Line of Defense program (which is one effort under the broader international 
nuclear material protection and cooperation portfolio), and urges DOE to request 
funding for this initiative in the FY 05 request.  The bill also urges the 
Radiological Threat Reduction program (also a component of the international 
material protection and cooperation effort) to coordinate with the NRC and the 
EPA to develop appropriate clean-up standards stemming from a potential 
radiological event. 

 
• Accelerated Material Disposition:  The bill criticizes the main component of the 

request – $25 million for purchasing an additional 15 metric tons (MT) of Russian 
HEU – which it argues “imposes a government solution at significant cost to the 
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taxpayer” for a “marginal nonproliferation gain.”  The bill complains that the 
AMD initiative demonstrates the lack of “a formal, risk based approach” within 
the DOE nonproliferation office “to allocating program funding,” and that NN 
“requires a stronger analytical decision-making model to determine the 
appropriate use of the marginal budget dollar.” 

 
“Engrossed” Senate bill (S. 1424/H.R. 2754, S. Rept. 108-105) 
 
• The Senate bill argues that “success is still coming much too slowly” for DOE 

nonproliferation programs.  In particular, it observes slow progress on MPC&A 
upgrades, warhead storage site security upgrades, and removal of HEU from 
around the world.  The bill acknowledges that working with Russia can be “slow 
and problematical,” but that Russia “should not be used as an excuse for the 
difficulty of this task, but as the reason these issues deserve greater levels of 
coordination and attention at the highest levels of the U.S. government.” 

 
• Voices concern with DOE’s funding carryover rates, and notes that the 

nonproliferation division lags behind other NNSA efforts in rate of expenditure of 
funds.  The bill strongly urges improved performance in expending 
nonproliferation funds, while preserving adequate oversight and cost-effective 
implementation. 

 
• MPC&A:  Urges continuation of the Second Line of Defense program, especially 

accelerated “Megaports” activities.  The bill directs that $5 million for 
radiological security activities be made available to the NRC for international 
efforts to strengthen regulatory controls over high-risk radiological sources. 

 
• HEU global clean-out:  The bill provides an additional $20 million to 

“reinvigorate initiatives focused on removing nuclear weapons-usable materials 
from vulnerable sites around the world.”  And it directs DOE to “utilize the 
NNSA’s strength in the inter-agency process to become the lead agency for all 
such governmental activities world-wide.” 

 



 80

Notes: 
                                                 
i Funding for this activity is embedded in a larger budget line item that is not disaggregated.  In recent 
years, this project has been funded at approximately $1.5 million per year. 
 
ii  Note:  This row represents the amounts provided for DOE’s “International Nuclear Export Control 
Cooperation.”  While a substantial portion of activity within this program is related to export control 
development in Russia and the other post-Soviet republics, an unknown portion of the total ($3.461 in the 
FY 2004 request) funding is provided for work to strengthen export controls in South Asia, East Asia, and 
the Middle East. 
 
iii Note:  An exact breakdown of the amount of funding in this category to be spent on projects in the former 
Soviet Union vs. other countries is currently unknown. 
 
iv Note:  This project is not focused exclusively on Russia and the former Soviet states, and some funding is 
used to establish operational safety upgrades at some research reactors (which might not be deemed 
nonproliferation work, in a strict sense).  The budget does not indicate amounts specifically for the shut 
down of these research reactors (thus eliminating a proliferation risk) in the former Soviet Union.  Since the 
budget for this project is not disaggregated to this level of detail, the amounts presented in this row are for 
the full budget. 
 
v The defense authorization conference agreement cut $8.0 million of the total International Nuclear Safety 
and Cooperation budget ($14.083 million), but did not assign the reductions to specific areas and projects 
of the overall program.  Therefore, pending further details, this report assumes a proportionate reduction for 
all program activities.  The reduction ratio is approximately 57% (i.e., 8.0/14.083).  The amount entered 
here reflects a proportionate reduction from the request (i.e. $3.333 million X (1.0-0.57)). 
 
vi The House Appropriations Committee cut $8.0 million of the total International Nuclear Safety and 
Cooperation budget ($14.083 million), but did not assign the reductions to specific areas and projects of the 
overall program.  Therefore, pending further details, this report assumes a proportionate reduction for all 
program activities.  The reduction ratio is approximately 57% (i.e., 8.0/14.083).  The amount entered here 
reflects a proportionate reduction from the request (i.e. $3.333 million X (1.0-0.57)). 
 
vii The energy and water conference agreement cut $4.0 million of the total International Nuclear Safety and 
Cooperation budget ($14.083 million), but did not assign the reductions to specific areas and projects of the 
overall program.  Therefore, pending further details, this report assumes a proportionate reduction for all 
program activities.  The reduction ratio is approximately 28% (i.e., 4.0/14.083).  The amount entered here 
reflects a proportionate reduction from the request (i.e. $3.333 million X (1.0-0.28)). 
 
viii See endnote v for an explanation on the calculation of this figure. 
 
ix See endnote vi for an explanation on the calculation of this figure. 
 
x See endnote vii for an explanation on the calculation of this figure. 
 
xi The House Defense Authorization bill cuts $2.5 million from the INSC budget, but does not specifically 
assign the cut to a project or set of projects.  Therefore, it is unclear whether the two projects identified in 
this section would be reduced under the House language. 
 
xii In the detailed budget documents, the DOE notes that a total of $459.4 million is being pledged from the 
DNN budget in FY 2004 toward the $1 billion annual U.S. government commitment to the G-8 Global 
Partnership against the Spread of Weapons of Mass destruction in Russia and the FSU. 
 
xiv Note:  Some portion of this total will likely be supported through the use of prior-year DOE 
nonproliferation balances; funding will not necessarily be all “new” money in FY 2004.  The House bill 
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requires that a total of $60 million of the total DOE nonproliferation budget be supported through 
application of prior-year funding. 
 
xv Note:  Some portion of this total will likely be supported through the use of prior-year DOE 
nonproliferation balances; funding will not necessarily be all “new” money in FY 2004.  The Senate bill 
requires that a total of $46.917 million of the total DOE nonproliferation budget be supported through 
application of prior-year funding. 
 
xvi  Some portion of this total will likely be supported through the use of prior-year DOE nonproliferation 
balances; funding will not necessarily be all “new” money in FY 2004.  The energy and water conference 
agreement requires that $45 million of the total DOE nonproliferation budget be supported through 
application of prior-year funding. 
 
xvii Neither the AMEC nor the ICP program is addressed specifically in the House defense bill.  The 
assumption, for the moment, is that they are authorized at the full request. 
 
xviii Neither the AMEC nor the ICP program is addressed specifically in the Senate defense bill.  The 
assumption, for the moment, is that they are authorized at the full request. 
 
xix Total FY 2004 proposed budget for Export Control and Border Security (EXBS) is $40.0 million.  The 
amount listed here is just for the independent states of the former Soviet Union. 
 
xx The overall EXBS budget was increased in the Senate’s foreign assistance authorization bill by $5 
million, from $40.0 to $5.0 million.  But a breakdown of how these additional funds should be distributed 
to projects in Russia and the FSU versus other regions was not provided. 
 
xxi The House provided $36 million for EXBS, a $4 million, or 10%, cut from the request.  The figure 
entered here is a 10% reduction from the requested amount for activities in the FSU.  The final figure may 
be higher or lower depending on how the final total EXBS amounts are allocated among different regions. 
 
xxii The Conference agreement provided $36 million for EXBS, a $4 million, or 10%, cut from the request.  
The figure entered here is a 10% reduction from the requested amount for activities in the FSU.  The final 
figure may be higher or lower depending on how the final total EXBS amounts are allocated among 
different regions. 
 
xxiii The total NDF request for fiscal year 2004 is $35.0 million.  NDF funds are not allocated at the time of 
the request or the appropriation, but are distributed following approvals of project proposals that contribute 
to nonproliferation and disarmament efforts.  As a rule of thumb, in a typical year, approximately half of 
the funds support WMD nonproliferation projects in Russia and the post-Soviet states.  Therefore, the 
figure entered in this cell is one-half of the total NDF request. 
 
xxiv The total amount provided by House appropriators for NDF is $20.0 million.  Following the rule of 
thumb discussed in the previous endnote, the estimate for projects in the former Soviet Union is 
approximately $10.0 million. 
 
xxv The Senate legislation provides a total of $45.0 million for NDF.  Per the previously mentioned rule of 
thumb employed in this paper, approximately half of this total will go to nonproliferation projects in the 
FSU. 
 
xxvi The total amount provided in the conference agreement for NDF is $30.0 million.  Following the rule of 
thumb discussed above, the FY 2004 estimate for NDF projects in the former Soviet Union is 
approximately $15.0 million. 
 
xxvii State Department budget documents note, however, that “FSA [FREEDOM Support Act] funds will 
continue to advance important nonproliferation goals, including programs to improve the functioning of the 



 82

                                                                                                                                                 
Georgia Border Guards and Customs Service and the Civilian Research and Development Foundation’s 
program to fund the peaceful research projects of former weapons scientists.”  This figure is a rough 
estimate based on prior year contributions to this program. 
 
xxviii The actual amount was not specified in the bill.  However, the total amount authorized to the FSA/NIS 
account is higher than the request from the administration.  The assumption, therefore, is that the total 
request for this program is authorized. 
 
xxix The House appropriators approved the total request for the FSA/NIS account.  However, the legislation 
does not identify a specific funding level for the Georgia Border and Customs program, so the assumption 
pending further detail is that the program would receive funding at approximately $15 million under the 
House legislation. 
 
xxx The actual amount was not specified in the conference bill.  However, the total amount authorized for 
the FSA/NIS account is higher than the request from the administration.  The assumption, therefore, is that 
the total request for this program is authorized. 
 
xxxi This figure is a rough estimate based on historical levels of support for the CRDF. 
 
xxxii The actual amount was not specified in the bill.  However, the total amount authorized to the FSA 
account is higher than the request from the administration.  The assumption, therefore, is that the total 
request for this program is authorized. 
 
xxxiii The actual amount was not specified in the conference agreement.  However, the total amount 
authorized by the conferees for the FSA/NIS account is higher than the request from the administration.  
The assumption, therefore, is that the total request for this program is authorized. 
 
xxxiv The Senate’s foreign relations authorization bill includes funding for a number of new proposed efforts 
to increase international security of radioactive sources and potential radiological bomb sources.  The 
provision to work with Russia in replacing its radioisotope thermal generators is the only one which 
specifically identifies an amount of funding for the region, though it is reasonable to assume that other 
components of the Radiological Terrorism Threat Reduction initiative would also result in increased 
funding for projects in the region. 
 
xxxv OMB documents on the budget indicate that a total of $81 million will be provided to State Department 
programs in fiscal year 2004 in support of the total U.S. $1 billion annual commitment to the G-8 Global 
Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons of Mass Destruction.  See:  
http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2004/energy.html 
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