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Energy and Water Development Appropriations conference agreement 
 
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 is 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 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. 
 
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. 
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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.” 
 
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 does not include an extended discussion on this subject, but simply 
requires 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. 
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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 observed that the DOE nuclear nonproliferation division is not using a risk-
based framework to allocate its scarce resources which “compares the costs of various 
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 15-16, 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. 
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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):   
 
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.) 
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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. 
 
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. 
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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 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 
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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.” 
 
Defense Authorization conference agreement 
 
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. 
 
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 
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nonproliferation goals; (2) the Defense Department is the entity most capable of carrying 
out the project; (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, but 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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
Extending MPC&A beyond the FSU 
 
The Senate extended authority to the Secretary of Energy to initiate MPC&A activities 
beyond the post-Soviet states, 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 
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prior year MPC&A 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 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.   
 
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 
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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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
The conferees offered a Sense of Congress provision that the President should, in 
conjunction with NATO, encourage appropriate cooperative relationships 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 
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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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
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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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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. 
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