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The Department of Energy (DOE) fiscal year (FY) 2007 budget request for its global 
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threat reduction programs is essentially a steady-state 
proposal, rising by approximately $11 million over the fiscal 2006 appropriated level (to 
$834.4 million from $823.3 million).   
 
But, there are surprises inside the numbers.  It is clear that overall federal budget pressures 
forced DOE to make trade-offs among its key WMD security and elimination programs, 
many of which are ostensibly among the President’s highest national security priorities. 
 
Key budget observations in this regard are: 
 

• Decreasing budgets for fissile material security and consolidation in Russia. 
• Plus-ups for Second Line of Defense and MPC&A sustainability. 
• Growing funding for research reactor conversion and production reactor elimination. 
• Declining support for radiological material recovery. 
• Fading funding for weapon scientist redirection. 

 
These budgetary trends could be the beginning of a potentially significant pivot in DOE’s 
role in the battle against global WMD proliferation.  A number of large DOE programs are 
projected by the agency to meet their objectives by 2008.  These include Russian warhead 
security enhancements, fissile material security upgrades, and much of the plutonium 
production reactor shut-down program.  If these efforts are not replaced or their funding 
redirected toward other global threats, the DOE threat reduction budget could decline by 
roughly $300 million – almost 35% less than the current budget – over the next several years.   
 
A budget reduction of this magnitude could affect the agency’s importance as a 
nonproliferation policy player within the U.S. Government, as well as undercut its 
prominence on international WMD security matters.  The Energy Department’s profile in 
U.S. nonproliferation policy rose significantly over the last decade as it took control of major 
nuclear security projects in Russia and the former Soviet states. 
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Budget Context 
 
Although the total budget for WMD threat reduction activities is slightly larger than fiscal 
2006 spending, this 1.3% increase lags behind the growth rate of inflation.  Under tight fiscal 
discipline imposed by national level budget realities, DOE was compelled to work within a 
funding ceiling more or less fixed at the FY 2006 appropriated levels. 
 
The budget raises questions on the priority of threat reduction programs vis a vis other 
national defense and homeland security programs (which command significantly larger 
budgets in the FY 2007 federal budget request).  Leaving aside this broader discussion, 
however, the macro-level budget constraints placed on the DOE nonproliferation budget 
nevertheless forced the agency to trade-off resources between individual WMD threat 
reduction programs – including freezing or cutting funds for efforts that could utilize 
additional resources.  For these reasons, it is difficult to characterize the fiscal 2007 budget 
proposal as expansive, imaginative, or offering a single compelling theme. 
 
The lack of growth in the DOE threat reduction budget not only poses obstacles to improving 
global WMD security in the near term, but the budget ceiling also limits the ability of the 
Energy Department to evolve, develop new initiatives, and refocus existing programs to 
pursue new opportunities. 
 
Budget Highlights: 
 
The FY 2007 proposal offers a mixed picture for major line-items of the DOE 
nonproliferation budget: 
 
• There are significant funding increases under the MPC&A budget for the Second 

Line of Defense program (to $83.9 million from $23.8 million) and the sustainability 
of nuclear material security upgrades in Russia (to $48.1 million from $29.7 million). 

o But… The MPC&A budget overall declines by 2% due to cutbacks in other 
areas, including for work at civilian nuclear sites (to $21.2 million from $46.8 
million), securing fissile materials at Rosatom weapons complex facilities 
($56.5 million from $85.3 million), converting Russian HEU to low-enriched 
forms and consolidating Russian HEU inventories to fewer locations (to 
$16.8 million from $27.7 million), and installing radiation detectors and 
screening devices at major foreign cargo ports (to $40.1 million from $73.2 
million). 

 
• There is a substantial increase for the fissile materials disposition budget (to $603.3 

million from $468.8 million), largely to support costs associated with the disposition 
of the excess U.S. plutonium stockpile. 

o But… No new funding is requested for the Russian portion of the disposition 
program – instead the $34.7 million budgeted for construction of Russian 
disposition facilities is to come from prior year balances and appropriations. 
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• The budget for the program to shut-down Russia’s plutonium production reactors is 
larger due to an increase for activities in the Russian city of Zheleznogorsk (to $119.9 
million from $46.7 million). 

o But… The funding for reactor closure activities in the Russian city of Seversk 
is scaled back (to $84.7 million from $125.7 million). 

 
• The Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI) has a larger budget (to $106.7 million 

from $97 million), driven by increases for the RERTR program (to $32.1 million 
from $24.7 million) to facilitate conversion of research reactors from highly-enriched 
uranium, and by additional support for repatriation of Russian-origin HEU fuel in 
third countries (to $30 million from $14.7 million). 

o But… These increases come at the expense of funding for radiological threat 
reduction programs (to a combined $27.7 million from a combined $36.5 
million) and for return of U.S.-origin HEU fuel from third countries (to $6.3 
million from $8.1 million). 

 
Major Themes: 
 
• Drawing Down Russian Fissile Material Security Work 
 
Efforts to work with Russia in improving security of its fissile material stockpile are also on 
the downswing, and the metrics for measuring progress have changed substantially.i  The FY 
2007 budget request scales back funding for the program, principally for work at Russian 
Rosatom weapons complex sites (to $56.5 million from $85.3 million).  Other Russia- and 
FSU-focused components of the International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation 
(MPC&A) program also decline under the 2007 request, including support for work at 
civilian nuclear sites (to $21.2 million from $46.8 million), and for nuclear material 
consolidation and conversion activities in Russia (to $16.8 million from $27.7 million) due to 
a decrease in the anticipated amounts of HEU being made available by Russia for 
downblending. 
 
The Department of Energy expects it will complete all fissile material security enhancements 
in Russia by 2008.  One reason for the budget draw-down in the current proposal, is that 
DOE anticipates having completed physical security upgrades at nearly all Russian nuclear 
weapons-usable material storage sites in FY 2007. 
 
However, it is important to note two relevant issues associated with these timelines:  First, it 
is unclear to what extent the physical security upgrades at Russian sites will be 
“comprehensive” security upgrades and which sites will receive only basic “rapid” upgrades.  
The DOE data in the budget proposal does not specify which facilities will receive which 
types of upgrades.  Second, in changing the metric by which nuclear material security 
upgrades are measured, from amount of material to number of buildings secured, it is unclear 
whether the entire estimated 600 metric tons of Russian nuclear material outside of weapons 
will ultimately be addressed by the program. 
 
This transition in the MPC&A program is accentuated by the increase in the budget for 
sustainability activities in Russia (to $48.1 million from $29.7 million), to ensure that Russia 
is able to take responsibility for the long-term operation and maintenance of these security 
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systems.  Such sustainability activities will become increasingly important over the next few 
years, as MPC&A assistance to Russia is scheduled to be phased-out by the end of 2012. 
 
• Expected GTRI Growth Grounded 
 
Introduced two years ago as a new, high-flying departmental nonproliferation initiative, the 
GTRI program budget is stuck in a holding pattern under the fiscal year 2007 request.  Like 
the overall DOE nonproliferation budget, the GTRI proposal essentially remains flat; the 
small growth in the program’s budget (to $106.7 million from $97 million) appears to be 
driven by requirements for converting U.S. research reactors from HEU to LEU fuels (a 
mission transferred from the DOE Office of Nuclear Energy), rather than by aggressive new 
proposals to accelerate or expand activities in eliminating international stockpiles. 
 
The budget does boost significantly (to $30 million from $14.7 million) the funding for the 
costs of repatriating Russian-origin spent nuclear fuel containing highly-enriched uranium 
from third countries to Russia.  The agreement with Russia to allow return shipments of 
radioactive spent fuel is a breakthrough, even though the timetable for completion of all 
estimated Russian-origin fuel returns – by 2013 – remains some years away.  Return of 
Russian origin fresh fuel is expected to be completed by the end of this fiscal year, and in FY 
2007 the program envisions the return of 400 kilograms of HEU in spent fuel from five 
countries to Russia.  Curiously, and without any additional details, the budget documents 
allude to plans in FY 2007 to begin efforts to down-blend Russian-origin HEU fuel in place 
in three countries. 
 
These increases within the Global Threat Reduction Initiative budget, however, were offset 
by decreases in other portions of the program budget.  Most notably in FY 2007, support for 
domestic and international radiological source security and recovery – protecting materials 
that could be used in a radioactive “dirty bomb” – is projected to decline (to a combined 
budget of $27.7 million from a combined $36.5 million).  This is surprising, since 
radiological threat reduction programs were believed to be one area of the Energy 
Department threat reduction budget where faster results could be obtained if additional funds 
were made available.  In addition, the FY 2007 budget proposal assumes a lower cost of 
returning U.S.-origin HEU fuels from third countries, resulting in a reduced budget for this 
activity (to $6.3 million from $8.1 million), and expects a lower budget for securing 
Kazakhstani BN-350 reactor fuel that contains weapons-grade plutonium (to $3.9 million 
from $8.0 million). 
 
• De-emphasizing WMD Expertise Redirection 
 
In recent years, the importance of the Energy Department programs to redirect Russian and 
FSU experts associated with WMD – under the auspices of the Global Initiatives for 
Proliferation Prevention program – has gone through a slow decline.  The fiscal 2007 budget 
request continues the general trend of fewer resources and less support for such efforts, 
demonstrated by almost a 30% cut to the GIPP program (to $28.1 million from $39.6 
million).  This budget – the smallest in recent years – reflects diminished commitment of 
both countries to the large-scale, long-term challenge of facilitating alternative, stable, 
commercially-oriented futures for Russian and former Soviet WMD institutes and specialists. 
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This erosion of support is in part attributable to the ongoing liability dispute between the 
United States and Russia and the failure to conclude a follow-on governing agreement for the 
Nuclear Cities Initiative in 2003.  (The Nuclear Cities Initiative, created in 1998 to help 
downsize Russia’s ten closed nuclear cities and create alternative employment for the 
displaced workers, and a separate program – the Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention – 
constitute the GIPP).  But the decline in GIPP support is also driven by the drawdown of 
activities at the Russian nuclear weapons research and design cities of Sarov and Snezhinsk, 
and the enormous practical difficulties in working with Russia to transform its weapons 
institutes to peaceful work. 
 
• Second Line of Defense Becoming a First-Tier Priority 
 
The budget provides an increase of over 250% (to $83.9 million from $23.8 million) for the 
Second Line of Defense program.  This program provides training and radiation sensors for 
foreign border services – initially in Russia, but now increasingly in a range of other nations 
– to detect and intercept illicit nuclear shipments at major border crossings and transit points. 
 
The increased funds in FY 2007 will allow the program to dramatically ramp-up the pace of 
its efforts, enabling it to deploy detection equipment at 63 additional sites worldwide, 
including many in the volatile Caucasus region. 
 
• Plutonium Production Phase-Out on Fast-Track 
 
An increase (to $119.9 million from $46.7 million) for the Zheleznogorsk portion of the 
Elimination of Weapons-Grade Plutonium Production program of the budget will allow for 
some modest compression of the reactor shut-down schedule.  The project will now be 
completed by the end of 2010, instead of the previous 2011 estimate. 
 
• Disposition Program Falters Despite Optimism on Liability Accord 
 
The Energy Department anticipates finally being able to begin construction of key plutonium 
disposition facilities in 2006, and the budget reflects that expectation with additional 
resources budgeted for FY 2007.  For the past few years, construction activities have been 
blocked by a U.S.-Russian failure to come to terms on liability provisions governing U.S. 
assistance to build Russian disposition plants.  (The disposition programs – and therefore the 
schedules for construction of facilities – in both nations are required to proceed in parallel.) 
 
However, despite renewed assurances that the liability issue is “resolved,” as was declared 
last summer, the actual protocol to the disposition implementing agreement remains unsigned 
by the Russian president.  However, official expectations remain high that the agreement will 
be signed shortly. 
 
Delays in the disposition program have mounted.  The budget estimates that the process of 
converting U.S. plutonium into mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel for commercial reactors is unlikely 
to begin until 2015, six years after originally planned, and three years later than a 
congressionally-imposed deadline.  While DOE hopes to accelerate the MOX production 
start date, it recently indicated in a letter to the Senate Armed Services Committee that “the 
MOX performance objective is unlikely to be achieved before 2015.” 
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FY 2007 Budget Request 
Department of Energy, Selected International Threat Reduction Programs 
(All amounts in $ millions) 
 
Program FY 

2006 
Request 

FY 2006 
Appropriation 
(Adjusted) 

FY 2007 
Request 

Percent Change, 
FY 06 Approp vs. FY 07 
Request 

Nonproliferation and International Security (N&IS) 
Warhead and fissile material transparency $13.5 $10.2 $14.8 +45% 

HEU transparency implementationii $20.5 $19.3 $17.5 -9.3% 
Global Initiatives for Proliferation Preventioniii $37.9 $39.6 $28.1 -29% 

International nonproliferation export controls $5.9 $5.8 $7.2 +24% 
International nuclear security $5.6 $5.6 $5.6 0 

Kazakhstan BN-350 shutdown $1.5 $1.5 $0iv N/a 
Global nuclear material 

removals/nonproliferation grants 
---- $13.0 ---- N/a 

Subtotal, Nonproliferation and International 
Security 

$84.9 $95.0 $73.2 -23% 

International Nuclear Material Protection and Cooperation (MPC&A) 
Navy complex $6.5 $16.0 $17.3 +8.1% 

Strategic Rocket Forces/12th Main Directorate 
sites 

$47.5 $120.2 $129.3 +7.6% 

Rosatom weapons complex sites $86.2 $85.3 $56.5 -33.8% 
Civilian nuclear sites and non-Russia/FSU 

MPC&A 
$47.3 $46.8 $21.2 -54.7% 

Material consolidation and conversion $28.0 $27.7 $16.8 -39.4% 
National programs and sustainability $30.0 $29.7 $48.1 +62% 

Second Line of Defense core program $24.0 $23.8 $83.9 +253% 
Megaports $73.9 $73.2 $40.1 -45.2% 

Subtotal, MPC&A $343.4 $422.7 $413.2 -2.2% 
Elimination of Weapons Grade Plutonium Production (EWGPP) 

Seversk activities $127.5 $125.7 $84.7 -32.6% 
Zheleznogorsk activities $2.5 $46.7 $119.9 +157% 

Crosscutting and technical support activities $2.0 $2.0 $2.0 0 
Subtotal, EWGPP $132.0 $174.4 $206.6 +18.5% 

Russian Plutonium Disposition 
Design, licensing, construction of Russian 

facilities 
$36.1 $18.6 $19.1 +2.7% 

U.S. technical support $27.9 $15.6 $15.6 0 
Subtotal, Russian plutonium disposition 

activities 
$64.0 $34.2 $34.7 +1.5% 

Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI) 
Reduced Enrichment for Research and Test 

Reactors 
$24.7 $24.7 $32.1 +30% 

Russian research reactor fuel return $14.7 $14.7 $30.0 +104% 
Kazakhstan spent fuel disposition $8.0 $8.0 $3.9 -51.3% 

U.S. foreign research reactor fuel return $8.7 $8.1 $6.3 -22.2% 
U.S. radiological threat reduction $12.8 $12.6 $9.4 -25.4% 

International radiological threat reduction $24.1 $23.9 $18.3 -23.4% 
Gap materials and emerging threats $5.0 $5.0 $5.7 +14% 

Global research reactor securityv $0 $0 $1.0 N/a 
Subtotal, GTRI $98.0 $97.0 $106.7 +10% 

TOTAL $722.3 $823.3 $834.4 +1.3% 
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Notes: 
 
                                                 
i In an interesting development, it should be noted that the MPC&A program has changed its performance 
metrics beginning with the FY 2007 budget request.  Previously the program listed, for the current year and 
out-year projections, the “cumulative percentage of 600 MTs [metric tons] of weapons-usable nuclear 
material secured” and provided amounts for each year.  In the FY 2007 budget documents, this 
performance metric has been dropped, in favor of a new measure:  “Cumulative number of buildings with 
weapons-usable material secured.”  In a footnote, DOE explains that the change was driven by the February 
2005 Bratislava Agreement “Joint Action Plan” on MPC&A, and argues that the new metric is a “superior 
measure of risk reduction because, assuming the goal quantity of 25 Kg [of weapons usable materials], a 
building with 1 ton of nuclear material in storage is as great a threat as a building with 10 tons.”   
 
ii Beginning in FY 2007, funding for this project was subsumed under the Nonproliferation and 
International Security (N&IS) budget. 
 
iii Beginning in FY 2007, funding for this project was subsumed under the Nonproliferation and 
International Security (N&IS) budget. 
 
iv In FY 2006, funding and responsibility for this activity was transferred from the Office of Defense 
Nuclear Nonproliferation to the DOE Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).  No 
apparent funding is indicated, however, in the NE portion of the FY 2007 budget request for this project. 
 
v This activity was funded under the International Nuclear Security line of the Nonproliferation and 
International Security budget prior to the FY 2007 budget request. 
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