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 n After six years, New START has 
not accomplished its main goal of 
providing predictability and stra-
tegic stability between Russia and 
the United States.

 n U.S.–Russia relations have 
deteriorated under the Obama 
Administration, and the initial 
concessions in the treaty have 
emboldened Russia to pursue bel-
licose international policies and 
an extensive program of nuclear 
weapons modernization.

 n The U.S. must modernize its own 
nuclear delivery platforms, infra-
structure, and nuclear warheads. 
A robust nuclear weapon deter-
rent has kept the peace between 
major powers since the end of 
World War II. As other nations 
continue to advance their nuclear 
weapons capabilities, this is no 
time to delay strategic programs.

 n New START damages U.S. nation-
al security by sending Russia a 
signal of weakness. The United 
States should withdraw from 
New START, reassess its nuclear 
weapons strategy, and adjust that 
strategy to the realities of Russia’s 
renewed animosity toward the 
United States.

Abstract
In April 2010, President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmi-
try Medvedev signed the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
(New START). Six years later, New START has not accomplished the 
Obama Administration’s main goal of providing predictability and 
strategic stability between Russia and the United States. While it is 
impossible to attribute this failure solely to New START, U.S.–Russia 
relations have deteriorated under the Obama Administration, and the 
initial concessions in the treaty have emboldened Russia to pursue its 
bellicose international policies. New START continues to damage U.S. 
national security by sending Russia a signal of weakness in the face 
of Moscow’s large-scale nuclear weapons modernization. Recent Rus-
sian force expansions were made possible by permissive provisions in 
New START. The U.S.—for its own security and that of its European 
allies—should withdraw from New START.

In April 2010, u.S. President Barack Obama and Russian Presi-
dent Dmitry Medvedev signed the New Strategic Arms Reduction 

Treaty (New START). Six years later, an analysis of New START’s 
impact on u.S. national security is as timely as it is instructive. 
New START has not accomplished the Administration’s main goal 
of providing predictability and strategic stability between Russia 
and the united States. While it is impossible to attribute this fail-
ure solely to New START, u.S.–Russia relations have deteriorated 
under the Obama Administration, and the initial concessions in the 
treaty have emboldened Russia to pursue its bellicose international 
policies. New START continues to damage u.S. national security by 
sending Russia a signal of weakness in the face of Moscow’s large-
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scale nuclear weapons modernization. Recent Rus-
sian force expansions were made possible by permis-
sive provisions in New START.

The Strategic Stability that Wasn’t
From the beginning, the united States has 

been at a disadvantage because of the time pres-
sure placed on negotiators and because the u.S. 
government took only a short time to prepare for 
arms control negotiations with the Russians.1 The 
Administration cited the expiration of the Strategic 
Arms Reduction Treaty as a reason to hasten New 
START considerations in the Senate.2 The President 
also wanted to conclude negotiations before being 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.3 Russian negotia-
tors were under no pressure to conclude New START, 
putting them in a comparatively better position. In 
fact, the Russian Duma ratified the treaty over two 
months after it passed the u.S. Senate, proving that 
Administration claims that New START had to be 
the first arms control treaty ratified in a lame duck 
session of Congress were unfounded.4

The Senate fell for the Administration’s rosy 
portrayal of the effects of New START and squan-
dered an opportunity to thoroughly review the 
flawed treaty, thus leaving successive Congresses 
and Administrations, in addition to the American 
people, with all the negative side effects of this erro-
neously conducted arms control treaty. In her tes-
timony to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
then-Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stated that 
the treaty “will provide stability, transparency, and 

predictability” between the united States and Rus-
sia and continue “our progress toward broader u.S.-
Russia cooperation.”5

The Administration tried to create the impression 
that New START reduces the u.S. and Russian stra-
tegic arsenals. The late edward Warner, Secretary of 
Defense Representative to Post-START Negotiations, 
stated that “the united States sought to conclude a 
treaty that would significantly limit and reduce u.S. 
and Russian strategic offensive arms.”6 In reality, the 
Obama Administration managed to negotiate a trea-
ty in which the united States bears the majority of 
mandated reductions while Russia is allowed to add 
deployed nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles to 
its inventory (and has been doing so). Due to count-
ing rules, nuclear reductions border on insignificant 
and allow Russia to deploy more nuclear warheads 
than it deployed under the 2002 Moscow Treaty that 
preceded New START. extensive Russian nuclear 
weapon modernization negates any benefits from the 
predictability that Administration officials claimed 
would follow ratification of the treaty.

Additionally, at least some Russian reductions 
are due to obsolescence and not a result of the treaty, 
as then-Assistant Secretary of State for Arms Con-
trol and International Security Rose Gottemoeller 
pointed out.7 Assistant Secretary Gottemoeller also 
claimed that the Russians have “a fairly significant 
number of launchers…that will be reduced and elim-
inated under this treaty.”8 In reality, the Russians 
declared 865 launchers (the limit for this catego-
ry is 800 under the treaty) while the united States 

1. Mark B. Schneider, “New START: The Anatomy of a Failed Negotiation,” National Institute for Public Policy, July 2012, 
http://www.nipp.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/New-start.pdf (accessed July 6, 2015).

2. Jesse Lee, “The Case for New START from the Joint Chiefs: ‘We Need It Badly,’” The White House Blog, December 16, 2010, 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2010/12/16/case-new-start-joint-chiefs-we-need-it-badly (accessed July 16, 2015).

3. “Kremlin: Russia to Boost Barack Obama’s Nobel Prize with Nuclear Treaty,” The Telegraph, October 30, 2009, 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/barackobama/6465988/Kremlin-Russia-to-boost-Barack-Obamas-Nobel-Prize-with-nuclear-
treaty.html (accessed July 10, 2015).

4. Amy F. Woolf, “The New START Treaty: Central Limits and Key Provisions,” Congressional Research Service Report for Congress, February 4, 2015, 
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41219.pdf (accessed July 10, 2015), and Richard S. Beth and Jessica Tollestrup, “Lame Duck Sessions of 
Congress, 1935–2012 (74th–112th Congresses),” Congressional Research Service Report for Congress, September 19, 2014, 
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/ RL33677.pdf (accessed July 13, 2015).

5. Hearing, The New START Treaty, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, 111th Cong., 2nd Sess., May 18, 2010, 
http://www.foreign.senate.gov/hearings/the-new-start-treaty (accessed July 6, 2015).

6. Hearing, The New START Treaty (Treaty Doc. 111-5): The Negotiations, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, 111th Cong., 2nd Sess., 
June 15, 2010, http://www.foreign.senate.gov/hearings/the-new-start-treaty-treaty-doc-111-5-the-negotiations (accessed June 6, 2015).

7. Ibid.

8. Ibid.
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declared 1,124.9 Russia does not have to reduce its 
launchers significantly. In fact, Russia does not have 
to reduce much of anything significantly. Moscow 
was below the New START limit on deployed war-
heads and delivery vehicles at New START’s entry 
into force.10

During the 2010 Russian ratification of New 
START, Russian Defense Minister Anatoliy Serdyu-
kov said that Russia will increase the number of its 
deployed nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles up 
to the New START limits.11 In fact, it can increase 
and has been increasing the number of nuclear weap-
ons and delivery vehicles in certain categories.12 Had 
New START not been ratified, the united States today 
would be in a better strategic position vis-à-vis Russia 
regarding the number of its strategic systems, despite 
the Administration’s claims that limits set forth by 
the treaty are important.13 Limits set forth by the 
treaty today disadvantage the united States, while 
Russia continues its nuclear buildup as if there were 
no treaty limits at all.

When asked about u.S. recourses regarding Mos-
cow’s arms control violations, Secretary Clinton 
responded that “presenting information that we 
believe might violate the spirit or the letter of the 
treaty leads to changes.”14 In reality, Russia has a his-
tory of noncompliance, and the united States has a 

history of not following through with holding Russia 
accountable for its arms control violations. During 
the New START debate, however, the State Depart-
ment was dealing with Russia’s potential violations 
of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty, a 
concern about which a majority of Senators were not 
properly informed. This occurred despite the fact 
that this information is important in the context of 
New START.15

Advocates of the treaty attributed to it almost 
magical properties, saying the treaty would improve 
relations with Russia and help the u.S. advance its 
nonproliferation goals and exercise its leadership on 
the issue. Few of the witness statements before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee went beyond 
general platitudes to explain what exactly this gen-
eral language means or how the treaty would accom-
plish its stated goals. The few concrete examples 
turned out to be short-lived. For example, Sena-
tor Bob Casey (D–PA) touted New START’s ben-
efits even before the treaty was signed, attribut-
ing Russia’s refusal to provide Iran with the S-300 
air defense system to the treaty’s signature. In fact, 
Russia completely reversed course a few years later 
in complete disregard of u.S. national security inter-
ests in the region.16

9. U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic 
Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, June 1, 2011, http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/164722.htm (accessed July 10, 2015).

10. Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Russian and US Strategic Offensive Arms1 (Fact Sheet),” 
June 27, 2011, http://www.mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/international_safety/disarmament/-/asset_publisher/rp0fiUBmANaH/content/id/202058/
pop_up?_101_INSTANCE_rp0fiUBmANaH_viewMode=tv&_101_INSTANCE_rp0fiUBmANaH_qrIndex=0 (accessed October 29, 2015).

11. Keith Payne, “New START: From Russia with Glee,” National Review, June 13, 2011, 
http://www.nationalreview.com/article/269264/new-start-russia-glee-keith-b-payne (accessed June 6, 2015).

12. Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Russian and US Strategic Offensive Arms1 (Fact Sheet),” 
and U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, “Arms Control and International Security: New START 
Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, October 1, 2014, http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/232359.htm (accessed 
October 29, 2015).

13. Hearing, New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) Implementation, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, 111th Cong., 2nd Sess., 
July 20, 2010, http://www.armed-services.senate.gov/hearings/2010/07/20/oversight-new-start (accessed July 8, 2015).

14. Hearing, The New START Treaty (Treaty Doc. 111-5): Views from the Pentagon, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, 111th Cong., 2nd Sess., 
June 16, 2010, http://www.foreign.senate.gov/hearings/the-new-start-treaty-treaty-doc-111-5-views-from-the-pentagon (accessed July 6, 2015).

15. Michaela Dodge, “Russia: Did Administration Know About INF Violations?” The Daily Signal, March 6, 2014, 
http://dailysignal.com/2014/03/06/russia-administration-know-inf-violations/, and Michaela Dodge, “State Department Is Misleading 
Americans About Russia’s Treaty Violations,” The Daily Signal, June 8, 2015, http://dailysignal.com/2015/06/08/state-department-
is-misleading-americans-about-russias-treaty-violations/. The State Department formally charged Russia with this violation in its 
2014 compliance report: U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance, Adherence to and Compliance 
with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and Commitments, July 2014, p. 8, http://www.state.gov/documents/
organization/230108.pdf (accessed June 3, 2015).

16. Reuters, “Russian Firm to Supply Iran S-300 Missile System Once Deal Agreed,” June 2, 2015, 
http://www.reuters.com/article/2015/06/02/us-russia-iran-missiles-idUSKBN0OI1AJ20150602 (accessed July 6, 2015).
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Russia’s consistent track record of disregard for 
u.S. national security interests can also be seen in 
other areas. A particularly destabilizing course of 
action that Russia plans to pursue is resurrection 
of its nuclear missile trains. Highly valued for their 
discreet appearance and survivability in the event 
of an attack, these systems were limited under 
START, and the then-existing Russian system 
was banned in 1993 under START II (which never 
entered into force).17 Russia once possessed 36 of 
these missiles on 12 separate trains, with each mis-
sile totaling 5.5 megatons divided among 10 war-

heads.18 At its peak, Russia had almost 200 mega-
tons of nuclear weaponry riding its rails, 5,000 
times the highest estimated explosive yield of the 
two bombs that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

These systems, however, are not covered by 
New START, which supersedes START II.19 Rus-
sia appears intent on seizing this opportunity and 
recently announced plans to design and deploy new 
and improved missile trains, which will be known 
as “Barguzin.” Moscow plans for each missile train 
to carry missiles based on the three-stage, solid-fuel 
RS-24 “Yars,” which carries four nuclear warheads 

17. “Russia Successfully Tests Latest ‘YARS’ Intercontinental Ballistic Missile,” Russia Today, December 24, 2013, 
http://rt.com/news/yars-missile-russia-launch-729/ (accessed July 3, 2015).

18. Ibid. and “‘Nuke Trains’ with up to 30 Yars Missiles Rolling Out from 2018—Russian Defense Source,” Russia Today, December 26, 2014, 
http://rt.com/news/217795-russia-nuclear-missile-trains/ (accessed July 3, 2015).

19. “Russia Successfully Tests Latest ‘YARS’ Intercontinental Ballistic Missile.”
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for a total yield of 1.2 megatons per missile.20 While 
the destructive potential of the new missiles is sig-
nificantly less, the accuracy and range have each 
increased over time.21 Further, the lighter weight of 
the new weapons allows each Barguzin to tow up to 
six missiles.22 The clear threat that such difficult-to-
track systems pose to u.S. national interests show-
cases Russia’s continued belligerence.

Russia plans to add these missiles into service 
in 2019, and their estimated retirement is 2040.23 
unless either party withdraws from New START, 
the treaty will remain in force until 2021 (with 
a five-year possible extension), years after Mos-
cow’s planned rail-mobile missile deployments. 
New START negotiators eliminated all provisions 
of START that constrained the deployment of rail-
mobile intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). 
The START definitions that captured rail-mobile 
ICBMs were either changed to exclude rail-mobile 
ICBMs or completely eliminated. It would take a 
treaty amendment to capture rail-mobile launch-
ers under New START limits. All of the verification 
provisions relating to rail-mobile missiles are also 
gone.24 The Russian decision to pursue rail-mobile 
ICBMs almost certainly results from the fact that 
the number of these missiles and the warheads they 
carry are not constrained by New START unless 
Russia agrees to a treaty amendment.

The surprise Russian decision to build at least 50 
new Tu-160 bombers is almost certainly based on 
the fact that the dozen nuclear cruise missiles that 
each bomber can carry are counted as only a single 
deployed nuclear warhead under New START.25

New START: Now and Then
According to James Miller, then-Deputy under 

Secretary of Defense for Policy, the 2010 Nuclear 
Posture Review (NPR) provided guidance to u.S. 
New START negotiators with respect to acceptable 
nuclear forces levels.26 The problem is that the NPR 
is based on faulty assumptions. The NPR states that 

“Russia and the united States are no longer adversar-
ies” and that “prospects for military confrontation 
have declined dramatically.”27 This is simply not the 
case, particularly today. A good deal of the blame 
for the sorry state of relations between the united 
States and Russia can be placed at the feet of Russia’s 
President Vladimir Putin.

America’s nuclear planning is in dire need of reas-
sessment. The Obama Administration naively pur-
sued “reset” relations with Russia, but the only “reset” 
the Administration accomplished was to embolden 
Russia to pursue aggressive Cold War–style policies 
damaging to u.S. interests and european security.28

General Kevin Chilton, former head of united 
States Strategic Command, stated during Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee hearings that the 
New START nuclear force posture is based on the 
assumption that the Russians will not cheat and will 
abide by limits set by the treaty.29 This assumption is 
clearly flawed. Russia has violated every single arms 
control agreement it has ever signed with the united 
States, its most recent violation being of the Inter-
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty. The 
Administration stated that even large-scale cheat-
ing would not have an impact on u.S. second-strike 
capability.30

20. Ibid.

21. Interfax, “Russia to Revive Nuclear Missile Trains,” December 16, 2014, http://www.interfax.com/newsinf.asp?id=559757 
(accessed June 26, 2015).

22. “‘Nuke Trains’ with up to 30 Yars Missiles Rolling Out from 2018—Russian Defense Source.”

23. Ibid. and Interfax, “Russia to Revive Nuclear Missile Trains.”

24. Schneider, “New START: The Anatomy of a Failed Negotiation,” pp. 7–9.

25. “Russia to Produce Successor of Tu-160 Strategic Bomber After 2023,” Sputnik News, June 4, 2015, 
http://sputniknews.com/military/20150604/1022954769.html (accessed October 29, 2015).

26. Hearing, The New START Treaty (Treaty Doc. 111-5): Views from the Pentagon.

27. U.S. Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review Report, April 2010, p. iv, 
http://www.defense.gov/npr/docs/2010%20Nuclear%20Posture%20Review%20Report.pdf (accessed July 6, 2015).

28. The Heritage Foundation, “Reset Regret: Heritage Foundation Recommendations,” WebMemo No. 3334, August 5, 2011, 
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/08/reset-regret-heritage-foundation-recommendations?ac=1.

29. Hearing, The New START Treaty (Treaty Doc. 111-5): Views from the Pentagon.

30. Hearing, New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) Implementation.
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In addition, the State Department started to voice 
concerns about Russia’s “selective implementation” 
of the 2002 Treaty on Open Skies, which establishes 
a regime of unarmed aerial observation flights over 
the territories of its signatories.31 Moreover, New 
START force levels assume that the united States 
will not need more nuclear weapons and that the u.S. 
strategic forces’ planning guidance will not change 
for the duration of the treaty.32

During the New START ratification, several 
Administration officials emphasized that the united 
States had a nuclear arsenal sized just right for the 
national security situation at that time. General Kevin 
Chilton, for instance, stated at the time: “I think 
the arsenal that we have is exactly what is needed 
today to provide the deterrent.”33 The past six years 
have shown this statement and the Administration’s 
assumptions to be flawed.

The Administration has not delivered even where it 
had the power to do so. The President made clear that 

“he is completely committed to the full funding in this 
modernization program for as long as his Adminis-
tration is in power.”34 The Senate gave its advice and 
consent on the expectation that the Administration 
would request funding for the nuclear enterprise at 
levels set forth in its Section 1251 Report to Congress.35 
New START was meant to be a sign “that there’s a gen-
eral consensus on the need to maintain the stockpile, 
the need to support science, and the need to modern-
ize the infrastructure.”36 The assumption has proved 

unfounded, as the consensus on the need to recapital-
ize the u.S. nuclear weapon enterprise broke down 
shortly after New START came into force. even under 
the best-case scenario, where Congress and the Admin-
istration come together on a 10-year nuclear weapons 
activities plan, the nuclear weapons enterprise would 
still be $10 billion short between 2011 and 2021.37

The Administration was able to gain support for 
New START among many Members of Congress and 
nuclear weapon experts because it pledged nuclear 
weapon modernization funding. The u.S. nuclear secu-
rity enterprise has been underfunded for years and 
has faced organizational and retention challenges.38 
Additionally, successive Administrations have failed to 
implement sound nuclear policies, including reversing 
the aging trend in u.S. nuclear warheads, planning for 
new developments in u.S. adversaries’ nuclear capa-
bilities, and delivering nuclear weapons products to the 
Department of Defense on schedule and on budget.39

Among the two key National Nuclear Security 
Administration projects for which the Administra-
tion pledged to provide funding and accelerated 
construction—in return for the Senate’s ratifica-
tion of New START—were the Chemical Metallurgy 
Research Replacement building at the Los Alamos 
National Laboratory and the uranium Processing 
Facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee.40

The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replace-
ment Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) was intended 
to replace the current Chemistry and Metallurgy 

31. United States Mission to the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, “Open Skies Treaty 3rd Review Conference—Closing 
Remarks,” June 10, 2015, http://osce.usmission.gov/jun_11_15_open_skies_revcon_closing.html (accessed July 6, 2015).

32. Hearing, New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, 111th Cong., 2nd Sess., July 27, 2010, 
http://www.armed-services.senate.gov/hearings/2010/07/27/oversight-new-start (accessed July 8, 2015).

33. Hearing, The New START Treaty (Treaty Doc. 111-5): Views from the Pentagon.

34. Hearing, The New START Treaty (Treaty Doc. 111-5): Maintaining a Safe, Secure and Effective Nuclear Arsenal, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. 
Senate, 111th Cong., 2nd Sess., July 15, 2010, http://www.foreign.senate.gov/hearings/the-new-start-treaty-treaty-doc-111-5-maintaining-a-
safe-secure-and-effective-nuclear-arsenal (accessed July 6, 2015).

35. News release, “Fact Sheet: An Enduring Commitment to the U.S. Nuclear Deterrent,” The White House, November 17, 2010, 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2010/11/17/fact-sheet-enduring-commitment-us-nuclear-deterrent (accessed July 6, 2015).

36. Hearing, New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) Implementation.

37. Hearing, The New START Treaty (Treaty Doc. 111-5): Maintaining a Safe, Secure and Effective Nuclear Arsenal.

38. “Executive Summary,” in 2015 Index of U.S. Military Strength, ed. Dakota L. Wood (Washington: The Heritage Foundation, 2015), 
http://index.heritage.org/militarystrength/about/executive-summary/.

39. C. Paul Robinson, John Foster, and Thomas Scheber, “The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Questions and Challenges,” 
Heritage Foundation Lecture No. 1218, November 7, 2012, 
http://www.heritage.org/research/lecture/2012/11/the-comprehensive-test-ban-treaty-questions-and-challenges.

40. U.S. Senate, “New START Treaty: Resolution of Advice and Consent to Ratification,” December 22, 2010, 
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/154123.pdf (accessed August 3, 2015).
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Research (CMR) building at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory after capabilities and operations were 

“restricted due to safety constraints.”41 However, lin-
gering safety concerns and cost overruns far exceed-
ing initial estimates deferred the completion date 
in 2012 and necessitated a new strategy to address 
near-term needs and risks. The Plutonium Strate-
gy will take a modular approach consisting of three 
parts, including two parts executed as CMRR line-
item subprojects.

First, the Radiological Laboratory utility 
Office Building (RLuOB) will be reconfigured and 
reequipped to handle increased radiological limits 
to allow additional equipment to be purchased and 
more operations to be undertaken. Step two will 
involve relocating and consolidating processes with-
in PF-4, a high hazard nuclear space, to create more 
space for the installation of new production equip-
ment and the transfer of capabilities from the CMR 
building. These facilities reportedly will “enable the 
cessation of programmatic operations” at the CMR 
building by 2019 and “allow war-reserve-quality pro-
duction of 30 plutonium pits per year by FY 2026 and 
50 to 80 pits per year by 2030.”42

Plutonium pit production capabilities are critical 
to the maintenance and sustainment of the nuclear 
stockpile. To assess the “reliability, safety, and secu-
rity of nuclear weapons without underground test-
ing,”43 they must be disassembled so that each com-
ponent can be examined and tested individually. 
Occasionally, plutonium pits and other components 
are destroyed in the process and require replace-
ments. If CMR operations continue to be restricted, 
replacement parts may not be available, thus reduc-
ing the weapons stockpile.

The uranium Processing Facility (uPF) will 
replace and improve mission-critical capabilities and 
infrastructure at the Y-12 National Security Complex, 
including most of the uranium production functions 
of Building 9212. Since many of the current facilities 
were designed and scaled to address Cold War threats, 
much of the infrastructure is inactive, outdated, or dete-
riorating. This contributes to a decrease in efficiency 
and reliability, along with an associated rise in mainte-
nance costs. In short, the complex is “both too old, and 
too big.”44 While some construction and revitalization 
projects can tolerate delays due to budget restraints, the 
critical nature of Building 9212 functions “demands 
appropriate risk reduction.”45 The uPF will modern-
ize Manhattan Project–era capabilities and security 
to meet future needs of the energy and defense sectors.

In order to minimize project costs and maximize 
utility, many vital processes and infrastructure will 
be consolidated and transferred to existing facili-
ties “certified for specific nuclear safety, seismic, 
and security requirements.”46 Only operations that 
are not appropriate for transition to existing facili-
ties, including casting and special oxide production, 
will be included in plans for a new facility. The proj-
ect, scheduled for completion by 2025, will incorpo-
rate modern standards and technologies designed 
to “accommodate current and future fuel types” 
and improve the sustainability, viability, safety, and 
security of the National Nuclear Security Adminis-
tration’s uranium-enrichment capabilities.47

The consensus on nuclear weapons funding that the 
Administration worked out before New START was 
ratified did not last a year. Instead of delivering on its 
promises and ensuring the viability of the u.S. nuclear 
enterprise into the future, the Administration decid-

41. U.S. Department of Energy, National Nuclear Security Administration, Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at 
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico: Supplement Analysis, January 2015, http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2015/02/
f19/EIS-0350-SA-02-2015.pdf (accessed July 16, 2015).

42. U.S. Department of Energy, National Nuclear Security Administration, Fiscal Year 2016 Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan: Report 
to Congress, March 2015, 
http://nnsa.energy.gov/sites/default/files/FY16SSMP_FINAL%203_16_2015_reducedsize.pdf (accessed July 15, 2015).

43. U.S. Department of Energy, National Nuclear Security Administration, “Maintaining the Stockpile: Plutonium Pits,” 
http://nnsa.energy.gov/ourmission/managingthestockpile/plutoniumpits (accessed July 15, 2015).

44. Congressional Advisory Panel on the Governance of the Nuclear Security Enterprise, A New Foundation for the Nuclear Enterprise, November 
2014, http://cdn.knoxblogs.com/atomiccity/wp-content/uploads/sites/11/2014/12/Governance.pdf?_ga=1.83182294.1320535883.14152859
34 (accessed July 13, 2015).

45. U.S. Department of Energy, Fiscal Year 2016 Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan.

46. Ibid.

47. Ibid.
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ed to cut nuclear weapons funding. even worse, the 
Administration cancelled the CMRR that it pledged to 
speed up prior to New START’s ratification. Regrettably, 
Congress went along with these ill-advised proposals.

New START’s launcher definitions do not prop-
erly cover rail-mobile missiles.48 At the time of Sen-
ate consideration, the Administration argued that 
neither Russia nor the united States deployed these 
types of systems and that if they did, these systems 
would be covered under the central limit of the trea-
ty.49 The problem is that the Administration failed 
to negotiate special inspection and verification mea-
sures for this type of system while giving up most 
of its negotiating leverage in New START itself.50 
The Administration’s mismanagement of u.S. Rus-
sia policy is leaving the united States in a situation 
in which it will have to negotiate from a position of 
weakness on Russia’s rail-mobile missiles.

Toward Improving U.S. Nuclear Security
Future Administrations and Congresses will have 

to live with the consequences of President Obama’s 
misguided belief that any arms control agreement 
is a good one, regardless of its strategic implications. 
Both the executive and the legislative branches will 
have to work together to mitigate the negative effects 
of New START. The following are the steps that the 
united States should take to increase its national 
security and reclaim some of the lost ground with 
respect to pursuing sound arms control policies:

 n Withdraw from New START. The united States 
should withdraw from New START, as the treaty 
is not in the national interest. New START allows 
a bellicose Russia to increase the size of its nucle-
ar arsenal while the united States has to bear the 
majority of costly reductions. The existing prec-
edent, the 2001 u.S. withdrawal from the 1972 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, showed that alarm-
ist predictions about negative consequences of the 
withdrawal did not come to pass. The Russians 
have a good grasp of the concept of national interest.

 n Defund New START’s implementation. Should 
the executive branch disagree that withdrawal 
is in the u.S. interest, Congress can take steps 
to mitigate New START’s deleterious effects 
by defunding its implementation. Congress 
can restrict the Administration from spending 
resources on nuclear delivery and nuclear war-
head dismantlement. It can provide funding and 
direct the Administration to upload more nuclear 
warheads on the existing strategic systems. It can 
create conditions that the President has to meet 
before proceeding with New START implementa-
tion. Some Members of Congress have exercised 
such leadership and included similar provisions 
in the National Defense Authorization Act.51

 n Modernize U.S. nuclear weapons and sup-
porting infrastructure. Currently, the united 
States has plans to sustain its nuclear weapons and 
replace its aging nuclear delivery vehicles. However, 
contrary to popular belief, Washington is not mod-
ernizing its nuclear warheads. President Obama 
opposes giving existing nuclear weapons new mis-
sions or new military capabilities, despite the need 
for new capabilities that would strengthen deter-
rence in today’s dynamic and multi-nuclear-armed 
environment. The Administration broke the nucle-
ar weapon modernization promises on which New 
START was contingent, especially with respect to 
the CMRR. The legal framework in which the trea-
ty was meant to operate is gone—and so should be 
New START.

 n Forbid the Assistant Secretary of State for 
Verification and Compliance from being a 
chief negotiator for arms control treaties. 
under the current arrangement, the person who 
negotiates a treaty for the Administration is also 
the person who is responsible for creating a verifi-
ability assessment and testifying to Congress on 
how verifiable the treaty is. This creates a conflict 
of interest. Delinking the two would strengthen 

48. Schneider, “New START: The Anatomy of a Failed Negotiation.”

49. Hearing, Sustaining Nuclear Weapons Under the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, 111th 
Cong., 2nd Sess., July 29, 2010, http://www.armed-services.senate.gov/hearings/2010/07/29/oversight-new-start-1 (accessed July 8, 2015).

50. Ibid.

51. Walter Pincus and Greg Jaffe, “House Panel Approves Limits on Complying with Arms Pact with Russia,” The Washington Post, May 11, 2011, 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/house-panel-approves-limits-on-complying-with-arms-pact-with-russia/2011/05/11/AF953ftG_
story.html (accessed August 5, 2015).
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the independence of the treaty review process and 
increase the credibility of the Administration’s 
judgments with respect to its assessment of arms 
control treaties.

 n Inform Congress about the special inspec-
tion and verification measures related to New 
START and Russia’s rail-mobile ICBMs. Russia 
is exploiting New START’s loophole with respect 
to rail-mobile ICBMs and planning to deploy a 
rail-mobile system in 2020.52 The treaty expires 
in 2021 (with a possible five-year extension). If the 
Administration has no intention of withdrawing 
from New START, it should begin negotiations on 
the special inspection and verification measures 
that will be necessary to monitor these particularly 
challenging systems for the purposes of the treaty. 
Negotiations will take time, and in order to achieve 
a good outcome for the united States, currently 
in a weaker negotiating position than Russia, the 
Administration will have to devise a comprehen-
sive plan to convince Russia to agree on a mean-
ingful verification regime for this class of systems. 
Rail-mobile systems will also place additional bur-
dens on u.S. national technical means, which take 
years to develop. The Administration must start 
planning and budgeting for Russia’s rail-mobile 
systems now.

 n Raise the issue of the size of Russia’s tactical 
nuclear arsenal and arms control violations 
in international fora. The united States has 
been keeping quiet about the size of Russia’s tac-
tical nuclear arsenal and arms control violations. 
The disparity between the u.S. and Russian arse-
nals and Russia’s blatant disregard for nuclear 
and conventional arms control agreements create 
a dangerous situation in the european theater on 
borders between NATO and Russia where Russia 
has conventional superiority today. u.S. unwill-
ingness to raise these issues with Russia and 
internationally, as well as u.S. conventional and 
tactical inferiority, might embolden President 

Putin to take more aggressive steps than he would 
if force postures were more balanced.

 n Mandate that the Department of Defense 
annually prepare an unclassified publication 
on Russia’s nuclear and ballistic missile forces 
to educate the public about Moscow’s nuclear 
capabilities. Americans need to understand what 
kind of military steps Russia is taking and which 
capabilities it has at its disposal to threaten both 
u.S. allies and the u.S. homeland. Such an under-
standing is critical for an informed u.S. foreign pol-
icy. Alternatively, Congress could demand an annu-
al comprehensive report on Russia’s military forces 
modeled after the Defense Department’s Annual 
Report to Congress: Military and Security Develop-
ments Involving the People’s Republic of China.53 
As part of New START, to which the u.S. agreed, 
Russia has prohibited the Administration from 
releasing detailed information from New START 
data exchanges. However, there is nothing in New 
START or other agreements that would prevent 
the Administration from releasing its own infor-
mation about Russia’s nuclear forces. To make the 
publication more accessible to the public, it could 
be modeled after the “Russia’s Nuclear Posture” 
report recently produced by the National Institute 
for Public Policy.54

 n Hold exercises simulating Russian nucle-
ar attacks on NATO. Given repeated Russian 
threats to use nuclear weapons against NATO, 
including considering use of a nuclear weapon to 
be de-escalatory, NATO should organize military 
exercises simulating a small-scale nuclear attack 
on its territory. NATO must develop responses 
that would be de-escalatory in nature. Deploying 
a ballistic missile defense system to provide the 
u.S. President with more time and decision-mak-
ing space in case of an attack should be a priority 
for NATO. Being prepared to counter effects of 
Russia’s nuclear brinkmanship is another essen-
tial element of preventing a nuclear escalation.

52. “Russia to Develop New Rail-Mobile ICBM System,” Army-Technology, April 25, 2013, 
http://www.army-technology.com/news/newsrussia-develop-new-rail-mobile-icbm-system (accessed August 5, 2015).

53. U.S. Department of Defense, Annual Report to Congress: Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 2015, 
http://www.defense.gov/Portals/1/Documents/pubs/2015_China_Military_Power_Report.pdf (accessed October 14, 2015).

54. National Institute for Public Policy, “Russia’s Nuclear Posture,” 2015, 
http://www.nipp.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Russias-Nuclear-Posture.pdf (accessed August 5, 2015).
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 n Maintain nuclear weapons in Europe and 
expand supporting infrastructure. The unit-
ed States must not accede to Russia’s condition 
for long-range nuclear weapon negotiation: The 
Kremlin has repeatedly demanded that the unit-
ed States withdraw its tactical nuclear weapons 
from europe before negotiations even start. u.S. 
forward-deployed nuclear weapons remain criti-
cal for NATO allies as reiterated in NATO’s stra-
tegic documents, but also as an assurance for u.S. 
allies in Asia.55

Conclusion
Reversing counterproductive trends in u.S. strate-

gic policy will require leadership, vision, and an abil-
ity to realistically assess dangers that Russia’s exten-
sive nuclear modernization program poses to u.S. 
interests. An effective response to Russian actions 
will require cooperation between the executive and 
legislative branches of the government and invest-
ment in nuclear delivery platform modernization.
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