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HEARING TO RECEIVE TESTIMONY ON 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW START 

TUESDAY, JULY 20, 2010 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:38 a.m. in room SD– 

106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Carl Levin (chair-
man) presiding. 

Committee members present: Senators Levin, Lieberman, Reed, 
Bill Nelson, E. Benjamin Nelson, Udall, Hagan, McCain, LeMieux, 
Brown, and Collins. 

Committee staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, staff di-
rector; and Leah C. Brewer, nominations and hearings clerk. 

Majority staff members present: Madelyn R. Creedon, counsel; 
Richard W. Fieldhouse, professional staff member; and Thomas K. 
McConnell, professional staff member. 

Minority staff members present: Joseph W. Bowab, Republican 
staff director; Christian D. Brose, professional staff member; and 
Daniel A. Lerner, professional staff member. 

Staff assistants present: Christine G. Lang, Hannah I. Lloyd, 
Brian F. Sebold, and Breon N. Wells. 

Committee members’ assistants present: Christopher Griffin, as-
sistant to Senator Lieberman; Carolyn Chuhta, assistant to Sen-
ator Reed; Nick Ikeda, assistant to Senator Akaka; Ann Premer, 
assistant to Senator Ben Nelson; Rob Soofer, assistant to Senator 
Inhofe; Brian Walsh, assistant to Senator LeMieux; Scott Schrage, 
assistant to Senator Brown; and Ryan Kaldahl and Brandon 
Milhorn, assistants to Senator Collins. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN 

Chairman LEVIN. Good morning, everybody. I’d like to welcome 
each of our witnesses this morning. We have with us three very 
distinguished, dedicated public servants: Dr. James Miller, the 
Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy; Mr. Tom 
D’Agostino, the Administrator of the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration; and General Kevin Chilton, Commander of the U.S. 
Strategic Command. It’s good to see you all again. 

With the New START Treaty which was signed this last April, 
a nuclear verifiable arms control treaty would be put back in place. 
Today we’re going to focus on how the New START Treaty, if rati-
fied, will be implemented by the Department of Defense and the 
National Nuclear Security Administration. 
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There are many questions about how this treaty will be imple-
mented. These include the following: Does the reduced force struc-
ture required by the new treaty meet the military requirements to 
maintain nuclear deterrence for the United States and for its al-
lies? How will the force structure be shaped? In other words, how 
will the requirements in the new treaty for reductions in delivery 
systems and launchers be implemented? Will implementation of 
the New START Treaty constrain the Defense Department’s pro-
grams and plans for missile defense? Can the NNSA carry out its 
responsibility to maintain a smaller stockpile of nuclear weapons 
so that these weapons under the New START Treaty—so that 
these weapons again remain safe, secure, and reliable? Will the 
ability of the directors of the National security labs to propose any 
and all options they believe are warranted to maintain the safety, 
security, and reliability of the nuclear weapons be preserved? 

Last week, we heard from the lab directors that they feel that 
they are not limited in their ability to explore all options. On the 
contrary, they said that they have the flexibility and indeed it is 
their responsibility to propose any option that they recommend. 

The Nuclear Posture Review says that the full range of life ex-
tension options should be studied, but that in deciding which life 
extension options should move to the engineering phase the Nu-
clear Weapons Council should give preference for refurbishment or 
re-use. What does that preference mean from an implementation 
perspective and will this have any impact on the long-term ability 
to maintain nuclear weapons safe, secure, and reliably, the reli-
ability? 

We heard from the intelligence community last week that the 
New START and the old START treaties have different approaches 
to verification. Today we will hear from our witnesses as to wheth-
er this treaty can be verified through the monitoring activities of 
the intelligence community utilizing the verification provisions of 
the new treaty as well as national technical means. 

Senator McCain. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN 

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank our distin-
guished witnesses for their service and joining us today. 

As I’ve stated before, I’ve been a supporter of previous bipartisan 
efforts to reduce our nuclear weapons in step with the Russian 
Government. Many of us have concerns about the New START 
Treaty’s methods of verification, its constraints on ballistic missile 
defense, and the accompanying plan for modernization of both the 
nuclear stockpile and our nuclear delivery vehicles. It’s my hope 
that over the course of our hearings Congress will receive both the 
assurances and the funding commitments necessary to overcome 
these concerns. 

Given this treaty’s significant implications for our national secu-
rity and the multiple committees that have direct oversight respon-
sibilities, the Senate needs to move thoroughly to consider this 
treaty and all of its critical components, and obviously we don’t 
want to rush our deliberations to meet an arbitrary deadline. 

We have yet to receive critical documents necessary for this com-
mittee and the full Senate to make an informed judgment of this 
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treaty. Specifically, the administration has yet to provide the trea-
ty’s negotiating record, including the negotiating history dealing 
with the ambiguity of New START’s preamble with respect to stra-
tegic defensive weapons and the contradictory statements issued by 
the United States and Russia on the meaning and legal force of 
that language. 

This request for the treaty’s negotiating history is not unprece-
dented. The Senate has previously sought and received access to 
the negotiating history for major arms control treaties between the 
United States and the former Soviet Union, such as the 1972 Anti- 
Ballistic Missile Treaty and the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear 
Forces Treaty. To enable the Senate to fully fulfil its constitutional 
duty to provide advice and consent on New START, the Obama Ad-
ministration should give the Senate access to the negotiating 
records. 

Last week the House appropriators chose to fund coveted water 
project earmarks, but not to fully fund the President’s fiscal year 
2011 request for modernization of the nuclear weapons complex. 
There are already concerns about the adequacy of the President’s 
plan for meeting our full recapitalization and modernization needs, 
and this lack of commitment by House Democrats to at least meet 
the President’s request is troubling. 

I look forward to hearing from all of our witnesses if they’re con-
cerned by this cut and if they intend to recommend that the Presi-
dent veto any funding bills that do not meet his funding request 
for modernization of the weapons complex. 

During this committee’s hearings last week with the lab direc-
tors, it was clear that some of these professionals have significant 
concerns regarding the administration’s decision to discourage the 
replacement of warheads as an option for extending the life of our 
nuclear stockpile. In fact, General Chilton, I’m sure you weren’t 
happy about the fact that I quoted you and quote you again today 
when you said: ‘‘We should not constrain our engineers and sci-
entists in developing options on what it will take to achieve the ob-
jectives of the stockpile management program and let them bring 
forward their best recommendations for both the President and for 
the Congress to assess as to what is the best way forward.’’ 

We’ve been told by the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of Energy that supplemental guidance for the Nuclear Posture Re-
view has made it clear that all life extension efforts should be pur-
sued. However, it’s not clear that such guidance has been issued. 
It is essential for the President to state that his administration 
should encourage and pursue all modernization options achievable 
without testing or the establishment of a new military char-
acteristic. 

These issues and others need to be resolved and clarified before 
the Senate can in good faith and consistent with its responsibilities 
make a considered judgment on this important matter. Today’s 
hearing is an additional opportunity to discuss the implications of 
this new treaty and its supporting documents, including the Nu-
clear Posture Review, the 1251 report, the National Intelligence Es-
timate, and the stockpile stewardship and management plan. 
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The treaty will also have implications on our nuclear force struc-
ture and I look forward to hearing additional details on the com-
position of our strategic forces from our witnesses this morning. 

I thank all of you again for your service and for appearing here 
today. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Senator McCain follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain. 
Dr. Miller. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES N. MILLER, PH.D., PRINCIPAL 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY 

Dr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, distinguished mem-
bers of the committee: Thank you for the opportunity to testify 
today. It is a great pleasure to join my colleagues Tom D’Agostino 
and General Chilton in discussing the New START Treaty. I’d like 
to summarize my prepared statement and ask that it be entered 
into the record in its entirety. 

Chairman LEVIN. It will be. 
Dr. MILLER. And I’d like to make just six key points in summary. 

First, the New START Treaty will strengthen strategic stability 
with Russia and reduce nuclear force levels. With 1,550 account-
able nuclear warheads, the United States will be able to sustain ef-
fective nuclear deterrence with an assured devastating second 
strike capability. The administration plans a robust triad of 700 de-
ployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers. We 
plan to retain all 14 Ohio-class SSBNs and deploy no more than 
240 Trident II SLBMs at any one time. We also plan to retain up 
to 420 of the current 450 Minuteman III ICBMs, each with a single 
warhead, and we plan to retain up to 60 nuclear-capable B–2A and 
B–52H heavy bombers, while converting remaining nuclear-capable 
B–1B bombers and some B–52 bombers as well to a conventional- 
only capability. 

As noted in the section 1251 report to Congress, DOD plans to 
spend well over $100 billion over the next decade to sustain exist-
ing strategic delivery system capabilities and modernize strategic 
systems for the future. 

Second, on verification, the New START Treaty’s verification pro-
visions will increase our confidence in the numbers and status of 
Russian nuclear forces. In fact, as Secretary Gates has noted, one 
of the great contributions of this treaty is its strong verification re-
gime. The 18 annual on-site inspections are a linchpin of the trea-
ty’s verification framework. They will work synergistically with 
other elements of the treaty, including the following: extensive data 
exchanges on the characteristics and locations of ICBMs, SLBMs, 
and nuclear-capable heavy bombers; unique identifiers associated 
with each missile and heavy bomber; a requirement to report any 
changes in the status of strategic systems through timely notifica-
tions; and provisions for non-interference with national technical 
means of verification. 

Without the treaty and its verification measures, the United 
States would have much less insight into Russian strategic forces, 
thereby requiring our military to plan based on worst case assump-
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tions. This would be an expensive and potentially destabilizing ap-
proach that this Nation should not accept. 

Third point: U.S. force structure plans under the treaty will fur-
ther strengthen deterrence of Russian cheating or breakout. Be-
cause the United States will retain a robust triad of strategic 
forces, Russian cheating or breakout under the treaty would have 
little effect on the assured second strike capabilities of U.S. nuclear 
forces. In particular, the survivability and responsiveness of stra-
tegic submarines at sea and alert heavy bombers would be unaf-
fected by even large-scale cheating. 

In addition, the United States would be able to respond to Rus-
sian cheating or breakout with the ability to upload large numbers 
of additional nuclear warheads on both bombers and strategic mis-
siles. The United States will therefore be well postured under New 
START to deter any Russian attempt to gain advantage by cheat-
ing or breakout. 

This of course does not mean that Russian cheating or breakout 
is likely or that it would be acceptable. If there were any signs of 
Russian cheating or preparations to break out from the treaty, the 
United States would first raise this matter in the Bilateral Con-
sultative Commission established under the treaty and, if not re-
solved there, at higher levels, and then would have other courses 
of action following that if necessary. 

Fourth, the treaty does not constrain our ability to develop and 
deploy non-nuclear prompt global strike capabilities. DOD is cur-
rently conducting an in-depth analysis of non-nuclear prompt glob-
al strike. However we have concluded at this point that any deploy-
ment of conventionally armed ICBMs or SLBMs with a traditional 
ballistic trajectory, which would count under the New START Trea-
ty’s limits, would be limited to a niche capability which could easily 
be accounted for under the treaty, while retaining our nuclear 
triad. 

DOD is also exploring the potential of conventionally- armed 
long-range missile systems that fly a non-ballistic trajectory, for ex-
ample so-called boost-glide systems. Such systems would have the 
advantage that they could steer around other countries to avoid 
overflight issues and they would have flight trajectories distin-
guishable from an ICBM or SLBM. As we made clear in the New 
START Treaty negotiations, we would not consider such non-nu-
clear systems, which do not otherwise meet the definitions of the 
New START Treaty as ICBMs or SLBMs, to be new kinds of arms 
for purposes of the treaty. 

The fifth point: The treaty does not in any way constrain the 
ability of the United States to sustain our nuclear weapons stock-
pile and to rebuild the nuclear security enterprise that supports it. 
This effort is, as you know, a priority of the Secretary of Defense. 
Both General Chilton and Administrator D’Agostino will speak to 
this critical issue, and I strongly endorse our efforts in this area. 

Sixth, the treaty does not constrain the ability of the United 
States to develop and deploy effective ballistic missile defenses, in-
cluding the ability to improve those defenses both qualitatively and 
quantitatively, nor does it add any cost or inconvenience to this ef-
fort. The treaty’s preamble states that current strategic defensive 
forces do not threaten to undermine the effectiveness of the parties’ 
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strategic offensive arms. Given that the United States currently 
has only 30 ground-based interceptors and Russia will likely deploy 
well over 1,000 ICBM and SLBM warheads under the treaty, U.S. 
missile defenses could increase very significantly and the same will 
remain true. 

It is also important to note that the treaty’s preamble is not le-
gally binding and therefore does not require or prohibit either side 
from doing anything. 

Article 5 of the treaty prohibits any future conversion of ICBM 
silos or SLBM launchers to house or launch BMD interceptors, or 
vice versa. Such a conversion would neither be cost-effective nor 
necessary. For example, converting ten ICBM silos to house 
ground-based interceptors would cost about $550 million, compared 
to $360 million for building ten new tailor-made GBI silos. The 
placement of missile defense interceptors in converted SLBM 
launchers would be operationally impractical and very expensive. 
Therefore, the Article 5 limitation on launcher conversion does not 
constrain U.S. plans or programs or options. 

As you know, Russia made a unilateral statement about missile 
defenses in connection with the treaty. This statement is not part 
of the treaty and is not legally binding. As I know the Senators 
also know, the United States made a unilateral statement in re-
sponse that we will continue to improve our missile defense capa-
bilities to provide for effective defense of our homeland against lim-
ited missile attacks and we will do so also for our deployed forces 
and our allies and partners against growing regional threats. 

As the 2010 ballistic missile defense review, our budgetary plans, 
the U.S. unilateral statement, and extensive testimony by adminis-
tration officials all make clear, the United States will continue to 
expand and improve our missile defenses. 

In summary, the New START Treaty promotes stability and 
transparency in our strategic relationship with Russia. It is effec-
tively verifiable. It allows us to maintain and to modernize a robust 
triad of strategic nuclear delivery systems and, if desired, to deploy 
non-nuclear prompt global strike capabilities. It does not affect our 
ability or intent to revitalize our nuclear security enterprise, nor 
does it affect our ability to or intent to improve our ballistic missile 
defense capabilities both qualitatively and quantitatively. In short, 
the New START Treaty will make the United States and our allies 
and partners more secure. 

Thank you and I look forward to answering your questions. 
[The prepared statement of Dr. Miller follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Dr. Miller. 
Mr. D’Agostino. 

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS P. D’AGOSTINO, ADMINIS-
TRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, 
and members of the committee: Thank you for the opportunity to 
testify on the New START Treaty between the United States of 
America and the Russian Federation. First of all, I’d like to make 
clear that the New START Treaty will not affect NNSA’s ability to 
maintain the safety, security, and effectiveness of the Nation’s nu-
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clear weapons stockpile. No NNSA sites will be subject to inspec-
tions and none of our operations will be subject to limitation. Our 
plans for investment in and modernization of the nuclear strategic 
enterprise are essential irrespective of whether or not the START 
Treaty is ratified. Treaty implementation will not affect our plans. 

Ensuring the safety, security, and effectiveness of the nuclear 
weapons stockpile is one of NNSA’s primary missions. Maintaining 
the stockpile without nuclear testing has been a national policy for 
nearly 20 years and we will continue to support that policy in the 
future. 

In addition to our maintenance, surveillance, and warhead cer-
tification activities, important life extension milestones include: 
completing the ongoing life extension for the W76 warhead, about 
the 2017 time frame; completing the full-scope life extension study 
for the B61 bomb, with production beginning about the 2017 time 
frame as the W76 is coming down; and completing a study of life 
extension options for maintaining the W78 ICBM warhead. 

With respect to life extension options, the Nuclear Posture Re-
view is clear that the full range of options will be considered for 
each warhead life extension, to include replacement of nuclear com-
ponents. The report on New START Treaty framework and nuclear 
force structure plans, or what’s known as the 1251 report, explains 
that, while the NPR expresses a preference for refurbishment and 
re-use, the laboratory directors will be expected to provide findings 
associated with the full range of life extension approaches and they 
will make recommendations based solely on their best technical as-
sessment of the ability of each life extension approach to meet crit-
ical stockpile management goals. These are goals in weapons sys-
tem safety, weapons system security, and of course the effective-
ness and reliability. 

The Nuclear Posture Review also reinforced the need to maintain 
the most survivable leg of the triad, a sea-based strategic deter-
rent. Naval Reactors began reactor and propulsion plant design 
this year for an Ohio replacement submarine. Reactor plant compo-
nents will be procured in 2017 and will support the Navy’s need 
for a reactor core that will last for more than a 40-year life of sub-
marine. Full funding for this program will be required. 

The NPR also concluded that we needed to recapitalize the aging 
infrastructure and renew our human capital base. The stockpile 
stewardship and management plan is a comprehensive 20-year 
plan to achieve this goal and to modernize NNSA’s nuclear security 
enterprise. Implementation of this stockpile stewardship and man-
agement program will allow us to strengthen our science, tech-
nology, and engineering base, modernize the infrastructure, and re-
cruit, develop, and retain the next generation of nuclear security 
professionals responsible for the stockpile stewardship program as 
well as other nuclear security missions that the Nation needs. 

U.S. nuclear warhead reliability has always been held to the 
highest standards. These standards for warhead reliability will re-
main exacting and extremely high regardless of stockpile size. But 
as the size of the stockpile decreases, our deterrent will rely even 
more on the capabilities and the strong capabilities-based infra-
structure that can respond rapidly to technical and geopolitical 
changes. This is not just infrastructure in the form of buildings, 
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but our people, the infrastructure in the form of people and capa-
bility to be able to respond in the future. 

We’ve requested a substantial increase in funding in the 2011 to 
2015 time period, and the President’s budget request for NNSA for 
the fiscal year during this period for what we call the future year 
nuclear security program, is exactly right. It reflects both what is 
necessary and executable. The request includes an increase of $624 
million next year and scales up by an additional billion dollars by 
fiscal year 2015. The plan calls for sustained investments at these 
higher levels such that over the next decade the United States will 
have invested nearly $80 billion in the stockpile stewardship pro-
gram and in modernizing the infrastructure. 

Sustained national-level commitment and support over the next 
decade is essential for the entire nuclear security enterprise. The 
United States relies on NNSA and the National laboratories for the 
development of technologies, for treaty verification, and for non-
proliferation initiatives. Under New START, U.S. inspectors will 
use equipment developed by our National laboratories that were 
used for the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces and the START I 
treaties. Should new radiation detection equipment be required, 
specialists from the nuclear security enterprise will also play an es-
sential role in developing and evaluating this equipment. 

The New START Treaty, if ratified and entered into force, com-
mits the United States and the Russian Federation to further re-
duce our deployed strategic nuclear weapons in a predictable, 
transparent, and verifiable manner, increasing stability with other 
countries and demonstrating in a concrete way the U.S. and Rus-
sian commitment to our nonproliferation treaty obligations. This I 
believe will provide positive momentum for future U.S.-Russian col-
laboration and will provide further credibility for maintaining a 
strong leadership role for the United States in international non-
proliferation initiatives. 

Most importantly, the New START Treaty accomplishes these ob-
jectives without jeopardizing U.S. national security and specifically 
will not jeopardize the ability of the United States to maintain the 
safety, security, and effectiveness of our nuclear weapons stockpile. 

For these reasons, I urge this body to favorably consider the New 
START Treaty. 

Thank you very much and I look forward to your questions, sir. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. D’Agostino follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. D’Agostino. 
General Chilton. 

STATEMENT OF GEN. KEVIN P. CHILTON, USAF, COMMANDER, 
U.S. STRATEGIC COMMAND 

General CHILTON. Thank you, Chairman Levin, Senator McCain, 
members of the committee. It’s a pleasure to join you again today, 
and I’m also pleased to be here with Dr. Miller and Mr. D’Agostino 
again, two great colleagues. 

Mr. Chairman, I was fully consulted during the treaty negotia-
tion process and I support ratification of New START. Today I 
would like to briefly discuss three reasons why our Nation will be 
safer and more secure with this treaty than without it, and to high-
light current challenges that must be addressed to ensure the long- 
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term safety, security, and effectiveness of the U.S. strategic deter-
rent. 

I ask that my entire statement be entered into the record. 
Chairman LEVIN. It will be. 
[The prepared statement of General Chilton follows:] 
General CHILTON. Thank you, Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, throughout the Nuclear Posture Review process 

and New START negotiations, U.S. Strategic Command’s team 
played important analytical and advisory roles. As the combatant 
command responsible for strategic deterrence planning, advocating 
for related capabilities, and executing operations at the President’s 
direction, no military organization has a greater interest in the 
treaty’s specifics than we do. 

At the outset, our team analyzed the required nuclear weapons 
and delivery vehicle force structure and posture necessary to meet 
the current guidance. U.S. STRATCOM involvement and support to 
both the NPR and New START was continuous, providing options 
and engagement with the negotiating team throughout the New 
START process. The breadth and depth of our involvement gives 
me great confidence that the result does not constrain America’s 
ability to continue to deter potential adversaries, assure our allies, 
and sustain strategic stability. 

I believe that there are three reasons why the New START 
agreement represents a positive step forward. First, New START 
limits the number of Russian ballistic missile warheads that can 
target the United States, missiles that pose the most prompt threat 
to our forces and our Nation. 

Second, New START’s flexible limits on deployed and non-
deployed delivery platforms retains sufficient flexibility in man-
aging our triad of deterrent forces to hedge against both technical 
or geopolitical surprise. 

Third, New START will reestablish a strategic nuclear arms con-
trol verification regime that provides access to Russian nuclear 
forces and a measure of predictability in Russian force deployments 
over the life of the treaty. 

I think it’s equally important to remember what New START 
will not do. Secretary Gates noted here last month: ‘‘The treaty will 
not constrain the United States from deploying the most effective 
missile defense possible, nor impose additional costs or barriers on 
those defenses.’’ I wholeheartedly agree. As the combatant com-
mand also responsible for synchronizing global missile defense 
plans, operations, and advocacy, I can say with confidence that this 
treaty does not constrain any current or future missile defense 
plans. 

In closing, let me say a word about the need to sustain a safe, 
secure, and effective nuclear deterrent. As Secretary Gates has also 
noted in his prepared statement last month, ‘‘America’s nuclear ar-
senal remains a vital pillar of our National security, deterring po-
tential adversaries and reassuring allies.’’ 

Today the deterrent is indeed safe, secure, and effective. But it 
is also in need. The Nuclear Posture Review and administration 
plans recognize needs in infrastructure, human capital, life exten-
sions, and delivery platform developments, and they include sup-
port for improving our nuclear enterprise, sustaining today’s nu-
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clear triad of delivery platforms, and exploring future triad plat-
forms. 

In order to sustain the deterrent and implement the NPR, we 
must commit to long-term investments that begin with several in-
creases outlined in the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget. They in-
clude: increased funding for NNSA for full-rate production of the 
W76–1 warhead for our submarine leg of the triad; full-scope nu-
clear and non- nuclear life extension of the B61 bomb to sustain 
its strategic deterrence and extended deterrence roles; and initi-
ating studies to develop life extension options for the W78 ICBM 
warhead. These investments are not only important, they are es-
sential independent from the ratification of this arms control trea-
ty. 

I appreciate this committee’s support for NNSA’s investment in 
the fiscal year 2011 Defense Authorization Act. This funding is 
very important and I’m grateful for this year’s support. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to be here with you today 
and I look forward to your questions. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, General Chilton. 
Let’s try a 7-minute first round. 
I think you’ve all made reference to the flexibility of the lab di-

rectors to look at all options in terms of whether it’s either refur-
bishment or whether it’s re-use or whether it is replacement of a 
warhead. My understanding is that if there’s a recommendation for 
replacement which the Nuclear Weapons Council makes, that that 
would require authorization by Congress by law. Is that correct, do 
you know, Dr. Miller? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, Mr. Chairman, that is correct. Approval by 
Congress would be required, including for the funding of that ef-
fort. 

Chairman LEVIN. So that the policy of the administration is that 
there not be a replacement without specific approval of the Presi-
dent, but that’s also a requirement—there’s also a requirement in 
law that Congress authorize a replacement; is that correct? 

Dr. MILLER. Yes, sir. 
Chairman LEVIN. I think you’ve all testified that those require-

ments in no way limit the lab directors in terms of the options that 
they can look at and any recommendations that they make. As a 
matter of fact, they’re specifically told they’re to look at all options 
for the life extension; is that correct? 

Dr. MILLER. That is correct. 
Chairman LEVIN. Mr. D’Agostino, is that your understanding? 
Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Absolutely, sir. That’s correct. 
Chairman LEVIN. Now, on the silo conversion issue, I believe 

that, Dr. Miller, you’ve indicated that neither side can convert an 
ICBM or SLBM launcher for use as a missile defense interceptor. 
I think, Dr. Miller, you indicated that it would not be cost effective 
or operationally effective to do so, that it would cost less to actually 
build new interceptors, I guess, rather than to convert those inter-
ceptors. Did I understand your testimony correctly? 

Dr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, we have deployed five ground-based 
interceptors in former ICBM silos at Vandenberg Air Force Base. 
So we have good experience with what the costs are, including the 
additional costs of modifying the structure and security associated 
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with those silos. We now have extensive experience also in building 
new silos for ground-based interceptors at Fort Greeley. So we have 
a good understanding of what the costs would be for additional 
silos for ground-based interceptors and, as I said, confidence that 
it would be about $550 million for ten. 

Chairman LEVIN. For the silos? 
Dr. MILLER. To convert additional silos. 
Chairman LEVIN. Okay. 
Dr. MILLER. And about $360 million for ten new silos. In addi-

tion, the operating costs for converted old ICBM silos would be 
higher. 

Chairman LEVIN. In addition to the cost issue, that it would 
make no sense from a cost perspective, is it also true that if you 
have that kind of conversion that there’s greater chance for poten-
tial misunderstanding, miscalculation? In other words, if you use 
silos of one type for another purpose, does that not create a poten-
tial for miscalculation? 

Dr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, with the five former ICBM silos with 
ground-based interceptors at Vandenberg Air Force Base, we don’t 
see that as a problem. By the way, those were, as you know, grand-
fathered into the treaty, so those will continue to be allowed. Be-
cause those interceptors are at a different location from the three 
main ICBM fields that we have in the United States, there would 
be, obviously, a concern about locating ballistic missile defense 
interceptors at locations very nearby our ICBM fields, and the con-
cern would be that there might be confusion between the launch 
of an interceptors and the launch of an ICBM. Not confusion on our 
part, but possible confusion by the Russians. 

Chairman LEVIN. Now, for all those reasons, it is our policy not 
to make those conversions; is that correct? 

Dr. MILLER. That is correct. 
Chairman LEVIN. So the prohibition in the treaty against conver-

sion is a reflection of our policy. That’s not just a concession; that’s 
our policy? 

Dr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, it’s a reflection of our policy and of 
the cost assessments completed that we previously discussed. 

Chairman LEVIN. General Chilton, you’ve indicated in your state-
ment that the New START will reestablish a strategic nuclear 
arms control verification regime that provides intrusive access to 
Russian nuclear forces. We don’t have any verification at the mo-
ment, is that correct? 

General CHILTON. That’s correct, Senator. 
Chairman LEVIN. Do the verification provisions in the new treaty 

give you confidence to allow the Strategic Command have con-
fidence in planning for U.S. forces and modernization? 

General CHILTON. Chairman, it does. Without that, then we 
would have to just go on intel estimates and not have the insight 
that will be provided through the verification and inspection proc-
ess to allow us to assess what we need to be doing more accurately 
with our forces. 

Chairman LEVIN. In other words, the verification provisions give 
you confidence that Russia cannot achieve a militarily significant 
advantage undetected? 

General CHILTON. Yes, that’s correct, Chairman. 
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Chairman LEVIN. Now, you also said in your statement that we 
would, without the verification provisions in the new treaty, we 
would ‘‘unfortunately, be left to use the worst case analysis regard-
ing our own force requirements.’’ Let me see if I understand that. 
Are you saying that if under the previous verification provision 
with the number of warheads attributed to missiles and bombers, 
instead of actual numbers of warheads as in the new treaty, that 
we would have to retain a larger number of deployed systems and 
warheads than we would otherwise need? 

General CHILTON. The uncertainty would be in the counting of 
the warheads, as you suggest, Chairman. With uncertainty, with-
out any verification or insight into what the Russians were doing 
with their force structure with regard to—force structure and war-
heads deployment that is allowed for with the verification protocols 
of the treaty, then as the commander, without any knowledge, I 
would assume worst case. 

Chairman LEVIN. Which would be a larger number than you 
might otherwise be needing? 

General CHILTON. Correct. 
Chairman LEVIN. And there’s a cost to that maintenance of the 

larger number? 
General CHILTON. Well, that decision would have to be taken, ex-

actly what investments we might make for that uncertainty. But 
having the verification would remove even that concern. 

Chairman LEVIN. Does a larger number than needed result in a 
larger cost? 

General CHILTON. Certainly. If we were to determine we needed 
more warheads deployed and more warheads in the inventory, that 
would be more expensive. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. 
Senator McCain. 
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Miller, last month General Chilton stated that it was not 

only important, but essential, that the President committed to en-
suring the NNSA receive the full $624 million increase as proposed 
in his fiscal year 2011 budget. Last week the House Appropriations 
Energy Subcommittee marked up its spending bill and didn’t full 
fund the President’s request for the weapons complex. Is that of 
concern to you? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator McCain, the administration continues to 
support its request and will continue to do so as the process moves 
forward. We believe that the $624 million increase that you ref-
erenced is critical to moving forward with our nuclear weapons 
modernization effort and our work on infrastructure. 

Senator MCCAIN. Well then, if it’s that essential, if the cut re-
mains in the final appropriations bill would you recommend a veto 
by the President? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator McCain, at this point I think you’ve asked 
me a question that, frankly, is perhaps above my pay grade. What 
I would do is provide our best assessment of the implications and 
specific consequences and do everything possible to support con-
tinuing to get to the administration’s request on this funding level. 

Senator MCCAIN. General Chilton, do you agree with the unclas-
sified statement in the State Department verification assessment 
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that ‘‘any cheating by the Russians would have ’little, if any ef-
fect.’″ 

General CHILTON. Senator McCain, I do agree with that— 
Senator MCCAIN. You do agree with it? 
General CHILTON.—in my lane, from the perspective of we have 

to preserve—what I’m asked to do is preserve an effective deter-
rent, and I believe we can. With our assured response capabilities 
with our submarine force and with our ICBM force, I believe that 
we’re in a good position vis a vis the Russians in this regard. 

Senator MCCAIN. What this brings to the casual observer’s mind, 
General, is if it doesn’t have any consequences if they do any cheat-
ing what’s the point in having a treaty? 

General CHILTON. There are consequences— 
Senator MCCAIN. If we don’t care whether they cheat or not, it 

has very little effect, why have a treaty? 
General CHILTON. Senator, I’m sorry. Let me restate that. I do 

care if they cheat or not. 
Senator MCCAIN. If it has little effect? You just agreed it has lit-

tle if any effect. 
General CHILTON. Senator, let me correct myself then. On our 

ability to deter the Russians with an assured response. 
Senator MCCAIN. So it would have little, if any, effect, and we 

have a crisis and they triple their—two or three times as many nu-
clear weapons as we have. That doesn’t have any effect? 

General CHILTON. Senator, I believe if they were to proceed in a 
fashion as you described it, tripled or even doubled their amount 
of weapons, I believe that would be detectable under the 
verification regime, and I believe that we would—in that case, they 
would have walked away from the treaty. Hopefully, we would 
have had dialogue with them before that to understand what they 
were doing and why. 

Senator MCCAIN. But minor cheating, they wouldn’t have walked 
away from the treaty because that would have little effect? There’s 
no logic to your statements and to—if cheating has very little, if 
any, effect, why we are—I always believed in all the treaties that 
I’ve been involved in in the past 28 years, General, that cheating 
does matter, that it does have an effect, and to say that it has little 
if any effect, then we’ve been wasting a lot of time and money on 
negotiations. 

General CHILTON. Senator, I agree with you. It does have an ef-
fect. 

Senator MCCAIN. So then you don’t agree with the State Depart-
ment’s statement? 

General CHILTON. In the narrow area of what my responsibilities 
are, to assure the deterrent, an overwhelming ability to respond, 
which is the baseline of the deterrent, in that narrow area I think 
we’re in good position with the treaty. I also believe that we would 
be able to detect through the verification protocols any cheating, 
significant cheating, by the Russians. 

Senator MCCAIN. I take it that—— 
General CHILTON. And it is—— 
Senator MCCAIN. I take it that you’ve read the NIE? 
General CHILTON. I have, Senator. 
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Senator MCCAIN. Dr. Miller, what continues to trouble a lot of 
us is not so many of the details, and they are very complex and 
understandably so, but what bothers a great deal of us is, I have 
two documents in front of me I think both of you have seen. One 
of them is the statement of the Russian Federation concerning mis-
sile defense. The other one is the statement by the United States 
of America concerning missile defense. They’re obviously at odds 
with each other, because the Russians say that the treaty may be 
effective and viable only in conditions where there is no qualitative 
or quantitative buildup in the United States’ missile defense sys-
tem capabilities of the United States of America. 

Yet our statement was: The United States missile defense system 
would be employed to defend the United States against limited 
missile launches and defend its deployed forces. The United States 
intends to continue improving and deploying its missile defense 
system in order to defend itself against limited attack. 

Now, the Russian statement doesn’t say that the treaty would be 
effective and viable only in conditions there’s no qualitative or 
quantitative buildup in the United States’ limited capability. It just 
fundamentally—there’s a fundamental disagreement in both sign-
ing statements to any objective observer. 

So I still don’t know how you reconcile those two statements at 
some point that there isn’t—if we continue to, as is stated by the 
United States, continue to improve and deploy our missile defense 
systems in order to defend ourselves. 

Maybe you can help us out here, doctor? 
Dr. MILLER. Senator McCain, let me first very briefly just add on 

to General Chilton’s response. His response focused appropriately 
on the military aspects of any cheating. Because we will have a di-
verse force structure under New START, with highly survivable 
systems, and because we will retain the ability to upload, from a 
military perspective we will be postured well to first deter cheating, 
but then to minimize its significance should it occur. 

That said, any cheating by Russia on this treaty we would con-
sider to be significant politically because— 

Senator MCCAIN. Well, I’m glad you would, because the State De-
partment doesn’t seem to. But go ahead. Let’s get back to the—— 

Dr. MILLER. So on the—I’ll stop there. I’ll say perhaps more at 
another point on that issue. 

Senator MCCAIN. And by the way, if you’d like to elaborate on 
that response, I don’t mean to cut you off. I’d be glad to have addi-
tional comments for the record. 

Dr. MILLER. Thank you, sir. 
Senator MCCAIN. I hope I didn’t short-circuit you there. 
Dr. MILLER. Thank you. 
With respect to the Russian perspective on missile defense, I be-

lieve it’s been clear since about March 23, 1983, when Ronald 
Reagan provided his so-called ‘‘Star Wars’’ speech, that the Rus-
sians would like to constrain the United States’ activities in missile 
defense. 

Senator MCCAIN. I’m sure you remember that that was the Rus-
sian demand, which the President of the United States turned 
down at Reykjavik. That’s a matter of record, of historical record, 
and a turning point in the Cold War. 
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Dr. MILLER. It is—— 
Senator MCCAIN. He would not have agreed, in my view, to two 

conflicting statements being the result of an agreement. 
Dr. MILLER. Senator McCain, our missile defenses are not con-

strained by this treaty, with the exception of Article 5 that I talked 
about before and its prohibition on the conversion from ICBM silos 
or SLBM launchers, or vice versa. The ability of the United States 
to provide effective missile defense for the Nation, for our forces 
overseas, and in partnership with our allies is unaffected by this 
treaty. There are no additional costs. There are no additional inhi-
bitions on our ability to do that. 

I think it’s worth just reading very briefly the second part of the 
Russian statement on missile defense, understanding that it is non- 
binding and it’s not a party of the treaty, but a unilateral state-
ment. They note that—the statement notes that the extraordinary 
events referred to in the treaty that could prompt Russian with-
drawal would involve a buildup such that it would give rise to a 
threat to the strategic nuclear force potential of the Russian Fed-
eration. 

That is their perspective. But as I noted before, when we have 
30 ground-based interceptors we have a long way to go before we 
have any capability that’s close to affecting the strategic stability 
of the balance when they will have over a thousand warheads 
under New START. 

I would also just very briefly—President Medvedev was inter-
viewed on April 9th on AFC, and it’s a long quote which I’d like 
to provide for the record, but just the last sentence of it says: ‘‘I 
would note want to create the impression that any changes would 
be construed as grounds for suspending the treaty that we have 
only just signed.’’ 

So they have—I have the sense that there could be continued 
statements in this regard. We are unsurprised that the Russians 
have desired to constrain our missile defenses. We continue to en-
courage them to cooperate on missile defenses to deal with the 
common threats that we face, and we will continue both to quali-
tatively and quantitatively improve our missile defenses and to 
seek their cooperation to move forward together to deal effectively 
with this threat. 

Senator MCCAIN. Well, my time has expired. I thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, but I’m reminded of I guess it was a Groucho Marx line: 
You can believe him or your own eyes. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I thank the witnesses. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain. 
Senator Lieberman. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I was looking to the 

ceiling to see whether Groucho’s duck was going to come down. 
I thank Dr. Miller, Mr. D’Agostino, and General Chilton for re-

turning. You have become recidivists before this committee, to our 
benefit, and we appreciate your service and your testimony. 

I would guess that I’m in the same position as most, if not all, 
members of the Senate, which is that I hope to be able to vote to 
ratify the New START Treaty, but for me, and I think for a lot of 
members of the Senate, there are two lines of questions that we 
need to have answered to give us that level of comfort. 
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The first has to do with the health, if I can put it that way, of 
our nuclear stockpile. That is, that as we reduce the number of de-
ployed nuclear warheads, obviously we want to have a satisfactory 
level of confidence, to put it as simplistically as I can, that they 
work. The second is verification. Senator McCain has touched on 
both of these. 

This series of hearings that Chairman Levin has been, and Sen-
ator McCain, have been conducting have been in a sense a re-
fresher course, at least for me, on this whole subject area. One of 
the things that I’ve come to understand again—and I focus this to 
you, Mr. D’Agostino—is that nuclear weapons age, and as they age 
they become less effective; is that correct? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. As they age, aging effects can make them less 
effective. Really it depends on the specifics of the material itself, 
and that’s why we go through a very in-depth annual process of 
taking apart nuclear weapons, looking inside, noting any anoma-
lies, and taking it from there. It’s part of our stockpile stewardship 
program. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right. And am I right, as someone said be-
fore the committee, that today the average age of our American nu-
clear weapons stockpile is greater than it’s been, ever been before? 
Does that sound right? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. That’s correct, Senator. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. So this is why we’re focused on making sure 

that—and the fact is, and this is not a partisan fact—both parties 
were part of this—that we have put the nuclear weapons program 
of the U.S., NNSA which you direct, under budgetary pressure over 
the last years. And it’s why so many of us as part of our consider-
ation of the New START Treaty are focused on making sure that 
we increase our investment in our nuclear stockpile to make sure 
that it works. 

Senator McCain talked about the cut that the House Energy and 
Water Subcommittee made. This is significant to me and a lot of 
others, and I hope in the process that Congress will at least fund 
to the level that the administration has requested for fiscal year 
2011. Obviously, it’s very hard to bind a future Congress, but we 
certainly can bind the administration and ourselves for this coming 
year. 

I do have a question to ask, just to try to stretch our capacity 
to bind here a bit, which is the fiscal year 2012 number in the fu-
ture years nuclear security program is $7 billion, which is essen-
tially a no-growth figure. It’s about what the administration—it’s 
exactly what the administration has requested for fiscal year 2011. 
Considering inflation, that means that there will be in fact a drop 
in fiscal year 2012 in funding for the nuclear program. 

Why is that, Mr. D’Agostino? And why should we accept that as 
an adequate figure? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. In the totality—I’ll talk to the specifics of the 
question, but I’d like to add a little bit with respect to the overall 
budget picture. In essence, we have a very significant increase from 
fiscal year 2010 to fiscal year 2011. That reflects the ability to exe-
cute the program and shows a commitment on the part of ourselves 
and the United States that this is important to maintain. 
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The fiscal year 2012 numbers, ’13, ’14, ’15, and ’16, and particu-
larly in fiscal years 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016, increase dramati-
cally. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right. 
Mr. D’AGOSTINO. What we say in our 1251 report and in our 

3113 report, which is the 20-year look ahead, is that there is an 
expectation for some numbers to change as we get the project base-
lines well understood for the large budget drivers in that particular 
program, specifically the B61 life extension, as General Chilton ref-
erenced earlier, specifically the uranium processing facility and the 
chemistry and metallurgy replacement facility. 

The report clearly states that as baselines are established—and 
what we’re going to spend is a lot of time in the first two years get-
ting those baselines down and then locking in those numbers into 
the out years—we do believe—the important thing for us and for 
me particularly as the program manager and someone who’s been 
involved with this program for over a decade and a half, is the 
demonstrated ability to execute those funds well and in the areas 
they need to go. It was my assessment that this approach, the lay-
out that we have in our 5-year plan, is the right approach that we 
have put together. It’s not just mine. The Secretary was involved. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. I hear you, and I’d say that there are a 
group of us in both parties who probably would like to continue 
this discussion with you in the hope that—fiscal year 2012 is the 
next year, obviously. We can’t quite control it legislatively, but we 
can reach toward it, and to see if we can bring some of that money 
that you’ve got in your future plan forward to fiscal year 2012. But 
we’ll talk more about that. 

I want to get to one question on verification. The New START 
Treaty does cut back in some significant ways, I think, from the 
verification mechanisms in the START I Treaty. The one that con-
cerns me most is with regard to telemetry. Parties are obligated 
under the START I Treaty to exchange telemetry tapes, interpre-
tive data, and acceleration profiles for every missile test flight, 
with the emphasis on ‘‘every.’’ under the New START Treaty, the 
international exchange required—is required on at most five tests 
per year, and each country can determine which five they’ll agree 
to exchange telemetry. 

Russia is expected to test between 10 and 12 ICBMs per year 
and will likely therefore, we assume, because of its general concern 
about transparency in its strategic program, share with us data 
only on its older systems. So I think we make the—I understand 
the difference. We make our—we make it harder for our intel-
ligence community to gauge exactly what the Russians are devel-
oping. I understand that may be different from exact verification 
here, but my bottom line here is that we’re losing a capacity in the 
proposed New START Treaty, verification capacity, that we had in 
START I, and I wanted to ask Dr. Miller or General Chilton both 
why we agreed to this and whether you’re concerned about. 

Dr. MILLER. Senator Lieberman, the START Treaty had a couple 
of provisions for which telemetry was important for verifying. The 
first was that it limited throw weight, and so when a missile was 
tested and its warhead was tested the telemetry, the information 
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coming out from that test, was important to understand the throw 
weight of that missile, how much it could carry. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. So they actually gave us tapes, if you will, 
from inside the missile? 

Dr. MILLER. There were provisions for exchange of tapes and for 
open broadcast as well, and typically both of those would occur, 
and for non-encryption of those tapes and broadcasts. 

The second provision in the previous START Treaty for which te-
lemetry was relevant was that it had an attribution rule for war-
heads for each missile. So the SS–18 was counted as ten warheads 
under the START Treaty. If we then saw the Russians testing with 
11 warheads, that would be a violation of the treaty, and the telem-
etry broadcasts and tapes associated with those tests were there-
fore directly relevant to the verification of START. 

The New START Treaty doesn’t have limitations on throw 
weight and uses a different rule for accounting for warheads. It ac-
tually counts the warheads on each missile and delivery system— 
I’m sorry, on each missile, ICBM and SLBM—so that we don’t have 
that attribution rule. Therefore telemetry does not play a role in 
verifying the provisions of the New START Treaty as it did in the 
START Treaty. 

Now, we were able to negotiate an exchange of telemetry, as you 
noted, for up to five exchanges per year, irrespective of the fact 
that it was not needed for verification of the treaty. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. My time is up. General Chilton, I’d like to 
hear from you as this goes on. I’m concerned about this. I under-
stand what you’re saying about verification requirements, but it 
seems like an odd compromise to make. If the telemetry is not re-
quired for verification of the Russians’ compliance with the treaty, 
then why even have five? 

But to me it was quite valuable to us—and this gets into your 
area, General Chilton—in terms of assessing the capacity of the 
Russian missiles, which is important for our National security. So 
I’m puzzled why we didn’t either fight for the same unlimited ac-
cess to telemetry that was in START I or, if it didn’t matter, then 
why even have five, because they’ll give us data on their oldest 
missiles and it won’t help us very much. 

Dr. MILLER. Could I answer very briefly? 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Yes. 
Dr. MILLER. That is that, Senator, that we think that telemetry 

is a useful provision for improving transparency and for helping us 
understand each other’s systems, and that we would intend to work 
to build on the provisions in the New START Treaty to try to get 
the most useful exchanges possible. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. My time’s up. Thank you. 
Chairman LEVIN. Senator LeMieux. Thank you, Senator 

Lieberman. 
Senator LEMIEUX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Dr. Miller, Mr. D’Agostino, and General Chilton, for 

your service and for being here today. I want to speak with you 
first about tactical nuclear weapons and why they’re not addressed 
in the treaty, as I understand it. In May Henry Kissinger testified 
in front of the Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate that the 
large Russian stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons, unmatched by 
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a comparable American deployment, could threaten the ability to 
undertake extended deterrence. According to the Congressional 
Strategic Posture Commission, Russia has 3800 tactical nuclear 
weapons, with a ten to one advantage over us, and some are con-
cerned that if you factor in those tactical weapons this New START 
Treaty will put us in a position where they have more total nuclear 
weapons. 

So the question I have to start off with is why were tacticals not 
contemplated and addressed in the treaty? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, when this administration came in there 
was a recognition that the START Treaty was going to expire on 
December 5 of last year and that therefore we would be without 
any verification provisions or limitations at that time. Consistent 
with the recommendations of the Strategic Posture Commission, 
the Perry-Schlesinger Commission, the administration therefore 
made a decision to work with Russia to try to achieve a New 
START Treaty as soon as reasonably possible. Didn’t make it, obvi-
ously, by December 5th, but came in several months later, so that 
we would have those verification provisions and data exchanges 
and other elements of the treaty in place, again consistent with the 
recommendations of the Strategic Posture Commission. 

We also noted in the Nuclear Posture Review that this was in-
tended to be the next step, not the last step, and that we have sug-
gested follow-on negotiations after relationship and entry into force 
if that is provided by the Senate and the Duma, that would look 
at both tactical and strategic and both deployed and nondeployed 
nuclear weapons. 

We continue to intend to pursue that path today. 
Senator LEMIEUX. General Chilton, do you want to address this? 
General CHILTON. Sir, there’s not much I can add with regard to 

why we went, negotiated, and sat down and talked about this. It 
was a Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, so it was focused on stra-
tegic weapons. I think maybe the only thing I would add is that 
the imbalance in the tactical area kind of puts an exclamation 
point on why we have to continue to pay attention to the assurance 
aspect of our force structure, because our allies look at the tactical 
nuclear weapons through a different set of lenses than we would 
with regard to how they may threaten their nations. 

Senator LEMIEUX. Well, it occurs to me that the tactical in a lot 
of ways is more disconcerting than the strategic, just because it’s 
harder to monitor where they are, they’re portable, and they can 
be employed in ways that would be very disconcerting to our allies, 
as well as to us. Strategic, we think about the intercontinental bal-
listic missile, and that’s obviously something we have to keep track 
of. But in a world where we’re concerned about nuclear prolifera-
tion, about rogue terrorist countries getting nuclear weapons, the 
fact that they’re moveable seems to be something—I know the 
President has articulated that he’s concerned about that. 

I mean, do you anticipate that we’re going to be entering into an-
other round of treaty negotiations soon? Is there anything planned 
to discuss tactical? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, first, we have encouraged and continue to 
encourage Russia to move its tactical nuclear weapons back into 
the interior of the country and to further improve the security of 
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the storage of those weapons. They’ve made significant progress 
since the end of Cold War, but we believe there’s important 
progress yet to be made. 

The President has asked us to consider what the next round of 
negotiations should address and, as I said, has given direction that 
it should include tactical as well as strategic and deployed and non-
deployed. 

In terms of aggregate numbers, just to give only the unclassified, 
obviously, in this setting, we have 5,113 nuclear weapons in the 
stockpile—that was declassified just a couple of months ago—and 
in addition to that have several thousand nuclear weapons await-
ing dismantlement. I can’t, in this open setting, can’t speak to the 
number of Russian weapons. 

But when people think about the U.S. nuclear arsenal, I think 
it’s important to understand that there’s more than the 1550 that 
are referenced in the limits of the New START Treaty. 

Senator LEMIEUX. Do we believe that in entering into this agree-
ment that Russia is already at the levels that the treaty requires, 
or are they going to have to make reductions? 

Dr. MILLER. Our estimate—and I’d defer the details to a classi-
fied setting. Our estimate is that, in terms of warheads and deliv-
ery systems, they are moving—they are moving or have moved into 
the range of the treaty. 

Senator LEMIEUX. I’m a newcomer to this process, but in trying 
to evaluate whether I would support this it’s a big concern to me 
that we’re not dealing with tacticals. It’s a big concern to me that 
they probably are already at the levels that we were asking for, so 
we’re not gaining a concession. It really comes down to verification, 
and that’s obviously important, and being able to have an open 
process with them to know what they’re doing with their weapons. 

But then we get to I think the point that was very articulately 
made by Senator Lieberman, is that the verification component 
seems to be weaker than in the previous START Treaty. So you 
wonder what we’re gaining in this agreement. Then there’s the 
issues that Senator McCain raised about the missile defense sys-
tem. 

Let me pose this question to you. Are you aware that the Rus-
sians are developing new delivery systems, new weapon delivery 
systems, to overcome any missile defense system that we would 
employ? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, I would prefer to answer that question in 
a classified setting. 

Senator LEMIEUX. In terms of our triad, the comment was made 
earlier by Mr. D’Agostino that we are working on a follow-on to the 
submarine system and a new class of submarines. What about the 
rest of the triad, the ICBMs, the B–52s, the nuclear-launched 
cruise missiles? Are there plans in place to update our triad? I un-
derstand that there are expiration dates on the longevity of those 
aspects of the triad. They’re not right on our doorstep, but they’re 
coming quick. Are we going to—do we have plans in place for the 
next phase of those weapons systems? 

General CHILTON. Senator, I’ll take that one on. Of course, the 
work is under way on the studies required for the Ohio-class Tri-
dent submarine replacement. With regard to the Minuteman III, 
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Congress has directed that we sustain that until 2030, and I be-
lieve adequate investments are in place for the issues that we’re 
aware of today, and as they continue their studies they’ll be able 
to—the Air Force will be able to do that and in fact will extend the 
Minuteman III. 

Along those lines, though, in a couple of years we’ll be lead time 
away from thinking about what would be the follow-on to the land- 
based deterrent. So they’ll begin AOAs, or analyses of alternatives, 
here and begin the initial studies for follow-on to the land-based 
deterrent appropriately here in the near term. 

Then of course, as you are aware, the long-range strike question 
as to what would be the follow-on to the bomber is being discussed 
in the Department right now and is an issue that the Air Force is 
taking on in this cycle. 

Lastly, with regard to the air-launched cruise missile, we believe 
with modest investments in both the platform and the weapon that 
can be easily extended until 2030, which I think is appropriate to 
do, and then allow us to begin studies in about the 2015 time pe-
riod to see what would be the follow-on replacement to that. 

So all of these are in play now and they’re absolutely important. 
Senator LEMIEUX. Thank you, General. 
My time is up. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator LeMieux. 
Senator Reed. 
Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, gentlemen. Mr. D’Agostino, the inspection schedule 

and the verification is essential to the treaty, as it was with 
START I. But I think it’s important to note that, as I understand 
it, in the START I Treaty there were 70 sites in four different 
countries that had to be monitored, versus 35 sites and just Russia. 
So from the degree of sort of the simplicity of streamlining, the 
challenge is not as—I’ll let you characterize it. How does that 
change, the inspection schedule? Or Mr. Miller, either one? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator Reed, you’re exactly correct. Under START 
there were 70 sites in four different countries, including Ukraine, 
Belarus, and Kazakhstan, in addition to Russia. And the Russians 
have declared 35 sites under the New START Treaty. We have 18 
inspections, 18 on-site inspections, allowed under New START per 
year. There were 28 allowed under the START Treaty, so propor-
tionately in fact we’re doing somewhat better. 

In addition, some of the so-called type 1 inspections that we have 
under the New START Treaty, of which there are 10 of the 18 type 
1, those have an additional element that you can debate how to 
score it, but it provides something more than just sort of a 1.0 in 
terms of when you conduct that inspection being able to do an addi-
tional look for nondeployed items as well. 

Senator REED. So in effect, at first blush when you see 28 and 
then you see 10 plus 18, there might be the impression that, well, 
we’re missing something. But you do have to factor in the fact that 
we’re looking at half the sites we did in START I. 

Dr. MILLER. That’s correct, sir. 
Senator REED. One of the issues, General Chilton, here is that 

if we fail to ratify the New START Treaty, what will it do to the 
whole issue of predictability, stability, transparency, things that at 
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least we have with START I, which is not legally in effect, but out 
there as a format? Can you comment on that? 

General CHILTON. Senator, today we have no verification or in-
spection rights with Russia because START I has expired. So what 
we’re balancing is zero inspections in the future or the promises of 
the treaty before you for consideration. 

But I would also add, it’s just not the insights you would no 
longer have, but the constraints of the treaty actually do constrain 
Russia with regard to deployed launchers and deployed strategic 
weapons, and that’s an important element as well. Without that, 
they are unconstrained. 

Senator REED. So your judgment from your perspective is that 
relationship of the treaty would enhance stability and transparency 
into their operations? 

General CHILTON. The term ‘‘stability’’ I always hesitate on be-
cause I think of strategic stability with regard to the force struc-
ture. But I think it would certainly do both of what you describe, 
Senator, and that is why I support relationship. 

Senator REED. Thank you, General. 
My colleague Senator LeMieux brought up the issue of tactical 

weapons. I thought it was interesting, the comments that Senator 
Lugar made in an op-ed he wrote that—and I’ll quote them and see 
if you would associate yourself with them: ‘‘In fact, most of Russia’s 
tactical nuclear weapons either have very short ranges, are used 
for homeland defense, are devoted to the Chinese border, or are in 
storage. An agreement with Russia that reduced, accounted for, 
and improved security around tactical nuclear arsenals is in the in-
terest of both nations, but these weapons do not compromise our 
strategic deterrent.’’ 

Is that accurate, General Chilton? 
General CHILTON. Senator, clearly the most proximate threat to 

us are the ICBM and SLBM weapons because they can and are 
able to target U.S. homeland and deliver a devastating effect on 
this country. So we appropriately focused in those areas in this 
particular treaty for strategic reasons. 

Tactical nuclear weapons, the comments that you just read are 
valid with regard to their ranges, etcetera. But in reality, weapons 
can be put on platforms and moved at intercontinental ranges, but 
they don’t provide the proximate threat that the ICBM and SLs do. 
From a broader perspective, as we look toward reduction of total 
weapons you do have to take in follow-on negotiations I strongly 
support that we look at the entire inventory of Russia in future dis-
cussions with them, because they are nuclear weapons and they do 
affect our allies in the region and that’s important to us. 

Senator REED. My sense is—and I’ll ask you for your sense, Gen-
eral—is that if this treaty is not ratified, the prospects of follow- 
on serious discussions about nuclear reductions are probably close 
to zero. Is that your sense? 

General CHILTON. Senator, I couldn’t speculate on that. I don’t 
have an assessment on that. 

Senator REED. Dr. Miller can speculate on that. Dr. Miller? 
Dr. MILLER. Thank you for that opportunity, Senator Reed. I 

agree with your assessment. 
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Senator REED. Finally, Mr. D’Agostino. We here are looking very 
carefully at our nuclear enterprise, the laboratories and everything 
else. We all understand that there are budget issues, moderniza-
tion issues, attracting the scientific talent that we need in a much 
different environment than 30 or 40 years ago. But I think we 
sometimes have a tendency to sort of think that the other folks, the 
Russians, have this superb, highly polished and running at max ef-
ficiency institutional endeavor. 

Can you comment on, particularly since we both, mercifully, ab-
stained from testing for decades now, can you comment on what 
their establishment looks like? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, I’ll do so, and of course keep it unclassi-
fied. 

Senator REED. Yes, sir. 
Mr. D’AGOSTINO. The Russian approach is a bit different than 

ours. The Russian approach is focused more on the production side, 
just keep building and keep taking things apart. So there’s a fair 
amount of exercising of the infrastructure. Our approach has been 
to focus on deep understanding of what’s happening inside the war-
heads themselves, using experiments, simulation, and tieing all 
these things together. 

They’re just two different approaches. That’s not to say the Rus-
sians are not doing the science base. They are. That’s not to say 
we aren’t doing some production work. We are. They’re just two dif-
ferent approaches to address the item. 

With respect to the United States, though, I think what I’ve ob-
served in this program over many years is that the thing that is 
so important to running a program like this, of this size and com-
plexity, is some uncertainty about how the future—what the future 
is, what the country really wants. What’s been great about what 
we’ve seen particularly over the last 2 years or so is a gathering 
of ideas and a certain amount of consensus that’s developing, a bi-
partisan consensus, if you will, that says it’s important to have cer-
tainty in this program and it’s important that the work force un-
derstand that the Nation really cares about this program, because 
these are smart people that can get jobs elsewhere. 

So from my standpoint, and it’ll maybe go to answer one of the 
questions you asked General Chilton, the relationship of the 
START Treaty is another piece of that certainty and predictability. 
It’s the view that the work force sees that there’s a general con-
sensus on the need to maintain the stockpile, the need to support 
science, and the need to modernize the infrastructure. And the re-
lationship of this treaty is another nail into that, locking in the Na-
tional consensus on this approach. It provides the stability for the 
work force, they know the country cares about it. It allows the pro-
gram managers to adequately plan so that we’ll know what size 
stockpile we’re taking care of. And it allows us to drive some effi-
ciencies in our program, and that’s what we’ve shown in our 1251 
report and our 3113 report, sir. 

Senator REED. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Reed. 
Senator Brown. 
Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator LeMieux and others have commented—this is to Dr. Mil-
ler—about the tactical nuclear weapons. In START I they were 
punted to the next treaty. In START II, which wasn’t ratified, they 
were punted once again. Moscow, the same thing. Now we’re in this 
potential treaty signing and it seems to be being punted again. 

Now, I’m having difficulty, and I am, like Senator LeMieux, I’m 
one of the new guys, but I am in the military for 30 years. I do 
understand tactics and a lot of that good training I received from 
the people of the United States. I’m trying to get my hands around 
the trust issue and the strategic versus tactical, ICBMs, just seeing 
how it affects—yes, I agree the long-range weapons obviously affect 
us. But we have troops throughout the world that can be dramati-
cally affected by our failure to address the strategic—the tactical 
nuclear weapons as well. 

I’m just wondering whether we’re missing an opportunity, if 
we’re just trying to get a victory here, political victory, versus actu-
ally getting a solid treaty that we can rely on. Any thoughts on 
that? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator Brown, the tactical nuclear weapons are a 
concern of this administration. We have, as I think Senator Reed 
noted, have emphasized the importance of their security, and the 
President has made it clear that we should look to future arms con-
trol negotiations where we aim to reduce those along with all other 
types of nuclear weapons. 

The reason for focusing first on strategic nuclear weapons was 
not because of the lack of importance of tactical nuclear weapons, 
but because the START Treaty was expiring and with it the 
verification provisions and limits under the treaty that we believe 
are essential to reducing uncertainty associated with Russian stra-
tegic forces, also provide a basis for follow-on negotiations. I think 
it will be extraordinarily difficult to take that next step if we don’t 
first have START ratified and enter into force. 

This administration will continue to work on the security issues 
and continue to encourage Russia to move the weapons back and 
to improve their security. But at the same time, those follow-on ne-
gotiations will be much more likely to proceed if we have a basis 
in a new START Treaty. 

Senator BROWN. As you know, Mr. Chairman, we’ve had other 
hearings and we’ve actually had private opportunities to speak to 
up the food chain a little bit. So a lot of my questions have been 
asked and a lot of them are sensitive in nature. But I keep going 
back to why don’t we try to go and renegotiate or incorporate a lot 
of these issues. 

That issue for me I think is one of the more important issues. 
I understand, well, we need to do this before we do that, but it’s 
been START I, START II, Moscow. At what point do we stop beat-
ing around the bush and actually get serious and say, you know, 
if we don’t have this we’re going to do that. Because there’s just 
something gnawing at me that I have to kind of get my hands 
around. I’ve been trying to do the appropriate research and speak 
to the appropriate people. 

The trust element for me is something that I don’t really see 
here, evidenced by your conversation with Senator McCain. What 
if they don’t do it? What are the ramifications? What is the enforce-
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ment? What do we do? Do we say, oh, you’re bad? Where are the 
teeth? 

Am I missing something? 
Dr. MILLER. Senator Brown, if your question is about what if the 

Russians agree, that they ratify New START and that we ratify, 
and then they either cheat or break out, at a small level, where 
we’re having the debate over whether an activity such as the type 
of reentry vehicle covers that are used in inspections is appropriate 
or not, we first would take it to the Bilateral Consultative Commis-
sion and have that conversation, if necessary then elevate it to 
more senior political levels. 

If you’re talking about significant changes in their posture that 
we judge to be cheating or breakout, we would have a range of op-
tions, starting with the political, but including steps to increase the 
alert levels of our strategic forces if appropriate and to increase the 
capabilities by uploading additional warheads on our missiles and 
bombers. 

So we would have that response, and we believe that that capac-
ity to respond in that way will contribute to giving them disincen-
tives or, put differently, deterring Russia from cheating should any 
future leader have that inclination. 

Senator BROWN. That’s helpful. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m all set. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Brown. 
Senator Udall—Senator Hagan’s next. 
General CHILTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, gentlemen, for being here today and discussing this 

very important issue with us. 
Senator Lieberman asked a question concerning the aging of the 

stockpiles of nuclear weapons. My question is one step further and 
talking about the recruitment and the retention of the nuclear sci-
entists and engineers that will be overseeing that. Last month dur-
ing our committee’s hearing, Secretary of Energy Steven Chu indi-
cated that he was concerned about the ability to recruit and retain 
the best and the brightest nuclear scientists and engineers for the 
stockpile stewardship and life extension program. 

He emphasized that a primary obstacle is the perceived lack of 
financial stability and importance in this program. He underscored 
that nuclear scientists and engineers need to believe that the U.S. 
Government cares about the nuclear life extension. 

Compounding our recruitment problems is the fact that a signifi-
cant portion of our nuclear scientists and engineers in our National 
laboratories will be eligible for retirement in the next 5 years, and 
without an infusion of younger talent before those retirement dates 
we are at risk to lose the invaluable institutional knowledge with 
regards to addressing the challenges in maintaining our nuclear 
stockpile. This is a concern to me because stewardship is becoming 
technically more challenging as our weapons continue to age be-
yond their intended lifetimes. 

Two questions, primarily to you, Mr. D’Agostino, is: Do the Na-
tional laboratories have a recruiting strategy and set of agreed- 
upon goals and objectives to recruit new talent? What kind of uni-
versity partnerships do the National laboratories have in order to 
bring in a stream of new talent? Additionally, how do the National 
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labs envision sustaining this recruitment of personnel with special-
ized technical skill sets and, more importantly, institutionalizing 
the mentoring with the older employees to retain the decades-long 
institutional memory? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Thank you very much, Senator, for the ques-
tion. Secretary Chu is exactly right. When he came into this posi-
tion over a year ago, I had an opportunity to describe the program 
to him as I carried forward from my previous role in the previous 
administration. He took a look just at the budget and then he 
ended up talking to the lab directors personally. When you look at 
the science budget, he saw over a period of time, he saw a dramatic 
decrease in that, and that clearly was affecting the morale at the 
laboratories themselves. 

Just as important as the morale, though, was this lack of con-
sensus that we as a Nation had an understanding of where we 
were going with these nuclear programs. What we’ve got right now 
is that understanding. Now, that understanding has actually moti-
vated the work force recently. They understand that it’s important, 
that the Nation cares about wanting to maintain the stockpile. 

So the laboratories as a result of that—in fact, previously we did 
have a recruiting strategy. We’ve updated that strategy because of 
this infusion and the request for additional resources. This strategy 
is based on a very systematic assessment of the critical skills that 
are needed to maintain the stockpile and do all of the other nuclear 
security work that we have. 

Particularly in radio-analytic chemistry, that’s a skill that we 
need to maintain to do nuclear forensics work. It’s skills associated 
with being able to design radiation detection devices, and not only 
that, but the skills associated with running large experiments, not 
underground tests but large experiments, and using the computers 
to pull these things together. 

We have joint programs with a set of universities, a wide set of 
universities around the country. We have a program called the 
Academic Strategic Alliances program, which has strategically 
aligned our laboratories and universities. This provides the labora-
tories a foot in the door to that recruiting, that talent pool that’s 
out there. 

Finally, as our senior scientists retire we take those, in many 
cases sign them for a mentoring role, to come back and to follow 
through, because they have clearances typically, and obviously 
they’re experienced, and they typically are wanting to engage in 
work the country cares about. So we have a mentoring role. 

The last critical piece to all of this is what I would call real work. 
It’s important for our scientists and engineers and production tech-
nicians at the nuclear security enterprise to do real work, work on 
the stockpile itself. The three main pieces that General Chilton re-
ferred to, which is working finishing the W76 life extension, work-
ing on the B61 life extension, to include the nuclear and the non- 
nuclear components, and starting to think about concepts for the 
W78 warhead, which we know is aging, all that is real work, and 
they’re frankly quite energized about that. That last piece is very 
important, and that’s what we’ve laid out in our 10-year plan and 
in our 1251 report. 

Senator HAGAN. Thank you. 
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During this committee’s June 17th hearing on the New START 
Treaty, Secretary Clinton indicated that it appears as though the 
Russians have postponed the sale of the S–300 long-range surface- 
to-air missile system to Iran. During the hearing Secretary Clinton 
and Secretary Gates indicated that Russia did not deliver the sys-
tem because of improved U.S.-Russian relationship building. 

Some experts indicate that not ratifying the New START would 
send a negative signal to Russia that may cause them to not sup-
port U.S. objectives with respect to dealing with the Iranian nu-
clear program or implementing the new round of UN sanctions 
against Iran. 

Dr. Miller, what strategic impacts will ratifying the treaty have 
on U.S.-Russian talks with respect to Iran’s ambiguous nuclear 
program, and how would not ratifying the treaty affect our coopera-
tion with Russia in dealing with the Iranian nuclear program or 
implementing the new round of UN sanctions? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, you’re right that Russia postponed the de-
livery of the S–300 to Iran and we hope that that postponement 
continues indefinitely. The state of the U.S.-Russian relationship is 
obviously an important element in thinking about what the future 
is, not just of that issue of the S–300, but also, as you suggest, of 
our ability to convince Iran to give up its efforts to move forward 
with its nuclear programs. 

The improvement in U.S.-Russian relations is difficult to quan-
tify, but it is real. Our ability to work together on the issues associ-
ated with Iran, the Russian response also with respect to working 
to denuclearize North Korea and continued efforts there in re-
sponse to the Cheonan sinking, are some of the signs that we see 
that this is having—that we’re headed in a productive direction. It 
does not mean we won’t have our differences. It does not mean we 
may not even face setbacks. But it’s clear that the New START 
Treaty has been a very important part of moving the relationship 
forward. 

Senator HAGAN. Thank you. My time has expired. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Hagan. 
Senator Collins. 
Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Miller, I want to follow up with you on the discussion that 

you had with Senator Lieberman about telemetry. You stated that 
the second reason telemetry was important under the original 
START Treaty was to ensure that ICBMs were not armed with a 
number of warheads in excess of the number of warheads attrib-
uted to each ICBM under the START counting rules. The original 
START counting rules as I understand them attributed to each 
ICBM the maximum number of warheads that it was believed to 
be able to carry. If telemetry can be used to verify the actual num-
ber of warheads, as you seem to be saying in response to Senator 
Lieberman, why wouldn’t that information under the counting 
rules of the New START Treaty, which counts the number of de-
ployed warheads missile by missile, be even more important? 

It’s obviously more difficult for us to verify the number of war-
heads if we’re trying to count missile by missile than if we’re as-
suming the maximum and can use telemetry to verify that or to see 
if there is a way to carry additional warheads. So it seems to me 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 14:02 Jul 27, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 Y:\BORAWSKI\DOCS\10-61 JUNE PsN: JUNEB



28 

that your answer to Senator Lieberman doesn’t add up, because it 
seems to me that it’s more important that we have telemetry in 
order to verify the number of warheads under the new counting 
rules. So explain this to me? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator Collins, under the previous START Treaty 
you are correct that for ICBMs and SLBMs there was an attribu-
tion rule. We wanted it to be as close as possible to the maximum, 
but in fact believe that, for example, the SS–18 could have carried 
more than ten warheads should Russia have so decided. So if we 
had seen—if we had seen them testing with 11 or 12 or 13, that 
would have been an indication of a violation of the treaty under 
START. 

Now, in New START Treaty each side would have the freedom 
to mix, in other words to have the number of warheads on a given 
delivery system that they decide and they declare. That number 
would be subject to on-site verification. So if we saw, as an exam-
ple, if we saw the Russians testing an SS–18 missile with five or 
six or seven or eight, we would then expect that they declared some 
with that number. But the real issue would be what do they have— 
not what do they test, but what have they deployed. And the telem-
etry doesn’t provide any insight into what’s deployed. For that we 
need the combination of declarations, national technical means, 
and then reinforced critically by on-site inspections where we go 
and actually look under the hood and see what the numbers are. 

Senator COLLINS. But the number of on-site inspections is also 
limited under New START and is less extensive than under the old 
START. It worries me because it seems that you’re limiting the 
number of on-site inspections, you’re allowing the Russians to 
choose the site, we’re no longer going to be monitoring 24 hours a 
day what’s coming out. Instead, there’s this notice provision. Plus 
we’re limiting telemetry. 

Doesn’t the combination of that make verification—and we’ve 
changed the counting rules. So it worries me that the combination 
of those factors—more limited on- site inspections, more limited te-
lemetry, and a change in the counting rules—makes it more dif-
ficult for us to verify compliance. 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, let me respond to each of those as suc-
cinctly as I can. First with respect to the numbers of inspections, 
the New START Treaty has 18, the old START Treaty had 28. The 
New START Treaty has to deal with 35 facilities, the old START 
Treaty had to deal with 70. That means that on a proportional 
basis the New START Treaty has by number of inspections—I’m 
sorry—by number of facilities, has greater proportionally. 

Second, with respect to on-site inspections, the inspecting side 
chooses the site and gives advance notice, relatively short notice as 
well. When they get to the site for their inspection, they then will 
have an opportunity to select which system to focus on and there-
fore which, for example, which missile to pull the cover off and to 
look at the number of reentry vehicles. So that anything that didn’t 
look right with respect to previous data declarations, that we gath-
ered from our National technical means, or that looked like it 
wasn’t correct in the database, which is constantly updated, we 
would then be able to go test with an on-site inspection where we 
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choose—where the inspecting party chooses the timing and which 
systems are inspected. 

Senator COLLINS. Let me switch to a different issue that has 
been brought up several times by my colleagues, and that is the 
impact of New START on our ability to pursue advances in missile 
defense. Former Under Secretary of State Ambassador John Bolton 
has written that the President has essentially given Russia a de 
facto veto over U.S. missile defense plans, and he says as a result 
advances in missile defense are now effectively impossible if this 
START is entered into and remains in force. 

Do you believe that the Phased Adaptive Approach to missile de-
fense in Europe represents a qualitative or quantitative improve-
ment in our missile defense systems? 

Dr. MILLER. Yes, Senator, I do believe the Phased Adaptive Ap-
proach in Europe and the application of that approach in other re-
gions will constitute a qualitative and a quantitative improvement 
of our missile defenses, and we have briefed the Russians on the 
Phased Adaptive Approach. I’ve done so several times, including 
the first time the day that the announcement was made I briefed 
Ambassador Kislyak, the Russian ambassador to the United States. 

We have made it clear that each of the phases will involve im-
proved capabilities and that going through phase 4 of the Phased 
Adaptive Approach for Europe, we will have additional numbers of 
interceptors with increasing capabilities deployed. 

Senator COLLINS. I agree with your assessment that it represents 
both a quantitative and qualitative improvement, but then I have 
a difficult time reconciling the Russians’ assertion that they would 
withdraw from the treaty if we increase either the quantity or the 
quality of our missile defense. It seems inconsistent to me. 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, they understand both the capabilities of the 
system and the fact that it will not pose a threat to the strategic 
capabilities of the Russian Federation. The deployments in Europe 
are not going to have the ability to intercept ICBMs launched from 
Russia aimed at the United States and Russia understands that. 

At the same time, it is very clear that we are committed not only 
to the improvements of our system for the Phased Adaptive Ap-
proach in Europe and elsewhere around the globe; we’ve also made 
very clear that we are committed to improving our capabilities for 
homeland defense. As you know, we currently have 30 ground- 
based interceptors and we will improve their capability as nec-
essary to deal with the threat to which they’re aimed, which is the 
North Korean and Iranian challenge. The Secretary of Defense, as 
you also know, approved moving forward with eight additional silos 
at Fort Greeley so that in the event we see the threat grow faster 
than expected, we would have the ability to add additional capa-
bility. 

The Russian statement is nonbinding. It’s not a part of the trea-
ty. It concludes by noting that the issue is any set of capabilities 
that would give rise to a threat to the strategic nuclear force poten-
tial of the Russian Federation. We don’t believe that that is going 
to occur, but irrespective of that, we have made clear in every pos-
sible way, through public statements, testimony, our budget, our 
ballistic missile defense review, and indeed discussions, diplomatic 
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discussions with the Russians, that we would intend to continue to 
improve our missile defenses to deal with the threats that we face. 

Senator COLLINS. thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. 
We ought to, if it’s all right with Senator Collins, put both the 

unilateral statements in the record at this time. 
Senator COLLINS. Yes, thank you. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much. 
Senator Ben Nelson. 
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, gentlemen. General Chilton, at the Nuclear Posture 

Review hearing this last April you stated you fully support—and 
I think you did as well today again—the New START Treaty and 
its associated reduction to our nuclear force. You stated that you 
were fully involved. Could you describe your role and your respon-
sibilities that are involved in maintaining a safe, secure, and effec-
tive nuclear deterrent? 

General CHILTON. Senator, thank you. My role is in a couple 
areas. One, I’m an advocate, so, based on the guidance given to me 
by the President and the Secretary of Defense, we at the command 
assess what is militarily required to meet that guidance. It falls 
into three fundamental areas. One includes the weapons them-
selves. So I come and support Mr. D’Agostino’s programs and work 
closely with them to make sure that the requirements are under-
stood for our needs for the weapons, but also his requirements are 
understood and advocated for to support those. 

Second would be along the line of delivery systems that are re-
quired to support the strategy and the guidance. We do that 
through the Department of Defense in supporting the three legs of 
the triad. 

There is another element of that as well that probably doesn’t get 
as much visibility, and that is the nuclear command and control 
portion, which is also fundamentally essential to the deterrent. So 
you need all three of those parts and our job is not only to advocate 
for them, but as they are fielded to ensure they’re readiness to be 
able to respond to any direction we might get from the President 
of the United States. 

Senator BEN NELSON. In your opinion, would the new treaty ad-
versely impact your ability to carry out your duties? 

General CHILTON. No, sir, it would not. 
Senator BEN NELSON. What are the ramifications of not putting 

a treaty into place? 
General CHILTON. Senator, two ones that would give me concern. 

One is we would lose the transparency provided by the verification 
and inspection protocols that are in the treaty, which have lapsed 
since START I ended in December of last year, and I think that’s 
very important. 

Second, there would be no constraints placed upon the Russian 
Federation as to the number of strategic delivery vehicles or war-
heads they could deploy, and I think that’s important to the United 
States, that there be limits there, limits that we would also be 
bound by, obviously. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you. 
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Dr. Miller, what level of verification do we have at the moment? 
I assume the answer is zero. 

Dr. MILLER. Senator Nelson, today we would rely solely on na-
tional technical means. 

Senator BEN NELSON. That’s not justification for entering into a 
treaty that is inadequate. We understand that. But one of the ques-
tions I would have is, you mentioned the ability to look under the 
hood to see what the other side is doing. Does this potentially, this 
treaty, potentially give us the ability to look under at least the 
same number of hoods that we looked under during the initial 
START Treaty? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, proportionally the answer is yes, propor-
tionally, because we’re allowed 18 inspections per year, there were 
28 in START, but, as we talked about before, there are half as 
many facilities under New START as there were at the entry into 
force of the START Treaty. 

With the combination of on-site inspections, with the other 
verification provisions, including non-interference with national 
technical means, but also data exchange, notification requirements, 
the maintenance of an up-to-date database of the disposition of all 
Russian forces, and unique identifiers, which are an important ex-
tension from START, all contribute to giving us an effective 
verification regime. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Dr. Miller, I think it would be fair to cat-
egorize your comments about tactical versus strategic review as a 
two-step process, step one being this New START Treaty, step two 
being starting the process of looking at tactical warheads. Now, 
there’s a suggestion that somehow, since we didn’t do steps one and 
two together in the New START Treaty, that there’s something 
that’s defective about what we’ve done. 

What were the reasons that you didn’t have the two- step process 
in START I? Or is it criticism that is being leveled today against 
the New START Treaty a criticism that could have been just as 
easily leveled against the first START Treaty? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, in principle that could have been. Let me 
just say that if we don’t move forward with the New START Treaty 
relationship and entry into force, it will be much more challenging 
to try to move forward to something beyond it. In fact, it’s difficult 
to see how we would do so, how we would then move forward with 
an effort to reduce strategic and tactical in both deployed and non-
deployed. 

This administration and previous administrations have paid at-
tention to the potential dangers associated with tactical nuclear 
weapons. The Nunn-Lugar effort for cooperative threat reduction 
has made good progress there in terms of improving security. We 
believe we have a long ways to go. We would intend to do that, to 
continue to press on improving security for tactical nuclear weap-
ons in parallel with negotiations on reducing tactical nuclear weap-
ons. And we understand that, given the relative numbers at this 
point, that the New START Treaty is, while it’s essential for estab-
lishing the verification regime and a basis for further negotiations, 
that from this point forward it will make sense to broaden the ap-
erture and deal with all nuclear weapons. 
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Senator BEN NELSON. Well, it was a matter of prioritization with 
the first START Treaty, just as it is a matter of prioritization with 
this treaty. But second, because they weren’t both accomplished in 
the first START Treaty, strategic and tactical, it has now become 
a two- step process to accomplish it at this point in time. 

Are you satisfied that we’ve made every effort, that every effort 
that we’re making now to enter into new discussions about tac-
tical—are those discussions ongoing at the present time, recog-
nizing you’ve got to get the first one done before you do a second 
one? But are discussions under way right now? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator Nelson, we have made clear this adminis-
tration’s interest in those further discussions with the Russian Fed-
eration, and also understand that the prospect for those discussions 
going forward prior to START ratification and entry into force are 
minimal. It really will need to be, as you said, sir, a two-step proc-
ess. We are engaged in our own analysis and planning at this 
point. We’ve indicated an interest, but we have not gotten at this 
point a positive response from the Russian Federation and, frankly, 
would not expect to until we’re on the other side of New START 
ratification discussion. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Well, if the New START Treaty is not rati-
fied, what are the opportunities to go back and now start and try 
to talk about the tactical weapons in another treaty? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, that scenario— 
Senator BEN NELSON. I know I’m asking you to speculate. 
Dr. MILLER. I would speculate that that would make things much 

more difficult. 
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. More difficult meaning less likely we would 

succeed in negotiating such reductions? 
Dr. MILLER. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Nelson. 
These unilateral statements that we’ve referred to are similar, 

are they not, to unilateral statements which were made for the 
first START Treaty in June of 1991, when then the Soviet nego-
tiator and his unilateral statement said: ‘‘This treaty may be effec-
tive and viable only under conditions of compliance with the ABM 
Treaty″? Is that correct? 

Dr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, they are analogous in that regard 
and, as you know— 

Chairman LEVIN. And our response to that statement was: ‘‘Uni-
lateral statements that a future hypothetical U.S. withdrawal from 
the ABM Treaty could create such conditions are without legal or 
military foundation.’’ That was our unilateral response, is that cor-
rect? 

Dr. MILLER. Yes, sir. 
Chairman LEVIN. And I’ll make these part of the record. 
Why, when answering questions about the unilateral statements 

and saying they’re not legally binding, don’t you refer to the almost 
perfect example of what happened in 1991 when the Soviets said 
something was going to happen if something else happened and, by 
the way, something else did happen, we withdrew from the ABM 
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Treaty, and there was no effect on the implementation of START 
I? Why isn’t that in your answer? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, thank you for that recommendation. 
Chairman LEVIN. I’m just curious. Am I missing something? It 

seems to me that, hey, we’ve been there, done that, it’s proven to 
have no effect whatsoever. 

Dr. MILLER. Senator, I believe we put that on the record at some 
points over the last couple of months. But we also want to note 
that it is in fact the case that unilateral statements are just that. 

Chairman LEVIN. No, I know it has been made part of the record 
in other hearings, but it’s not always—it’s not always part of the 
answer. It seems to me that’s the most effective answer. If it’s 
proved its ineffective, non- binding impact before when we pulled 
out of a treaty and the Russians, the Soviets, then in ’91 said what 
would happen if we did, it seems to me that’s proof positive that 
this is not binding now. If it wasn’t binding in ’91, these kind of 
unilateral statements aren’t binding now. 

I would think that’s kind of the clearest answer to me. But in 
any event, I would urge you to include that in your answers, and 
we will make part of the record at this time these two unilateral 
statements before START I. 

On the question that you were asked, General, about detecting 
cheating and what the effect would be from a military perspective 
if there were cheating, there’s an unclassified portion of classified 
Department of State verification report of July 12, 2010, and the 
first one that I’m going to make part of the record, the first unclas-
sified paragraph relative to this subject—and I want to ask you 
whether you concurred in each of these paragraphs: ‘‘Deterrence of 
cheating is a key part of assessment of verifiability and is strongest 
when the probability of detecting significant violations is high, the 
benefits to cheating are low, and the potential costs are high. We 
assess that this is the case for Russian cheating under the New 
START Treaty.’’ 

Is that familiar to you, that paragraph? 
[The information referred to follows:] 
General CHILTON. It is, and I agree with that, Senator. 
Chairman LEVIN. Now, the next unclassified paragraph on that 

page is the following: ‘‘Given the terms of the New START Treaty, 
the potential benefits to be derived by Russia from cheating or 
breakout from the treaty would appear to be questionable. Because 
the United States will retain a diverse triad of strategic forces, in-
cluding single-warhead ICBMs, nuclear-capable heavy bombers, 
and a significant fraction of total deployed warheads on strategic 
submarines, any Russian cheating under the treaty would have lit-
tle if any effect on the assured second strike capabilities of U.S. 
strategic forces. In particular the survivability and response capa-
bilities of strategic submarines and heavy bombers would be unaf-
fected by even large-scale cheating.’’ 

Are you familiar with that paragraph? 
General CHILTON. I am, Senator, and I agree with it. 
Chairman LEVIN. You agree with that. 
Next unclassified paragraph: ‘‘The costs and risks of Russian 

cheating or breakout, on the other hand, would likely be very sig-
nificant. In addition to the financial and international political 
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costs of such an action, any Russian leader considering cheating or 
breakout from the New START Treaty would have to consider that 
the United States will retain the ability to upload large numbers 
of additional nuclear warheads on both bombers and missiles under 
the New START, which would provide the ability for a timely and 
very significant U.S. response.’’ 

Are you familiar with that one? 
General CHILTON. I am, Senator. 
Chairman LEVIN. Do you agree with that? 
General CHILTON. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Finally on this page: ‘‘The combination of im-

proved U.S. understanding of Russian strategic forces resulting 
from the implementation of the START Treaty, U.S. NTM″—na-
tional technical means—″capabilities, the New START Treaty’s 
verification provisions and a favorable posture for deterring cheat-
ing or breakout results in a New START Treaty that is effectively 
verifiable.’’ 

Do you agree with that? Are you familiar with that? 
General CHILTON. I’m not sure I’m familiar with that precise 

quote, Chairman. But, hearing it, I do agree with it. 
Chairman LEVIN. Now, on the question of the telemetry, Senator 

Lieberman asked a question about, well, why are we—if we agreed 
to obtain the telemetry or exchange telemetry on five launches per 
year, as I understand or remember the language, if telemetry is not 
important why did we negotiate for five. I don’t think the answer 
was very persuasive on that. I didn’t understand it and I either— 
I think in terms of the time, I think you better, if you would, give 
us an answer for the record on that one, Dr. Miller. 

There is sort of an apparent inconsistency. We get less telemetry, 
but we don’t need it. Then, as Senator Lieberman points out, if we 
don’t need it why did we negotiate for five? I think that the answer 
needs to be amplified because it was either not particularly clear 
or wasn’t particularly persuasive, or maybe there is no persuasive 
answer. But if there is one, we would appreciate your giving it a 
go on the record if you would. Will you do that? 

Dr. MILLER. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Now, on the negotiating record, there’s appar-

ently a history on getting negotiating records, which we also are 
going to need for the record. This is a matter for the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, but apparently during the, I think it was the INF 
Treaty, there was some back and forth between the State Depart-
ment on whether or not in the future the negotiating record itself 
would be made available. I think for the record we better get hold 
of that history, because it would seem, just off the top of my head, 
why not? Why don’t we get the negotiating record? Apparently 
there’s some history as to why not and why there’s been refusal be-
fore. 

There’s apparently been precedent for doing it, for giving Con-
gress or the Senate the negotiating record. As Senator McCain 
said, apparently in ’72 we got the record, and I think he said in 
’87 we got the record. But then there was some resistance to get-
ting future negotiating records and some, if not an understanding, 
some clear delineation as to the reasons why the State Department 
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was not in the future going to do it, which applied to subsequent 
treaties after 1987, I believe. 

But we would need a very—even though you’re not the State De-
partment, we would need you to get for us either the State Depart-
ment position on this or the administration position on why don’t 
we get this negotiating record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Finally—— 
Dr. MILLER. Senator, let me just say that that request is pending 

and the administration will have a response and we will provide 
something for the record on the history. And you are correct that 
the chilling effect, the concern about the chilling effect, is a key 
consideration. 

Chairman LEVIN. On negotiations? 
Dr. MILLER. On future negotiations. 
Chairman LEVIN. If you would—I don’t think we made that re-

quest. I think that came from Foreign Relations, is that correct? 
But if you could just make sure that we get a copy of that. 

I’ll just have one additional question before I call on Senator Nel-
son, if he will yield for another minute even though his turn has 
arrived. This has to do with that cut in the budget that the House 
committee, I believe, the Appropriations Committee, made in your 
budget, Mr. D’Agostino. Can you tell us—I guess it was the Energy 
and Water Appropriations Subcommittee. 

They reduced the budget by, I believe, $99 million and they offset 
it in part by using $80 million in prior year balances. What—first 
of all, does NNSA have $80 million available in prior year bal-
ances? Second, what is the amount of the budget? Third, what is 
the amount of the increase in the budget over last year? Can you 
get us those three numbers for the record? If you have them on the 
top of your head, or give them for the record? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. I’d be glad to do either one, sir. Just very quick-
ly, I think just—and we’ll take it for the record as well. The details 
are important. I haven’t yet seen the details of that. We do have 
some prior year balances. The key on prior year balances—and this 
is where resources were authorized and appropriated, but because 
the project wasn’t fully ready they’re being held until the project 
is ready. There are a few projects. I don’t know if they add up to 
$80 million, and that’s why we need to see the details. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. All right. 
Mr. D’AGOSTINO. I’ll take the rest of it for the record, sir. 
Chairman LEVIN. Do you know the total size of your budget re-

quest? 
Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Oh, yes, sir. It’s over $7 billion, and so therefore 

this $99 million number that keeps floating around at this point is 
a fairly small percentage. But at this point we did scrub pretty 
hard to come up with this number, and I support the President’s 
budget. So we’ll need to look at the details on that. 

Chairman LEVIN. I expect that you would and should, as a mat-
ter of fact. I just want to get the proportion as to what that cut 
is. What was the dollar increase over last year? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Oh, $624 million, sir, in this particular account. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. 
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Senator Bill Nelson. 
Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Gentlemen, thank you for your service. In the Nuclear Posture 

Review, a whole bunch of warheads in the queue for dismantle-
ment, and that number will increase under the START reductions. 
What are the most significant challenges to managing this draw-
down? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. I’ll take that. The difficult challenge associated 
with dismantling warheads is in many cases we’re talking about 
warhead systems—I’ll call them ‘‘systems″—that have been to-
gether for many years, in many cases multiple decades. So what we 
have to deal with is making sure that we have the safety rules 
down, clearly understood, so that these warheads can be taken 
apart safely. 

We’ve done a lot of work at the laboratories and the Pantex plant 
to get the rules, the procedures, and the tooling and the training 
all together at the same time so that we can take apart these war-
heads. Our current commitment on the size of the dismantlement 
queue that we have right now is to get that work done by the year 
2022, which is a significant amount of work. 

We recognize that we’ll be adding potentially more over the next 
few years to that queue and we’re going to try to hold that date 
and look for efficiencies. In fact, there are some significant effi-
ciencies because the Pantex plant tends to do better than we had 
originally expected to getting all that dismantlement work done. 

Senator BILL NELSON. So you feel reasonably confident that you 
have the facilities and the skills in order to handle this reduction? 

Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Yes, sir, I do feel confident. I would be remiss 
if I didn’t mention an event that happened not too long ago, frank-
ly, that we’re working on right now. There was a significant 
amount of rain in the State of Texas. We had some fairly signifi-
cant flooding at our Pantex plant. We’re currently in the process 
of assessing what it will take to recover from that flooding event, 
and we’ll be notifying the appropriate committee staff as we get 
that information together and work with the Department of De-
fense. 

So our goal, of course, is to not have it impact the work that the 
Department of Defense needs. But we’re in the middle of that as-
sessment, sir. 

Senator BILL NELSON. General Chilton, as you de-MIRV the 
launchers where they’re carrying only one warhead, how will this 
enhance—how does this START Treaty enhance the stability of the 
nuclear balance? 

General CHILTON. Senator, first there’s an advantage of de- 
MIRVing the Minuteman system because we can then disperse 
those warheads, which are limited under the treaty, to other, more 
survivable platforms, for example, yet at the same time a potential 
adversary would, if they were thinking about a preemptive strike, 
would have to expend a large number of warheads to address the 
Minuteman threat, which would still stay in large single-warhead 
numbers. 

Strategic stability, when we talk about that, it’s having a posture 
on both sides that in the worst crisis case, the highest levels of ten-
sion, that neither side would be tempted to conduct a first strike 
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as their least best option. So de-MIRVing, if you have ten warheads 
in the extreme or even 100 warheads in the extreme on one mis-
sile, then you could envision that an opportunity—well, maybe if I 
strike and eliminate 100 with just 2, that’s to my great advantage 
for a disarming strike. 

At the other extreme, if there’s just one there there’s more sta-
bility. There’s less temptation in time of crisis to attempt a first 
strike, a disarming strike of the adversary. 

So this provides, by de-MIRVing, we make it still a very difficult 
target to attack and one that doesn’t make sense to attack. 

Senator BILL NELSON. You’ve described the stability. Then as you 
go about doing this, what are the challenges in bringing about this 
change from several warheads down to one? 

General Chilton. 
Mr. D’AGOSTINO. Senator, we’re well practiced at this in our mis-

sile fields and I don’t see any difficulty in this. It would just be a 
matter of the work that we would need to accomplish over a sched-
uled time period. But our crews are trained and able to both con-
duct uploads and downloads of the configuration of our warheads 
in the fields today. 

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Secretary, tell me about how long do 
you think it’s going to take to implement this drawdown? 

Dr. MILLER. Senator Nelson, the treaty would have a 7-year im-
plementation period following entry into force, and our intention 
would be to undertake those reductions spread out over that pe-
riod. 

Senator BILL NELSON. It’s a 10-year treaty and in 7 years you’re 
going to be doing the drawdown? 

Dr. MILLER. Technically, it doesn’t require that much time. But 
we would expect to spread the work out over a substantial part of 
that period, and we are currently developing the detailed plans as-
sociated with each leg of the triad, the changes that we would be 
looking for. 

Senator BILL NELSON. Do you see any problem in implementing 
that? 

Dr. MILLER. Sir, there’s no expected problem in implementing the 
treaty within the 7 years. If decided, it could be done in less time. 

Senator BILL NELSON. Do we think the Russians will do likewise 
over 7 years? 

Dr. MILLER. Sir, I don’t have—I don’t have an assessment of 
that. We believe they’ll be able to reach it within the 7-year period 
certainly. We don’t have an assessment of what their plans are in 
terms of timing. 

Senator BILL NELSON. But they have to under the terms of the 
treaty, they have to accomplish it by year 7? 

Dr. MILLER. Within 7 years after entry into force of the treaty, 
they would need to meet their limits. 

Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Nelson. 
I have no further questions and the hearing is adjourned. Thank 

you very, very much for your testimony. 
[Whereupon, at 11:44 a.m., the committee adjourned.] 
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