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 MR. PETER HUESSY:  I want to thank you for being here at the fifth in our series of 

seminars on nuclear deterrence and missile defense.  And we’re honored today to have Dr. Don 

Cook, who is the Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs at the National Nuclear Security 

Administration, who was sworn in – appointed to the position by the president -- in June 2010 

took the job.  And he’s responsible, as you know, for managing the U.S. nuclear security 

enterprise of laboratories and manufacturing facilities. 

Prior to this, he was the managing director and chief executive officer at the Atomic 

Weapons Establishment in the United Kingdom from 2006 to 2009, and he was accountable for 

the AWE’s performance on the contract with the United Kingdom Ministry of Defence.  From 

1977 to 2005 Dr. Cook worked in (cold power ?) sciences and microtechnology and 

infrastructure and security at Sandia National Lab in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

I want to welcome also our friends from the Russian Federation who are here today, as 

well as my friend Professor Curtis from the Naval Academy.  I want to welcome you. 

And also, to let you know, Friday we’re going to have an extraordinary dual presentation 

by Steve Blank from the Army War College, and Mark Schneider from NIPP on future Russian 

strategic challenges, particularly both their missile defense and their strategic modernization 

programs.  On May 14 is John Tester from Montana, a member of the Senate Appropriations 

Committee, and that will be at the Reserve Officers Association building across the Capitol 

grounds.  And then on the 15th of May we’ll have Frank Miller who, as you know, works as a 

principal at Scowcroft Associates.  If you haven’t signed up, please do. 

And for those of you interested in our Minot conference which we had Friday, we will 

transcribe it.  It is available on the ROA website, the full video.  We had an extraordinary series 

of presentations from General Harancek, General Kowalski, General Alston, General Frank Klotz, 

Bob Joseph, and Admiral Burke.  And we are now planning an event similar to both the Minot 

triad conference and the one we did in September here in Washington.  The next one we hope 

will be in Kings Bay in Georgia at our submarine facility, and we’ll let you know about that as 

well. 
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Dr. Cook, on behalf of the Reserve Officers Association of America, the National Defense 

Industrial Association and the Air Force Association, I want to thank you for taking the time to 

come and talk to us about this seriously important issue, difficult as it may be to see where we 

may end up going.  But we want to thank you for being here.  Would you all give a warm 

welcome to Dr. Don Cook? 

MR. DON COOK:  Thank you Peter, it’s a pleasure to be here.  I intend to give you today 

an update on the status of the nuclear enterprise within NNSA.  So beginning right away, NNSA 

sites include three weapons labs, four manufacturing plants and the Nevada National Security 

site. 

In my view, nuclear deterrence has four key elements: the people, the stockpile, the 

infrastructure and the business practices that we use across the deterrent program.  Often 

people think that deterrence is just the stockpile.  But when you think about it, surely it’s not.  

Sustainment of the NNSA workforce and the infrastructure are required to sustain the 

warheads, and all of that is NNSA’s job. 

NNSA and the Department of Defense have shared accountabilities for the nuclear 

deterrent.  DOD’s responsibilities include establishing the military requirements, designing, 

developing, testing and producing the delivery systems, securing and maintaining the nuclear 

weapons whenever they’re in Department of Defense custody, and overall accountability for 

the operations of the nuclear weapons systems.  NNSA responsibilities include maintaining the 

safety, security and reliability of the current stockpile, conducting research, development and 

engineering for any changes to the stockpile, including the life extension programs, and 

producing the nuclear weapons themselves. 

Now before getting deeper into the NNSA roles, I’d like to reiterate a view that has been 

articulated in several places before.  The United States nuclear deterrent exists to deter nuclear 

attack not only against the United States, but also provides an extended nuclear deterrent 

against nuclear attack for more than 30 other nations that are allies of the United States.  And 

without sustainment of the U.S. nuclear deterrent, nuclear proliferation would be more likely, 

not less likely. 

If the credibility of the extended U.S. deterrent ever came into question, one might 

expect to see more nuclear powers evolve as regional threats increased.  So allies of the U.S. 

are watching carefully to see whether we’re continuing to sustain the deterrent or not, and 

adversaries are watching too.  Their actions will depend on what they see, what they hear and 

what they know.  In this regard, providing greater transparency into our plans and actions for 

nuclear sustainment will have a beneficial effect on U.S. security and global security.  



Additionally, increased transparency by other nations with nuclear stockpiles could have the 

same effect. 

The New START Treaty between the U.S. and the Russian Federation provided 

transparency to our inspectors who have boots on the ground in Russia.  Within the 

Departments of Energy, State and Defense, we  continue to develop attributes of a framework 

integrating transparency, verification technologies, treaty protocols and requirements in the 

actual process of verification.  We do that because all of these must be integrated to be 

effective. 

Having said that, I’d like now to turn to NNSA responsibilities for nuclear sustainment I 

mentioned ago, and get into some detail.  The first part of this focus is on maintaining the 

safety, security and reliability of the U.S. stockpile.  The surveillance program has been 

enhanced over the past three years and is being sustained today.  The scientific and engineering 

tools put into place in the last two decades have, along with the surveillance program, become 

the core of annual assessment on the condition of the stockpile.  Last September, you’ll note, 

20 years had passed since the last underground nuclear explosive test at Nevada.  It was Divider 

and was fired on September 23, 1992. 

The stockpile stewardship program has succeeded in putting into place the capabilities 

for quantitative understanding of weapon aging and its affects.  (Needed ?) tools for the high 

energy science such as NIF at Livermore, Z at Sandia and the Omega laser at the University of 

Rochester, are all in place fully now, and they’re being heavily used to gather data and to 

benchmark the computational codes that we use.  Tools for primary assessment, such as Dual-

Access Radiographic Hydro-Testing facility – you can understand why we call it DARHT, it’s 

much simpler than what I said – at Los Alamos, the contained firing facility at Livermore, and 

some critical experiments at Nevada, are also now in place. 

In the past year, the Gemini series of sub-critical experiments, including both surrogate 

materials and plutonium, was completed.  With a strong focus on diagnostics, more data on 

plutonium were provided during the Polex (ph) experiment than in the 25 previous sub-critical 

experiments all put together.  These highly integrated, highly diagnosed plutonium experiments 

have already proven to be very cost-effective. 

Computational platforms and algorithms have been developed and updated on regular 

schedules and have enabled a better understanding of the effects of weapons aging.  As 

computations have become more powerful, the use of adjustable parameters, or NOPs, has 

been replaced by scientific understanding.  It’s this understanding that forms the basis now for 

the life extension programs and the plans we have across the U.S. stockpile.  In the past year, 

the Sequoia computer at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory was ranked the world’s 



fastest supercomputer, at more than 16 petaflops.  Sequoia is now running classified 

calculations for the stockpile. 

Let me next turn to the area of conducting research, development and engineering for 

changes to the stockpile, explicitly to the life extension programs.  A few facts, first.  Today, we 

have the oldest stockpile we’ve ever had.  The average life of the weapons in the stockpile is 

now greater than 26 years and headed to 27.  We also have the smallest stockpile we’ve had 

since the Eisenhower administration.  Up until recently, we expended more effort in 

understanding the effects of warhead aging, because we had to, than we did in resetting the 

clock – namely in remanufacturing warhead components and modernizing the safety and 

security features while do so.  

In the first two decades after nuclear testing ended, we built the power tools of 

stockpile stewardship, as Chris Deeney says.  In the next two decades, we need to apply these 

to changing the nuclear deterrent, more broadly defined.  That means, the people, the 

stockpile, the infrastructure and the business practices.  And you can begin to envision how 

we’ll do that with almost all the tools required now in place. 

Regularizing the activities – now I use that term – to me regular means in a sense to 

levelize over a long time and to do just good steady work, so not terribly surprising changes.  So 

regularizing the activities now in the stockpile stewardship management program in such a way 

as to use the capabilities that we need, and to retain them, (will yield ?) an effective manner of 

continuous capability of maintenance and renewal, and it’s important to do so.  In other words, 

when it comes to a specific capability set we should either use it or lose it. 

For several years, we’ve been moving from a capacity-based nuclear security enterprise 

infrastructure toward a capability-based infrastructure.  And to get the point of that across to 

you, I’ll use a manufacturing plant analogy.  In a capacity-based manufacturing plant you might 

have several assembly lines each doing similar functions to the other, and all doing things in 

parallel.  A capability-based manufacturing plant would have a single assembly line. 

Recent decisions by the Nuclear Weapons Council have increased the scope of weapon 

life extension programs.  And I’ll say this, it is a considerable increase, a very important 

increase, and the workload now is clearly ahead.  The W-76-1 sea-based warhead continues in 

production.  It’s what we call Phase 6.6.  All operational requirements for the Navy were met in 

fiscal year ‘12, and we’re on track to meet all the requirements in fiscal year ’13. 

The full build rate at Pantex has now been achieved.  It’s really -- Sandia and Kansas City 

and Pantex and Y-12, and elements of Los Alamos, all put together.  That’s not a surprise.  Did I 

leave out Savannah River, or did I hit that?  Anyway, just about every place in the complex.  So 



we’ve achieved that build rate.  And the life extension of the 76-1 is going to continue until the 

end of fiscal ’19. 

The B-61 12 is now in the engineering and development phase.  That’s Phase 6.3.  This 

life extension program is going to consolidate four families of the B-61 bomb and it will improve 

both the safety and security of the 61, which is the oldest weapon in the U.S. arsenal. And we’ll 

do it with no change in military requirements or characteristics. 

The NNSA is accountable for the nuclear ordnance.  Today we call that the bomb body.  

And the Air Force is accountable for the integrated tail kit.  So this is the first time that we’re 

doing a bomb in this fashion, with two entities. 

The B-61 12 is vectored for a first production unit in FY ’19, commensurate with 

conclusion of the W-76-1 life extension program at Pantex in FY ’19.  The B-61 remains a key 

element of the air-delivered leg of the U.S. deterrent, and importantly it’s a key weapons 

system in the extended nuclear deterrent that I mentioned at the beginning of these remarks.  

Life extension options for the W-78 land-based or ICBM warhead, and the W-88 sea-based or 

SLBM warhead, have now moved into the feasibility study and option down-select phase.  

That’s Phase 6.2. 

We have a strong emphasis placed on the use of common components, adaptable 

architectures and interoperability between the ICBM and the SLBM platforms.  Additionally, the 

W-88 Alt. 370, the new arming, fusing and firing system for the W-88 warhead is also in 

engineering development, or Phase 6.3.  the 88 Alt. 370 is planned to form the basis for the 

arming, fusing and firing system for the first inter-operable warhead, something we call the W-

78/88-1, and every little phrase in that is very important.  But the Alt.370 will form the basis of 

that with adaptable features that permit service in both Navy and Air Force aero-shells. 

Now having said that, I’d like to address what we call the three plus two strategy, 

because these life extension programs are being developed and executed within that 

framework.  What the three plus two strategy means is that the current weapons systems in 

the deterrent will, in the course of time, be replaced with three interoperable systems that 

cover the two ballistic legs, the ICBMs and the SLBMs, and two systems that are in the air-

delivered leg.  In short, pursuit of this strategy will reduce the number of weapons systems 

from the current four in the ballistic legs. 

And to run through them, for the Air Force it’s the W-78 and W-87.  For the Navy it’s the 

W-88 and the W-76-1.  And the three plus two, the two part of that will eventually replace the 

six elements that we have in the air-delivered leg.  Those are the W-80-1, the air-launched 

cruise missile, the B-83 gravity bomb and four families of the B-61 bomb: the B-61-3, B-61-4, B-

61-7 and B-61-10. 



So that goes to a total of five systems.  And if you count the number of system that I 

read through in those, six in the air leg and four in the ballistic leg, it’s 10.  So coming down in 

the number of systems is really quite important.  That is a method by which we can save some 

money, whereas coming down in weapons does almost nothing to save money. 

So with the Nuclear Weapons Council decisions made in the past year, we now have 

great than 80 percent of the U.S. bombs and warheads moving through the life extension 

process, beyond the initial phase of concept assessment throughout the 6.1 or 6.2 to 6.6 area.  

So to some that number, that is 80 percent, might be very concerning.  I look at these 

differently.  With the warhead and bomb age, it would be nice to have 100 percent of the 

systems moving through life extension, but we’re not quite there yet. 

It is the intent of NNSA, DOD and the U.S. strategic community to improve the safety 

and security features of each weapon type and to extend the life of these weapons while not 

creating new nuclear weapons capabilities.  In doing so, we expect to sustain a highly 

specialized technical workforce and to develop and sustain the capabilities, the facilities and 

the infrastructure that are essential for meeting stockpile requirements.   

Let me now turn quickly to the topic of producing the weapons themselves and 

maintaining the science, technology and engineering infrastructure.  I’ve already mentioned 

that 80 percent of the bombs and warheads are moving through the life extension process; in 

different phases, but all beyond the initial phase.  This is necessary not only because of their 

age, but it’s possible because significant progress has already been made in modernizing the 

nuclear security enterprise.  And I’m going to run through some of these things so you can 

begin to get a glimpse of this. 

With regard to the infrastructure, construction of the new Kansas City complex has been 

completed.  The move from the Bannister Road Facility, the Botts Road Facility is underway 

now and it’s scheduled to be completed by the end of 2014, not far away.  The new High 

Explosives Pressing Facility, something we call HEPF, at Pantex is now more than 50 percent 

complete.  And construction will be completed by fiscal ’16, also not far away. 

Construction of HEPF is going to remove a major weakness in the explosives 

manufacturing system and it’s going to be finished in time to press the insensitive high 

explosives for the B-61-12 life extension program.  At Sandia, MESA is fully operational and 

producing custom radiation-hardened circuits for nuclear weapons.  The neutron generator 

production facility has achieved higher product yields for the entirety of the deterrent, and the 

Z machine is in regular use for producing stockpile stewardship data, including data on 

plutonium samples at very high pressure. 



Turning to Y-12, at Y-12 the highly enriched uranium materials storage facility, HEU-1F, 

is in regular use, while the engineering design of the uranium processing facility, or UPF, 

continues.  Site preparation for UPF has now begun, with the move of uranium processing 

capabilities schedule to begin in 2019 with the transfer of uranium casting capabilities from 

building 9212, a very old building, into UPF as the first phase. 

At Savannah River, the tritium extraction facility is in regular use for extraction of tritium 

from burn-bulk absorber rods that are irradiated at TVA’s Watts Bar Reactor.  At Los Alamos, 

DART is conducting hydrodynamic experiments for life extension programs on a regular basis 

with extraordinary time resolution of implosions.  The CMRR roll-over, the Rad Lab was 

completed on time and budget.  The equipment, relocation and installation part of the project 

associated with the Rad Lab will be completed in June of this year, which sounds like next 

month because it is next month already. 

At Livermore, NIPF is fully in place with all required diagnostics and is generating high 

quality data for ICF and weapons science.  In Nevada the National Criticality Experiments 

Reactor complex, something we call INCERC, is fully complete.  It’s generating data with four 

reactor assemblies that in prior years, a decade and a half ago, were at Los Alamos. 

The JASPER Gas Gun experiments at Nevada are suing small samples of plutonium, and 

that experiment is in regular operation as well.  We just passed the 107th experiment on JASPER 

out in Nevada.  At Pantex, dismantlements again exceeded the planned amount, this time the 

third year running.  Now although our plutonium and uranium construction projects get most of 

the air time, in the press, because of their cost and their importance, the infrastructure of NNSA 

for nuclear sustainment that I just ran through, is considerably broader than just the plutonium 

and uranium capabilities. 

So the point I wanted to make is that we are investing heavily in the infrastructure.  It’s 

improving.  The results are evident.  And this work is being done in time to support the heavy 

LEP workload that we have. 

Let me now for a few minutes turn to just the plutonium strategy, and then I’ll begin to 

wrap up.  With deferral of the CMRR nuclear facility, we’ve had the opportunity to explore 

additional options for upgrading our plutonium capability at Los Alamos.  It’s likely that a 

combination of actions could provide the essential capability of a core CMRR nuke facility and 

produce an expanded pit manufacturing capability sooner than simply restarting the NF. 

The limit on plutonium material within the Rad Lab has been raised by a factor of four 

from six grams to 26 grams.  While that’s not a lot of material – it’s just grams – nevertheless a 

factor of four increase is quite important and aids our efforts in analytic chemistry. 



 Los Alamos is preparing the safety documentation associated with a higher limit now, 

and we’re nearing the completion of the equipment installation phase in (roll-up?).  A 

comprehensive study of PF-4 use is underway and it has pointed to the possibility that we might 

repurpose some parts of the PF-4 space if processes relating to pit manufacturing, that is 

analytic chemistry and material characterization, are prioritized higher than current PF-4 

mission assignments that remain in the building.  Once a decision is made here we would 

remove old equipment, if we head down this path.  We’d reconfigure existing space and we’d 

emplace new equipment in about 20 percent of the space that we have in PF-4, which has the 

nice feature of already being fully constructed. 

We have a resource path for Los Alamos to get out of the old CMR, a 1950s era CMR, in 

2019, moving capability into RULA (ph) and PF-4.  Additionally, we’re exploring acquisition of 

modular plutonium capability that would or could take on some of the current PF-4 processes 

and remove what we call MAR, Material At-Risk from PF-4.  That action could extend the useful 

life of PF-4 (for/four ?) additional years. 

Coming now, I’ll turn to a glimpse of the future.  And really the future of the nuclear 

sustainment challenge is an opportunity.  I’ve already talked about the present ones, already. 

As we examine the future technical options for stockpile sustainment in the long-term, 

independent of the number of bombs or warheads deployed at any time, there are some things 

that are visible now in 2013 that will be different from the 1970s and 1980s when our present 

deterrent was put into place.  It was during those years, in the ‘70s and early ’80, when design 

and manufacturing of the deterrent occurred.  So in the future and already, build lots will be 

smaller. 

Common mode failure will always need to be avoided, but greater use of common 

components and technologies across the weapons systems can improve component maturation 

toward a technology readiness level.  That is, focusing on fewer things that have commonality 

can give us a greater depth of insight than spreading the effort across a very large number of 

components.  Getting increased confidence in the components, while reducing cost, is the 

objective. 

Interoperability of systems through miniaturization of safety and security features 

appears possible now.  This was an objective for the original W-78 in the 1970s, but the safety 

and security components had too large a size and too great a weight to allow any operability 

between ballistic systems.  That, our belief is now, has changed radically with things getting 

smaller and lighter weight, particularly in all of the non-nuclear componentry. 

Even though the build-outs are smaller, in part because they’re smaller, it may now be 

possible to regularize the workflows across the United States’ sites so that the safety, the 



security and the reliability of the U.S. nuclear deterrent can be improved more regularly than 

once every 30 to 40 years.  The NWC agreed the three plus two strategy that I described 

already goes a very long way toward producing the strategic plan basis for a stable base 

workload across all of the nuclear security enterprise.  And while it would be too large a step to 

state that a different approach to LEP planning and execution would without question reduce 

technology obsolescence -- reduce the ramp-up and then the ramp-down of people on 

individual projects that are associated with the design and production efforts – and it’s too 

early to say that this would clearly reduce the cost, the duration or the scope of design and 

certification processes, there’s a reasonable expectation that a more consistent flow of relevant 

work utilizing and refreshing essential critical skills could maintain the workforce at a higher 

state of readiness capability and performance. 

So then of all the elements of nuclear sustainment that I mentioned, the most important 

piece is still the workforce.  In the end, it really does all come down to people. 

So I appreciate the time you’ve taken to come here today.  I thank you for listening.  I’d 

be happy to answer any very easy questions you might have. 

(Applause). 

MR.  :  How are you doing?  Thank you.  Interesting.  I wanted to ask two questions on 

pit reuse. 

I noticed that the strategy is to have 30 remanufactured pits, that capacity by 2031, and 

then up to 90 reused pits.  What struck me more than anything else in reading through the 

NNSA budget for FY ‘14 was the talk about reusing existing pits and LEP design using – (off mic).  

I guess the first question is, will you be taking retired pits that were designed to be initiated 

with conventional high explosives, and then mating them with IHE? 

Just a yes or no, and then I want to – 

MR. COOK:  The answer is yes.  I’ll come back to comment on – 

MR.  :  That is obviously a major departure from what was possible not so long ago, and 

may indicate a great leap forward in confidence in stockpile stewardship.  How do you assure 

DOD that weapons used in those primaries will work and will this approach be only on bombs 

and is it going to be used on missiles as well?  Would it alter the flight characteristics of 

warheads and RV, requiring a series of flight tests? 

MR. COOK:  Let me try to give a quick confluence of answers.  First on the number of 

pits in our strategy, it is our intention to use a combination of existing pits and newly 

manufactured pits for life extension programs.  For example, extending the B-61 in the future 



we’re using he present pits, so that’s pit reuse.  We have confidence now from the work done 

starting in the early 2000s and for a full decade, that we can project out the effect of aging on 

these plutonium pits. 

The material samples have been taken.  The chemistry is understood.  The nuclear 

aspects are understood. 

And so the B-61 and the W-76-1 both are proceeding according to pit reuse.  The B-61 

uses insensitive high explosives.  The W-76-1 uses a conventional high explosive. 

For the new pit manufacturing capability, and by that I really mean remanufacturing of 

pits of existing design but starting from scratch – so it’s really manufactured pits using existing 

design – in the past we got Los Alamos to about 10 per year for the W-88 series of pits.  And 

that was sustained only for a short time because only so many were needed.  So we’re now 

preparing for some additional pit making and our plan is to get to 10 per annum by 2019.  

That’s really at the end of this FINSA period, so this FINSA period is devoted to building the 

capability and getting back into the pit making business. 

The plan is aggressive. It’s also planning to get to 20 by 2020 and to 30 by 2021.  So 

that’s a very rapid increase.  In order to reduce the risk, we are undertaking not only a study but 

preparing to do some production of material in purification steps prior to actually casting the 

pits in ’19, ’20 and ’21.  After 2021 we’ll sustain an annual pit-making capacity of 30 per year.  

So those numbers there have been fully taken into account in our life extension program plan. 

Now the possibility of using – of getting insensitive high explosives across more of the 

weapons systems is particularly attractive, because use of insensitive high explosives is the 

single most important factor in improvement of safety with nuclear ordnance.  So absolutely 

we’re heavily focused on that.  The stockpile stewardship totals are in place, DART fully 

operational, (four photographs on the second access ?), very good timing. 

We now have the capability at U1A with plutonium at smaller scale, so that those things 

don’t go critical, obviously an important thing to avoid.  And we have computation.  We also 

have CFF at Livermore. 

So when we look at, could we use existing – I’ll just call them CHE, conventional high 

explosive pits – put insensitive high explosives around them, we believe the answer is yes.  And 

the evidence will be the experiments at DART, the experiments at U1A, a number of hydro 

experiments that are done for gaining the confidence, the calculations, the simulations, to 

actually predict the details of the pits.  We believe that we have the measurement tools in place 

and sufficient confidence to proceed, so we’re proceeding down that (path ?). 



Now with regard to convincing the admirals and general, I absolutely know I have to do 

that.  But I also have to convince myself.  And I will continue to be my own harshest critic about 

whether this path will work or not, because the safety advantage – I think it will – and that’s 

why we’re going down the path. 

MR.  :  Will the W-88 require re-entry – (off mic). 

MR. COOK:  No, the decisions of record that also shows in different forms – you know, 

we’re very close to issuing the stockpile stewardship and management plan for fiscal ’14.  We 

could not do that for ’13 because in the end we didn’t have the budget figures. It had been 

written, but we didn’t have a FINSA. 

The big change this year is the president’s budget released a ’14 budget plus ’15, ’16, ’17 

and ’18.  The one prior, if you look at it, had four asterisks that said the budgets do not match 

the program requirements.  So we’ve overcome that, by and large, and when you look at the 

details of the budget I would expect you to be encouraged as I am.  I hope that answered the 

question. 

MR. TODD JACOBSON:  Don, I wanted to ask about the 78 and 88 warheads.  The Navy 

has registered a little bit of concern moving forward with that project.  And I guess an off-ramp 

was added for you guys to look at just doing 88 separately.  What do you view as the major 

challenges that you’re seeing now and what level of confidence do you have moving forward 

that you’ll be able to – 

MR. COOK:  I’ll try to address it, Todd.  While the 78 life extension program was 

underway -- it kind of started that way.  The intention was to have a 78-1 that would be 

adaptable to an 88-1. 

In the course of time, the Nuclear Weapons Council, the Nuclear Weapons Council 

Standing Safety Committee, the services, the DOD StratCom Joint Staff and NNSA, all the 

players, came together and we said we’re going to form a broad team that will look at these 

possibilities.  So we’re going down that path.  And that’s in 6.2, you know, the analysis of 

alternatives, the concepts, ultimately a down-select to be costed in the 6.2A phase. 

The key question here is whether with a truly common explosive package, which would 

be based on insensitive high explosive, could we meet the stockpile to target sequence 

requirements for both the Minuteman III missile and the D-5 missile?  In the past, that’s been 

kind of the grand objective, because if we did that and there were some other failures 

somewhere in the deployed stockpile, we would have a common package that could be moved 

around.  And we can make enough spares of the common package to replace units that we 

have, and particularly the high volume aero-shells. 



To kind of come back to your question, Jack, if we use IHE that takes more volume.  The 

staff is consistent with a high volume aero-shells.  Both the Navy and the Air Force have them. 

But in the event that we cannot develop the work, qualify the package and achieve 

interoperability requirements, then the Navy wanted to see an off-ramp, as we called it, where 

we would go in and we would refresh things in the W-88 system.  So we’re carrying that 

forward.  But by agreement of all, that is not the primary path. 

The primary path is an interoperable explosive package that would go in both Air Force 

and Navy aero-shells.  And then all of the other components, the Sandia components, the AF&F, 

would be largely common.  It would be, you know, several elements, sort of three or four main 

blocks.  They would be adaptable to the two different aero-shells, the two different missile 

systems, and the two different stockpile to target sequences.  So that’s where we are. 

MR.  :  (Off mic) – sequestration between now and October 1.  Senators Levin and 

Inhofe asked the Pentagon to put together a list of cuts that would be required if that doesn’t 

happen, (if sequestration isn’t rescinded ?).  Are you part of that planning exercise or taking a 

look at what would happen if sequestration does continue? 

MR. COOK:  Sort of yes and no, I might say.  Our assumption is – you know, I am a 

presidential appointee so I represent the administration.  We built the budget for ’14 FINSA, ’14 

through ’18, on the basis that we would not have sequestration.  So it’s the president’s budget 

request. 

Sequestration, if that occurred -- I’m not going to get into finger pointing about who did 

or who didn’t do anything.  It absolutely exists in ’13 as a fact.  We are counting on the House 

and the Senate to pass a budget bill for ’14 before ’14 occurs.  If there’s not, then I would guess 

we might have a continuing resolution. 

But there is no assumption, zero assumption, that sequestration will continue into ’14.  

So what we’ve done for ’13 is we have – within the flexibility that we have for weapons 

activities, we enjoy a presidential anomaly for weapons activities for this year.  It’s a wonderful 

thing, and exclusion from Section 301C requirements that limit flexibility. 

So we have some flexibility.  That’s how I can confidently can say we’re going to deliver 

all the W-76 warheads the Navy requires.  And we’re going to take as small a slip as we can in 

the B-61-12 by moving funds around.  But the assumption for ’14 and beyond is that there will 

be no sequestration.  That is my assumption.  I don’t know whether it’s right, but that is my 

assumption. 

MR.  :  (Off mic). 



MR. COOK:  I won’t even have to come back.  I’ll be here just about every day through 

this year and next year.  You meant here? 

MR. HUESSY:  You’re invited. 

MR.  :  Just a question to follow up on John’s question before.  Has there been a decision 

made about what pit variety would be produced in the next few years? 

MR. COOK:  I’ll answer it directly.  We’re going through a down selection right now 

involving NNSA, DOD, StratCom, Joint Staff, Navy and Air Force.  And we are looking particularly 

at the W-87 pit because it’s a pit that’s already based on IHE. 

It was tested as such.  When you look at numbers, we’d be able to reuse the pits that we 

have and we would need to manufacture a number of additional pits.  But the number is 

consistent with the number of years of operation at 30 per year. 

So, I’ve given you an inkling, and there’s not a formal selection yet.  We’ll go through the 

processes.  Based on the best guess, and not wanting to waste any time, we’ve begun the 

engineering and development of that kind of a pit at PF-4, at Los Alamos, and work is 

progressing very well. 

MR. HUESSY:  Let me ask you a question.  What are the most difficult misunderstandings 

of both the Hill and the media about what you do that need to be addressed as we go forward? 

MR. COOK:  The most difficult misunderstandings that we typically deal with is first that 

we’d save a lot of money by reducing the number of warheads.  We won’t.  It just doesn’t work 

that way. 

The costs are absolutely non-linear, (to produce ?) one of anything, we expend at least 

80 percent of the costs.  And then to get to a number beyond that is probably another 20 

percent of the cost, when you consider non-recurrent engineering. 

Another assumption, generally we have warheads and we have platforms.  If you read 

the press that you see widely, you would believe that the warheads are just about the most 

expensive thing we do in the nuclear deterrent business.  This is absolutely false. 

Our deterrent platforms are the most expensive thing that we do.  They account for 

something like 90 percent of the cost.  And 10 percent of the cost is the nuclear warhead.  

So getting this right, getting the combination – now what does that say?  In the end it’s 

not this or that, it takes a platform, whether an airplane or a submarine and a missile or a silo 

and a missile.  It takes the platform to deliver a warhead. 



Given the cost of the platforms, it’s very important to link up what I call the nuclear 

ordnance, that is the bombs, the cruise missiles, the ballistic warheads, with the platforms.  

Because if we don’t do that, then the large amount of money spent on platforms won’t be 

spent in the time sequence that we require. 

So that’s two assumptions, that I’ve talked about.  Another one is that we have a lot of 

flexibility in what we do with these warhead, technically.  If we decide not to do an LEP now we 

don’t have to do it now.  We can do it in 10 years. 

If I quote Paul Hommert, head of Sandia, in this regard, he says the warheads have a life 

of their own.  They have a technical reality.  They don’t care about politics. 

The binders in the explosives, the deterioration of the rubbers, the plastics, the decay of 

tritium, whether it’s in the neutron generator or in the gas transfer system, these are all 

technical realities.  And once again, I don’t want to drag on too long, but I’d probably end on 

the point that we have the oldest deterrent America has ever had.  The average life is 26 years.  

And next year, the average life will be 27, because we’re reducing it at the level we’re putting 

in. 

The 76-1s are the only ones we’re building today.   And all of the rest, of over 5,000 

minus the ones we’re putting in – and the number remains classified how many – so they’re 

aging a year per year.  These all have a technical reality.  It’s why defense programs are so 

driven to support both the LEPs and the infrastructure and the surveillance program, all that we 

have to do.  Because if we don’t, then there’s only one conclusion left, and that is take the 

system out of the deterrent.   

MR. HUESSY:  Thank you. 

MR. COOK:  So that’s a – okay. 

MR. HUESSY:  Thank  you very much. 

MR. COOK:  Thank you for your time. 

(Applause). 

MR. HUESSY:  Thank you all for coming today, and we hope to see you on the 10th with 

Steve Blank and Mark Schneider.  Thank you very much, Dr. Cook, well done. 

 


