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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR E. BENJAMIN NELSON,
CHAIRMAN

Senator NELSON. Let me today call the hearing to order.

Senator Sessions is in a budget hearing at the moment, so he is
not going to be able to join us, but Senator Inhofe is a member of
the committee and he will be joining us shortly. In the meantime,
I thought we might get started.

I have two cans of pop here. I do not intend to drink both of
them, but when there is only one and you run out, you do not have
a successor. So it might be a two-drink hearing. [Laughter.]

But the purpose of today’s hearing is to examine the relationship
between the National Nuclear Security Agency, or NNSA, and its
national security laboratories. We had a similar hearing on this
topic on March the 14th with the NNSA, and today it is the na-
tional security laboratories? turn to comment on this relationship.

We also have as a witness the Chairman and Vice Chairman of
the National Academies of Science panel that examined how this
relationship is affecting the quality of science and engineering at
the labs.
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Let me thank all of you for agreeing to testify today. It is an ex-
ceptionally important hearing but also one whose time has come
and is due.

This hearing will examine five issues that have been highlighted
in part by the recent National Academies of Science report on lab-
oratory management.

First, how can the relationship between the NNSA and its lab-
oratories be streamlined to avoid the layers of bureaucracy as it
currently exists?

Second, how can the NNSA and its laboratories restore a rela-
tionship of trust to minimize the detailed reporting requirements
that have resulted from a lack of trust?

Third, how can the NNSA be aligned within the Department of
Energy to achieve independence as originally envisioned when it
was created 12 years ago?

Fourth, how can your laboratories be viewed as national security
assets to the U.S. Government as a whole?

And fifth, can your laboratories, as currently configured and
funded, meet the current Department of Defense nuclear stockpile
requirements?

Those are the questions.

The New START treaty brought great attention to modernizing
the laboratories? infrastructure which in many cases dates over 60
years to the Manhattan Project. The Budget Control Act has put
constraints on the rate at which much of this modernization can be
achieved but its importance has not been lost on this Congress,
that in order to safely reduce the number of nuclear weapons de-
ployed, we must at a minimum ensure that our infrastructure can
maintain these fewer numbers of weapons so they are safe, secure,
and militarily effective.

Many experts such as former Secretaries Bill Perry and Jim
Schlesinger have stated the importance of this issue, and as re-
cently as last month, General Kehler, the Commander in Chief of
U.S. STRATCOM command, said before the full committee that,
quote, of all the elements of the nuclear enterprise, I am most con-
cerned with the potential for declining or inadequate investment in
the nuclear weapons enterprise that would result in our inability
to sustain the deterrent force. End of the quote. These are very se-
rious words from the combatant commander that is charged with
ensuring our nuclear deterrent and that it is capable of meeting
the requirements levied on it by the President and the Secretary
of Defense.

But as we examine the needs of each of your laboratories and the
large investments that they require to modernize, we in Congress
are worried and concerned that these investments will not be used
to the maximum extent possible if the relationship between the
NNSA and its laboratories is, as described by our National Acad-
emies witnesses, quote, dysfunctional.

I look forward to hearing from each of you in the most candid
manner possible. And we are emphasizing candor, not that we
would expect anything else, but I want to make sure that it is clear
that we are really pushing hard because this is your chance to in-
form this committee on the issues we must be concerned with to
help fix a broken relationship between the NNSA and its labora-
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tories as we begin to draft our annual authorization bill for the De-
partments of Defense and Energy.

I also have the white paper endorsed by the three laboratory di-
rectors, and I would like to ask—and I am sure I will have here—
unanimous consent that it be entered into the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

[SUBCOMMITTEE INSERT]

Senator NELSON. When Senator Inhofe gets here—my good friend
and colleague—we will ask him for any opening remarks that he
may make.

Now it is an opportunity, if we might just start with Dr. Shank
and go down the line. I am going to emphasize brevity but, on the
other hand, not at the risk of candor. Dr. Shank?

Dr. PATEL. I am Dr. Patel.

Senator NELSON. Oh, Dr. Patel?

STATEMENT OF DR. C. KUMAR N. PATEL, PRESIDENT AND
CEO, PRANALYTICA, INC.; CO-CHAIR, NATIONAL RESEARCH
COUNCIL COMMITTEE ON REVIEW OF THE QUALITY OF THE
MANAGEMENT AND OF THE SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING
RESEARCH AT THE DOE’s NATIONAL SECURITY LABORA-
TORIES-PHASE 1

Dr. PATEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you so well pointed out
the importance of the three national laboratories, this study dealt
with the present state looking at the management of science and
engineering and how it affects the long-term sustainability of these
activities while these activities, science and engineering, are very
important for maintaining the nuclear stockpile safety, security,
and its reliance.

Overall, we find that the status of management of science and
engineering at the laboratories is in good shape, in good hands.
However, there are a number of issues that need immediate atten-
tion, and these include, first of all, blurring of the responsibilities
between NNSA and the laboratory managers, undue emphasis on
formalities, and management by transaction rather than by over-
sight. The issue of management and oversight is not the same.
Management at the microscopic level slows down individual’s capa-
bility to be creative. It slows down the amount of work that gets
done and overall it turns out to be less cost-effective than what it
should be.

Yes, there were some problems earlier with respect to safety and
security, but those are well under control. And now the time has
come to carry out the management and oversight not by trans-
action but by having the proper systems in place because that, as
we see from industrial experience, turns out to be the most cost-
effective way of spending funds which are allocated, in this case
public monies.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for allowing me to open the
hearing.
| [The prepared joint statement of Dr. Patel and Dr. Shank fol-
ows:]

Senator NELSON. My colleague and friend has arrived. In case
you have any opening remarks, Senator, the floor is yours.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE

Senator INHOFE. All right. Thank you.

I am anxious to pursue this with this panel that we have, and
I think we have the right people that are here right now. You
know, the Perry/Schlesinger Commission stated it was alarmed by
the disrepair and neglect of our nuclear weapons stockpile and our
complex. Biden had said maintaining our nuclear stockpile and
modernization is essential. The President, President Obama, had
said back in December of 2010, I recognize that nuclear moderniza-
tion requires investment in the long term. He goes on and on mak-
ing the commitment to do what is necessary.

However, at the same time, we hear from Dr. Michael Anastasio
of Los Alamos National Lab. He said I am very concerned about
that budget profile. That profile delays many of the issues that are
a concern to us today especially in the science and engineering
area. Much of the planned funding increases for weapons and ac-
tivities do not come to fruition until the second half of a 10-year
period. Now, we are seeing a lot of that nowadays. They say, yes,
we are going to do it and the amount is going to be same. However,
it is not going to happen for 5 more years. I think we can kind of
read in there what we want to.

Secretary Gates talked about it. He said no way can we maintain
a credible deterrent and reduce the number of weapons in our
stockpile without either resorting to testing our stockpile or pur-
suing a modernization program. I think we all understand. One or
the other is necessary. And after the New START program, we
were promised by the administration to have a robust resources
backing behind it, and yet that has not happened.

So I think in the full committee, we heard testimony from Gen-
eral Kehler, the Commander of the U.S. Strategic Command, who
informed us of his concern with the budget and its failure to dem-
onstrate a viable, long-term modernization strategy. Our witnesses
today provide yet another opportunity to assess the adequacy of the
request. I look forward to hearing from them, our National nuclear
weapons labs, to better understand the impact of the NNSA’s budg-
et, what it will have on their ability to certify our existing stock-
pile.

So I say this and I am anxious to hear the truth from you guys.
You know, can we really do all these reductions? Can we not keep
the commitment that we made at one time and carry out what you
have an obligation, in terms of certification?

So those are my concerns. What have you had? One witness? tes-
timony so far?

Senator NELSON. Yes. Dr. Patel.

Senator INHOFE. Okay, continue and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator NELSON. Well, thank you, Senator Inhofe. We stress how
we have a working relationship, and I look forward to the questions
here shortly.

Dr. McMillan? Okay, Dr. Shank?
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STATEMENT OF DR. CHARLES V. SHANK, SENIOR FELLOW,
HOWARD HUGHES MEDICAL INSTITUTE; CO-CHAIR, NA-
TIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL COMMITTEE ON REVIEW OF
THE QUALITY OF THE MANAGEMENT AND OF THE SCIENCE
AND ENGINEERING RESEARCH AT THE DOE’s NATIONAL SE-
CURITY LABORATORIES-PHASE 1

Dr. SHANK. Thank you for the opportunity to describe the results
of our report on science and engineering management at the three
national security laboratories.

I wanted to emphasize in my remarks some of the recommenda-
tions that we made as a result of our deliberations of our com-
mittee. We visited all three laboratories. We heard from manage-
ment and staff at all levels.

First is the evolution of the mission. We heard a compelling dis-
cussion from the Deputy NNSA Administrator Don Cook talking
about a new governance charter among four agencies, the Depart-
ment of Energy, Homeland Security, Defense, and the Office of the
Director of National Intelligence, that would allow the laboratories
to make a transition from weapons laboratories to more broadly na-
tional security laboratories and that these laboratories would use
their capabilities to tackle problems of importance to all four agen-
cies. We think that in a time of constrained budgets and the com-
plexity of the stockpile stewardship program, the opportunity to
maintain capabilities by working problems for other agencies is a
win-win and it is something that we hope that this expertise can
be taken advantage and it is something that is encouraged by Con-
gress.

Second, I want to spend some time discussing the relationship
between the laboratories and oversight. We think that oversight is
an extremely important responsibility of the NNSA. However, we
observed that the relationship with the NNSA and the National se-
curity labs appears be broken. We think that this seriously de-
grades the ability to manage quality science and engineering, and
we recognize that the importance of having that high quality in
science and engineering is very important to achieve the mission
ends, but a dysfunctional relationship seriously threatens that goal.

This is not a new observation. It has been discussed in previous
reports. We see what appears to be a breakdown of trust, an ero-
sion of partnering between the labs and the NNSA to solve complex
problems. As you are well aware, the basic elements of this rela-
tionship between NNSA and its laboratories are an FFRDC rela-
tionship. We have seen an evolution of NNSA moving from
partnering with the laboratories to solve scientific and engineering
problems to assigning tasks with specific solutions and implemen-
tation instructions. This approach precludes taking full advantage
of the intellectual and management skills that have been pur-
chased to manage these laboratories under contract. In addition,
we see issues in transactional oversight of safety, business security
operations.

We think that there is a conflict and confusion over management
roles and responsibility. We think this sometimes leads to scientific
disputes. We have seen an example, a recent instance, in which
NNSA headquarters tried to overrule a laboratory’s best scientific
judgment on how to carry out a task and subsequently language
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appeared in a congressional report opposing the NNSA instruction.
We think a better mechanism needs to be made to resolve scientific
and technical issues. We are recommending that a technical advi-
sory committee be established at the NNSA level. That would be
a helpful mechanism in being able to resolve disputes and look at
more broadly how the operations of the laboratories can be most ef-
fectively accomplished.

The erosion of trust is especially prominent with respect to Los
Alamos, where past affairs and safety and security and business
practices have attracted much national attention. But it has also
spilled over to the other laboratories as well. This loss of trust and
emphasis on transactional management has created an environ-
ment in which there has been a bias against experimental work.
We think that this is a very important issue and one that needs
to be dealt with.

In conclusion, I would like to say that looking into the future, we
have heard from the committee. We have heard from NNSA and
all parties that Los Alamos has greatly improved its performance,
and we think that it is time to recognize that this has occurred and
that the laboratories have strengthened to the point where they no
longer need clear, special attention. And we are hoping that the re-
lationship between the Department and the NNSA can be rational-
ized and renormalized in a way that will make the laboratories
both effective and successful in their future missions.

Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.

I guess now I will just make sure I get it right. Dr. McMillan,
your turn? Okay.

STATEMENT OF DR. CHARLES F. MCMILLAN, DIRECTOR, LOS
ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY

Dr. McMILLAN. Thank you, Chairman Nelson. Ranking Member
Inhofe, thank you. I appreciate the opportunity to speak here
today.

I am Charlie McMillan. I am the Director at Los Alamos. I bring
to this discussion 29 years of experience in the weapons program.
Nearly 2 decades of that was with my colleagues at Livermore. The
last 6 years have been at Los Alamos, and for about the last year
I have been the Director.

I am proud of the incredible staff at Los Alamos especially during
today’s budget challenges and the recent workforce actions I have
had to take at the laboratory. Their service to the Nation has been
unwavering as it has been for the last 70 years.

Mr. Chairman, the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review, coupled with
the 1251 report, set a course for the deterrent that in my view was
credible and consistent. Now, because of budget pressure, I am con-
cerned that we do not yet have a path forward for meeting all of
our commitments. We continue to work closely with our colleagues
at both DOE and DOD to find the best path forward.

NNSA governance will inevitably play a key role as we address
mission and budget challenges.

The recent National Academy of Sciences report described the
NNSA laboratory relationship as broken. Those were the words you
used. It described a lack of trust, burdensome oversight, and struc-
tural flaws.
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The weapons laboratories have served as trusted technical advi-
sors to the Government. Today we are often managed as traditional
contractors rather than as partners who can provide expertise to
solve technical issues. Trust has been replaced by reliance on oper-
ational formality. As the Academy said, this approach is a mis-
match. It stifles the innovation we must have to address chal-
lenging issues in our nuclear deterrent. It is the ability to innovate
that drives the staff that I have responsibility for at Los Alamos
to produce at the highest levels for our Nation. I believe that a gov-
ernance model must include the ability to work within a risk
framework to accomplish goals and priorities set by Congress and
the administration.

Mr. Chairman, there are other issues in the nuclear enterprise.
I am concerned that we are shifting the balance of priorities too far
toward the near term at the expense of longer-term science needed
to address future problems that will affect the stockpile. Deferring
the construction of the CMRR nuclear facility leaves the country
with no known capability to meet the current expectation. Those
expectations are something like 50 to 80 pits per year. Further-
more, because of limited and aging infrastructure, it will take sig-
nificant investments to produce even 20 or 30 pits per year.

With appropriate infrastructure investments, we can sustain a
limited pit manufacturing capability. However, we will need to aug-
ment new pit production with a pit reuse strategy that is still in
development. We have available legacy pits that are candidates for
reuse. I am cautiously optimistic that we can reuse some of these
pits, but we must do the scientific work to further understand the
effects of aging and to provide modern safety, safety that starts
within sensitive high explosive systems. If we choose this path, it
will require an investment over the next 5 to 10 years.

Let me offer an analogy for you. It is a little bit like taking an
engine out of a 1965 Ford Mustang and putting it into a 2012 Mus-
tang and continuing to meet 2012 emission standards. You can
probably do it but not without a lot of work.

Mr. Chairman, we succeed today because of the investments our
Nation has made over the last 20 years, investments that have pro-
duced capabilities and insights that are already addressing today’s
challenges. Two examples would be the DARHT facility, as well as
our modern high-performance computing capabilities. We must pre-
pare today for the challenges we will inevitably face in the future.

In closing, I am increasingly concerned. Today I cannot say with
confidence that we are on a path to a healthy program. The labora-
tories that we serve are among the greatest, supporting the deter-
rence with knowledge second to none. The country needs to decide
whether it is willing to maintain this level into the future. If so,
balanced investments must be made in life extension today, as well
as in our abilities to solve the problems that we will inevitably face
in the future. If not, we risk both the future of the deterrent and
the ability of the laboratory to solve issues as they arise.

Thank you and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. McMillan follows:]

Senator NELSON. Thank you.

Dr. Albright?
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STATEMENT OF DR. PENROSE C. ALBRIGHT, DIRECTOR,
LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY

Dr. ALBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman and Senator Inhofe, thank you for
the opportunity to testify before the subcommittee.

I have submitted my full statement to the committee, which I
ask be made part of the hearing record.

Senator NELSON. Without objection.

Dr. ALBRIGHT. If I may, I will now make a brief opening state-
ment.

This is a challenging period for the Federal Government with
many priorities that require attention at a time of budget austerity.
This is also the case for the Nation’s Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram, including those activities at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory.

I think it is worth reminding ourselves why we have a Stockpile
Stewardship Program. It was formally begun in the 1990s and it
is really an ambitious experiment. It is founded on the premise
that the expertise of a workforce and the judgments that they
make that results from a detailed understanding of the funda-
mental science of how nuclear weapons work can serve as a sub-
stitute for the expertise and judgment that we historically devel-
oped back in the days when we had multiple and frequent design
efforts and we did testing in the desert.

It is important to note that at the time we stopped nuclear test-
ing, we really did not think we understood well enough how weap-
ons work. It is why we had the tests. And there were a great num-
ber of empirical factors and approximations that were built into the
weapons design process that allowed efforts to proceed, but there
was also a landscape of test failures that had, over time, indicated
our lack of understanding of the basic underlying science. Hence,
for stockpile stewardship to work, we needed to learn far more
about the physical processes that transpire in the functioning of a
weapon.

We have actually been quite successful in developing many of
those science tools, in fact, probably more successful than many of
the proponents, when the program started, would have imagined.
But developing those tools remains extremely challenging. Our
knowledge of the basic underlying physics is embodied ultimately
in computer models. These models utilize scientifically justified ap-
proximations, and they are rendered more and more accurate by
improvements in computing power and by controlled experiments
that we do at Livermore and other laboratories at Los Alamos to
determine some of the important needed parameters. And the idea
here is to represent what we believe to be reality.

However, the thing you have to always worry about with these
models is that they cannot become holy writ. It is absolutely crucial
that they be tested repeatedly against experiments conducted at
relevant physical conditions so that the assumptions and approxi-
mations embedded in the models can be verified and corrected as
needed. To do otherwise is to invite disaster.

Hence, the pillars of the Stockpile Stewardship Program have in-
cluded both the development of independent analytical capabilities
utilizing the world’s most capable computing platforms at Law-
rence Livermore, at Los Alamos, at Sandia, but also the develop-
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ment of experimental facilities to collect data on the conditions that
are relevant to the operation of a nuclear weapon. It is worth not-
ing that every nuclear state that has abjured testing is following
the same approach to maintaining their stockpile.

And of course, the scientific understanding of nuclear weapons is
not an end all by itself. It is rather a process that underlies our
capability to maintain the stockpile. It informs our annual assess-
ments. It informs how we react to issues that are raised during the
surveillance program, and it informs how we conduct our life exten-
sion programs.

We are very excited about the recent accomplishments that we
have made in this program, and I highlight many of these in my
written testimony. But we are also very concerned about impedi-
ments to current programs and the long-term success of stockpile
stewardship. So let me sort of stress four points.

First, without sustained support for nuclear weapons science,
stockpile stewardship will eventually fail.

Second, provided that support is sustained, we do remain opti-
mistic about the prospects for long-term success of this science-
based stockpile stewardship. The skills that we derive from the
science base, as I said earlier, enable the Nation to maintain a
safe, secure, and effective deterrent and deliver on very challenging
life extension programs.

Recognition and support of the NNSA laboratories serving as na-
tional security laboratories is actually very, very important to that
nuclear stockpile mission. It complements and enhances the work-
force. It adds depth and breadth and strength to the laboratories?
capabilities.

And then finally, the NNSA laboratories would perform their
vital national security mission far more effectively if they were
managed as trusted partners of the Federal Government and gov-
erned in a more streamlined and cost-effective way consistent with
the original intent of the federally Funded Research and Develop-
ment Center construct.

Thank you for your attention, and I will be pleased to answer
your questions during the hearing.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Albright follows:]

Senator NELSON. Thank you.

Dr. Hommert?

STATEMENT OF DR. PAUL J. HOMMERT, DIRECTOR, SANDIA
NATIONAL LABORATORIES

Dr. HOMMERT. Chairman Nelson, Ranking Member Inhofe, thank
you for the opportunity to testify.

I would like to request that my full testimony be made part of
the record.

Senator NELSON. Without objection.

Dr. HOMMERT. I am Paul Hommert, Director of Sandia National
Laboratories, a multi-program national security laboratory.

I would like to begin by putting my testimony in an overall con-
text. It is my view that we have entered a new era for the U.S.
nuclear deterrent, a period when the nuclear weapons enterprise
must address for the first time modernization of the stockpile,
which depends critically on the use and continued advancement of
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the tools of stewardship; targeted upgrades to the production infra-
structure; and maintenance of the current stockpile through a mod-
ernization transition period. Such imperatives create funding de-
mands not seen in recent decades and will require risk-based
prioritization of the program, along with continued emphasis on
strong program management and cost- effectiveness.

With this background, now let me discuss the four major points
of my testimony.

I am pleased to report that the appropriated fiscal year 2012
budget will allow Sandia to complete the 62A cost study for the
B61 life extension program and initiate full- scale engineering de-
velopment at a pace consistent with fiscal year 2019 first produc-
tion unit with the scope agreed by the Nuclear Weapons Council.

Furthermore, the President’s fiscal year 2013 budget request to
Congress, if authorized and appropriated, does provide sufficient
funds for Sandia to support the fiscal year 2019 first production
unit schedule.

However, I must emphasize that beginning now consistent and
timelg multiyear is vital if the B61 LEP schedule is to be main-
tained.

Second, the schedule and scope of the B61 LEP relate to strong
technical drivers, which are discussed in my September 2011 an-
nual stockpile assessment letter. I recommend the members read
the letter, and I welcome the opportunity to discuss it further.

Beyond the B61 program, as we move forward on modernization,
we must have a clear understanding and broad agreement about
the vision for our stockpile 20 years from now. That vision must
be robust in the face of current and future treaty obligations, evolv-
ing policy direction, stockpile technical realities, our infrastructure
capabilities, and fiscal constraints. I believe such a vision is pos-
sible and emerging and we are actively supporting the Department
of Defense and NNSA as they work through this planning.

Finally, I am encouraged by the recent discussion concerning
governance of the NNSA laboratories. In my view, reinvigorating
the Government-owned and contractor-operated model, which im-
plies Government oversight at the strategic rather than trans-
actional level, offers the potential for improvements in operational
performance, contractor accountability, and cost-effectiveness at the
labs with attendant cost savings on the Federal side.

With respect to fiscal constraints, we recognize the funding re-
quired at Sandia for the B61 is significant. In my full testimony,
I outline steps we have taken to control costs. These include
changes to pension and medical benefits, leveraging the work we
do for other Federal agencies, and the utilization of the tools of
stewardship. Throughout this program, we will continue to see fur-
ther cost efficiencies.

I just mentioned the work that we do for other Federal agencies.
I strongly believe that today it is no longer possible for my labora-
tory to continue to deliver consistently on the commitments to the
nuclear weapons program without the synergistic interagency work
that attracts top talent, hones our skills, and provides stability
through the nuclear weapons program cycles.

Regarding talent, I am pleased to tell you that we have been able
to recruit to Sandia top talent to support the full range of our Na-
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tional security programs. Specifically since fiscal year 2010, we
have hired about 300 outstanding advanced degreed scientists and
engineers directly into the weapons program. Of these, well over
one-half are recent graduates anxious to begin their careers work-
ing on the Nation’s nuclear deterrent. It is very important that we
provide them with a stable environment to pursue the multiyear
learning it takes to technically steward the Nation’s nuclear stock-
pile now and into the future. To enable their success, we must
strive for a national commitment to the program, for in the end the
Nation’s deterrent rests on the strength of our people.

Let me close by summarizing the key points.

Authorization and appropriation of the fiscal year 2013 budget
request and consistent, timely multiyear funding are critical to a
fiscal year 2019 FPU for the B61.

The schedule and the scope for the 61 is based on strong tech-
nical drivers.

We need a broadly agreed, 20-year detailed vision for our nuclear
deterrent.

We are staffed and ready to execute the B61.

And operational performance, productivity, and cost- effective-
ness can be increased at the laboratories by improvements to the
Government construct under which we currently operate.

Thank you and I welcome your questions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Hommert follows:]

Senator NELSON. Thank you.

We will do a 7-minute round. Senator Inhofe has to attend an-
other hearing. So we will defer.

Senator INHOFE. I appreciate that.

I just returned from Afghanistan, and I kind of will say the same
thing to you that I said to some of the commanders there. There
are a lot of things that we need that we are not getting. They are
not adequately funded. This is true at the labs. This is not your
fault. You did a great job. All three of you are doing a great job
with the hand that you are dealt, but I think we need to deal you
a better hand, if I have said that right, Mr. Chairman.

Let me just mention a couple of things that I would like to get
on record. Then I do have to go to the Foreign Relations Committee
because I am actually the ranking there.

The fiscal year 2013 budget for the NNSA makes a number of
significant changes to the nuclear weapons complex modernization
plan the President supported when he asked for the Senate to rat-
ify the New START treaty. Some of you were not really involved
on a lot of those discussions, but in attempting to get the votes nec-
essary for the New START program, commitments were made that
affect you.

By deferring a major construction project at Los Alamos, the
NNSA effectively terminated a key enabler necessary to meet
STRATCOM requirements as well as the confidence necessary to
support the future reductions. And during our hearing in March,
General Robert Kehler, the head of the U.S. Strategic Command,
testified that he is concerned with the lack of a plan and strategy
to meet STRATCOM requirements. According to General Kehler,
he will be—and I am quoting now—concerned until somebody pre-
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sents a plan that we can look at and be comfortable with and un-
derstand that it is being supported.

So, Dr. McMillan, Dr. Hommert, Dr. Albright, if you would just
answer these questions. I would like to get you on the record.

Do you share General Kehler’s concerns?

Dr. McMILLAN. Senator Inhofe, why do I not start since CMRR
is my responsibility?

If T could, Chairman, I failed to ask to get my written comments
into the record. So if they could please be included.

Senator NELSON. Without objection.

Dr. McMILLAN. I would say we do not yet have a plan. In that
I agree with General Kehler. However, from my perspective, I see
a substantial amount of work going on both with DOD and with
DOE, and at the laboratory we have been involved with that work
to develop a plan.

I mentioned elements of that development in my testimony which
is to talk about the concept of pit reuse. In my view, a plan is more
than a concept. A plan involves ideas, a project plan, and funding
that is consistent with that, and we are not yet at that stage.

Senator INHOFE. Okay.

Comments, Dr. Albright? Basically do you agree with General
Kehler?

Dr. ALBRIGHT. Yes, I would say I generally do agree with him.
I would just make the caution that because of the deferral of
CMRR, the technical solutions that we are looking at for our life
extension programs are constrained in a certain way that we are,
I think, I would say, cautiously optimistic that we can accommo-
date those constraints, but it is by no means a done deal.

Senator INHOFE. Not with the current resources you have.

Dr. ALBRIGHT. With the current resources we have. The issue
here gets around to pit reuse and how you can accommodate that
pit reuse within the constraints of the NPR.

Senator INHOFE. Do you generally agree with that, Dr.
Hommert?

Dr. HOMMERT. I would share General Kehler’s view that right at
this moment we do not have a plan, as I mentioned in the oral
statement. It is very important that we can see what the stockpile
we want to have 20 years from now because when you back up
from that, we have to make technical choices or begin scientific
work today that would position us to have that stockpile in the fu-
ture. I am encouraged that I think such a plan can be developed,
but we do not have that in hand today.

Senator INHOFE. The three of you heard me say in my opening
statement that the commitment on behalf of the administration to
modernize the nuclear weapons complex was a key element in the
ratification of the New START treaty. Were you aware of that?
Okay.

Do you agree that modernization is universally recognized as es-
sential to the future viability of the nuclear weapons complex and
the prerequisite for future reductions? You would generally agree
with that statement?

Dr. HOMMERT. Well, I would say that modernization from a tech-
nical standpoint is required for the U.S. stockpile, yes.
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Senator INHOFE. Is it true that this budget would result in a—
and I am going to name some delays here—the 2-year delay in the
B61 life extension program and also delay of the completion of the
W46 life extension program by 4 years and then by 3 years the
W78, W88 life extension program, those three extensions? This
budget would result in those extensions?

Dr. HOMMERT. Yes. The budget is consistent with the timeframe.

Senator INHOFE. And lastly I would say does your budget provide
the resources necessary to meet the DOD requirements.

Here is what I am trying to get at. These are not trick questions
or anything. I am very much concerned. And it harms those of us
who are trying to expand this program trying to meet the commit-
ments that are out there that we should be meeting as a com-
mittee. We are on your side, but when we do not get you on record
saying that there are some inadequacies we do not have much to
hang our hat on. And I am concerned about this, about the require-
ments.

First of all, you talk about a letter that you sent. I am a little
confused because I hear now and then the term “certification.” Do
you folks have to certify and is this in the form of a letter? How
does that work?

Dr. HOMMERT. We are required annually to submit a letter to the
Secretary of Energy, Secretary of Defense each individually stating
our technical view of the annual assessment of the stockpile as to
its safety, security—its safety and reliability.

Senator INHOFE. And modernization and

Dr. HOMMERT. And requirements that might flow from that.

Senator INHOFE. That is good.

Dr. MCMILLAN. In addition, when a system first enters the stock-
pile system, Senator, we certify it at that point, and then we review
it annually to make sure that things have not changed in a way
that would cause us to have——

Senator INHOFE. You are actually certifying for that point in
time, that snapshot.

Dr. McMILLAN. That is right, and then we review that.

Senator INHOFE. All right. The subcommittee has been told that
1 or 2 years of additional funding will not be sufficient to put the
U.S. nuclear weapons enterprise back on a sound footing. And I be-
lieve, having visited with the STRATCOM people, that their re-
quirement is for NNSA to generate up to 80 nuclear pits per year,
and the NNSA will not be able to achieve that rate until a new
CMRR facility is in operation.

How critical are the uranium processing facility and the chem-
istry and metallurgy research replacement nuclear facilities to our
future stockpile?

Dr. MCMILLAN. Senator, I have responsibility for that facility, so
let me start.

The purpose of that facility, just to make sure we are all on the
same page, is that it provides the analytical capabilities to ensure
the quality. It provides analytical capabilities that can serve in
nonproliferation/counterproliferation missions. And it is simply the
ability to handle the number of samples that would be required
when we produce pits in PF4 that we need that for. At this point,
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without CMRR, we do not have a way that I know of to be able
to make as many as 50 to 80 pits.

Senator INHOFE. I see.

Dr. McMiLLAN. We can make with investments that we do not
yet have, but we could make maybe 20 to 30 with the facilities we
have.

Senator INHOFE. And that is a very good answer, a good answer
to the question. Any disagreement with that?

The last thing I want to mention, Mr. Chairman—I know my
time expired and I do need to get back upstairs. But relating to
these two $5 billion buildings, I do not quite understand. I have
heard a lot of views on this that those funds and resources could
be used elsewhere more effectively. Is there a reason that the two
buildings have to be $5 billion buildings? Have you all looked into
that and made recommendations?

Dr. McMILLAN. Again, I have looked very hard at that again be-
cause of my responsibilities, and I can assure you that I pressured
my team substantially on that.

What you always have with buildings like this is you have a
range of prices. Our current estimate at Los Alamos is something
in the region of $3.7 billion, but I can tell you as delay occurs, we
are moving toward the upper end of that range. And the range
that—your $5 billion is closer to the top end of that range.

But as a manager, I feel a deep responsibility for the taxpayers?
dollars, to use those as efficiently as we can, and I can assure you
I have worked closely with my teams to get the costs as low as we
can while ensuring safety for the material that we handle.

Senator INHOFE. Well, and I appreciate your answer, and I think
it is significant because a lot of the things that are happening
there, delays, things that were not in my opinion agreed upon in
advance when they signed the New START treaty, are budget-driv-
en. So you look for places where the budget is on the other side
of it. It just appears to me that some of that could be in better use.

I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman, your allowing me to do this so I
can get back to my other committee.

Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Senator. I appreciate
very much your being here.

Dr. Shank, your recent study finds a lack of trust between the
NNSA and its laboratories. I think you have outlined it as the rela-
tionship as oversight over transactions versus oversight over just—
virtually oversight over processes. Can you tell us a little bit how
you determined that lack of trust to draw that conclusion?

Dr. SHANK. In our discussions, we visited all three laboratories.
We talked to site managers. We talked to all parties involved. And
we looked at the core issue of how one does oversight and does
oversight effectively. If you do oversight with a trusted organiza-
tion, you create an overall system and you audit that system. If you
do oversight where there is a lack of trust, you want to look at
every transaction. You want to look at every time something
moves. You want to look at every safety activity.

And we said, well, the really core problem is reestablishing trust
so that one could put together a structure so that the laboratories
could have very cost- effective oversight with fewer people more
cost-effectively and begin to look how one does oversight in the in-
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dustrial part of our society. We think it is eminently doable, but
it means a very different way of going about doing this business.

Sandia has a model that they have attempted to do. It has been
more than a decade in coming. It is not making progress. It seems
to me, unless we do something different, we will be stuck with this
approach.

So my view of this is there is a time now to think about not just
doing oversight, but doing more effective oversight with less cost
and that really is going to some kind of national standards, taking
advantage of other agencies that could do oversight, that do over-
sight more broadly and begin to make the laboratories look like not
only other industry but even some other national laboratories in
places outside NNSA.

Senator NELSON. You are not suggesting that there not be over-
sight. What you are saying is you just cannot have oversight over
every transaction, every movement, everything every day.

Dr. SHANK. Correct. Oversight is absolutely essential to assure
the American taxpayer that the dollars are being spent well. We
are in no way saying that that should be in any way done with less
intensity. It should be done more efficiently, and when you do not
trust an organization, you look at every movement. When you have
trust and the laboratories have qualified through a process to have
a system—they do not just have a system. you have to go through
a qualification process—then you monitor that system and it is a
more effective way of doing business. It is the way industry this
kind of thing.

Senator NELSON. Monitoring and auditing.

Dr. SHANK. Through auditing.

Senator NELSON. I am going to ask each of the directors. Dr. Mc-
Millan, do you agree with what Dr. Shank has said?

Dr. McMIiLLAN. I do. If T could just maybe add a little to what
Dr. Shank said.

I think the operational issues of trust may be where things show
up most for me, and by that, I do not just mean how people feel
about it, but rather what shows up day to day at the laboratory.
I firmly agree with the importance of oversight because we are in
a Government-owned/contractor-operated situation, there are sub-
stantial liabilities. And so the Government has in my view an im-
portant governmental function in ensuring that we who have the
responsibility for managing those facilities are doing it well and
carefully.

Senator NELSON. And do you agree that the current situation in-
volves a lack of trust?

Dr. MCMILLAN. I certainly see that at the operational level, just
as Dr. Shank described it, the evidence being that so many of the
transactions are individually monitored. Yes.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Albright, do you agree that there is this
lack of trust?

Dr. ALBRIGHT. Yes, I do, and let me elaborate just a little bit.

The real issue here, I think, is part of it is the unwillingness of
the Government to allow the people who they have actually hired
to operate these facilities to make rational assessments of risk and
operate the facilities and make the trades that they need to make
in order to do the mission.
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But I think the even larger issue is the idea that we at the Na-
tional laboratories—you know, we are the corporate memory. We
are the sinews and muscle and the brains of the nuclear complex.
We need to operate as partners with the Federal Government, not
as sort of suppliers or vendors in the kind of contractual model that
I think really is a more pervasive attitude.

So I think we have to restore this idea that we are really linked
arm and arm. We are here for the mission, both the Government
side and the laboratories. We each have a role and responsibility
to play, and we ought to be allowed to do that.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Hommert?

Dr. HOMMERT. Yes, I would agree. I would just say that the ter-
minology ?lack of trust? to me equates to not functioning at the
system level. And I actually believe that the model we operate
today, even from the Government perspective, is not a highly effec-
tive oversight model in achieving an integrated overall improve-
ment in the operational performance, the cost-effectiveness, the
productivity of the institutions, which I think at a system level we
share the same goal. And I think we are actually not progressing
on that as effectively as we could because of the model we operate
in.

Senator NELSON. If there was trust, then it would be much easier
for the oversight to move away from transactional to more direc-
tional because you have been hired to do what now they do not
trust you to do without their oversight. Right? Understandable.
Thank you.

Senator Vitter, you have arrived. Do you have some opening com-
ments you might like to make or would you like to go to some ques-
tions?

Senator VITTER. Mr. Chairman, I do not. I will wait until the
questions and discussion, if that is appropriate now or a little later.

Senator NELSON. Okay, thank you. I think we are taking 7-
minute rounds. So I have not seen a blue card, so I may not be over
time yet.

Dr. Patel, your study found that the autonomy in the laboratories
has significantly declined as federally Funded Research and Devel-
opment Centers, a hallmark of the Department of Energy dating
back to the Manhattan Project which has given rise to scientific ex-
cellence. Can you explain this perhaps in a little bit more detail?

Dr. PATEL. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

What do I mean by autonomy? By autonomy, we mean a task is
given and then it is monitored not on a transaction basis but on
a performance basis, performance which is based on a system of
checks and balances that, as the work is carried out, that are put
in place.

What has happened and what we observed through our visits to
the three laboratories, as well as discussions with a number of sci-
entists, engineers, and mid-level managers, is that many of the de-
cision-making capabilities no longer exist with them, resulting in
a more short-term look at how S&E is carried out and much of the
long-term planning often does not get done principally because of
the transactional oversight that I just mentioned and we have
heard about earlier.
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So one issue is how do we go about getting to this issue of auton-
omy. I think especially in the S&E area where the work gets car-
ried out not over a yearly period, but it is also over several years,
and the importance of it cannot be minimized because that is what
provides the underpinning of the primary responsibility of the
three laboratories for the nuclear stockpile. In order to do that,
what is required is a level of trust but, more than that, an under-
standing on the part of NNSA and other managers that the labora-
tory directors are the people who are closest to the real problems
and should be given an opportunity to plan a program which
assures the long-term reliability of the S&E, which then in turn
impacts upon the long-term reliability of the nuclear stockpile.

The second issue with autonomy is an increasing amount of non-
scientific and non-technical operational oversight of what gets
done, and this very quickly results in some parts of the activity
seem to be being discouraged. Especially experimental activities
where a young scientist or an engineer wants to carry out an ex-
periment to assure that certain expectations, certain modeling cal-
culations are right, those are often slowed down. And the ultimate
result is that the autonomy which should reside with the young
people in deciding how to get things done is not there. It leads to,
over the long term, difficulty in hiring the kind of outstanding peo-
ple the laboratories need.

And I believe that a good example of an autonomous laboratory
which produces a lot from my personal experience is Bell labora-
tories where I managed all of their physics and material science ac-
tivities for a fair period of time. We were given overall responsi-
bility to ensure that the physics or material science that was need-
ed by the company was there, but we were not told how to do each
and every single experiment. Yes, we were audited at the end of
the year. Yes, we were required to provide progress reports, but no-
body second guessed us in terms of what we were doing. And I
think that level of autonomy should come back to the laboratory di-
rectors for us to assure that our taxpayer dollars get us the biggest
bang for the buck.

Senator NELSON. Thank you.

Dr. McMillan, do you agree that there has been pressure on the
independence of your laboratory compared to prior years?

Dr. McMILLAN. I think there are two areas for that, Mr. Chair-
man.

First, let me refer back to the annual assessment process, the an-
nual assessment of certification. In that regard, I feel no pressure
on the outcomes of our studies, and were there any pressure there,
I would be deeply concerned.

However, in the types of activities that Dr. Patel described, 1
share his concern. In particular, he talked about the assignment of
tasks and then monitoring to see that they are finished. I would
add to that ensuring that that assignment is at the right level be-
cause if the assignment is at a very low level, it becomes do this,
do that, do the other thing. On the other hand, if it is accomplish
this goal, I think that draws on the laboratory’s skills.

Finally, as Dr. Patel mentioned in Bell Labs, I think there are
other examples that we need to look to today to understand rela-
tionships between the Government and federally Funded Research
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and Development Centers. Here I think of places like the Jet Pro-
pulsion Laboratory, the Applied Physics Laboratory at Johns Hop-
kins, et cetera. We have examples, and I think looking at those ex-
amples for models could be very helpful.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Albright?

Dr. ALBRIGHT. I actually have nothing to add. I think Dr. McMil-
lan hit the nail right on the head.

Senator NELSON. Thank you.

Dr. Hommert?

Dr. HOMMERT. Yes, I agree, Mr. Chairman. And I would just add
that I think this is a very pragmatic issue for us. As we approach
modernization, it is very important that we can look to best lever-
age the funds. If we are tasked at a very fine level, we lose some
of the ability to leverage and achieve overall cost-effectiveness and
productivity as we try to accomplish modernization.

Senator NELSON. Senator Vitter?

Senator VITTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to all of
you for being here and, more importantly, for your work.

Like a lot of members on the subcommittee and otherwise, I have
a single, very basic, fundamental concern which is funding for all
this activity really being dramatically cut and changed since the
New START treaty was passed in a way that is inconsistent with
some of the fundamental discussions, including the section 1251
updated report that led to it being passed. And that is my big, big
concern here. There are plenty of other areas of concern, but that
is my big concern.

So, Dr. Hommert, let me start with you because I think you
signed onto a letter that is a clear example of the scenario I am
talking about. And in December you wrote Senators Kerry and
Lugar as chairman and ranking member of Foreign Relations with
other national laboratory leadership saying that, quote, we are very
pleased by the update to the section 1251 report as it would enable
the laboratories to execute our requirements for ensuring a safe,
secure, reliable, and effective stockpile, et cetera. And also, quote,
it clearly responds to many of the concerns that we and others
have voiced in the past about potential future year funding short-
falls and it substantially reduces risk to the overall program. Close
quote.

Since then, we passed New START and since then the budgets
have suffered. So what is your current assessment of our staying
on that promised section 1251 report path?

Dr. HOMMERT. Well, it is clear that since that letter, which I
think was probably late 2010, some of the conditions have changed.
We have a different plutonium strategy that will require, as Dr.
McMillan can speak to, a different approach. We have a better un-
derstanding of the costs of modernization, and I think that right
now, as I mentioned earlier, we do not yet have a plan that is com-
pletely closed and by that I mean with an authorized and appro-
priated budget plan in multi years that would lead me to believe
the same level of confidence at that time. I believe we can get to
that. And of course, in the intervening time, we have faced addi-
tional fiscal constraints overall which have clearly impacted the
budget effort. So some further work is necessary to achieve that
same level of confidence going forward at this point.
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Senator VITTER. Today, as we speak, would you be prepared to
sign the same type of letter and express the same level of con-
fidence?

Dr. HOMMERT. I would not be able to do that today without see-
ing the details of the plan of how we would move the entirety of
the stockpile through a modernization period given the current con-
straints we have.

Senator VITTER. The changes that have occurred, including strat-
egy that affects spending—do any of those justify in your mind the
level of budget cuts that we have seen in proposals since that as-
surance to Congress since the section 1251 report update?

Dr. HOMMERT. Well, let us see. I believe that we have pressure
on both sides, downward pressure on the budget, also some cost es-
timates that in the intervening time both in the facility space and
in the modernization effort require a new risk position on the pro-
gram overall. We do not have that plan yet defined. So I guess I
cannot quite answer that. What I can say is that clearly the budget
picture is more constrained from both the costs of the enterprise
and also the overall fiscal constraints that you are dealing with.
That requires a new plan which we do not have at this point fully
developed.

Senator VITTER. Dr. McMillan, I would like to ask you the same
general sorts of things. You say in your testimony today that you,
quote, continue to believe that the direction laid out in the Nuclear
Posture Review and the 1251 report provides an appropriate and
technically sound course. Close quote.

Dr. McMILLAN. That is correct.

Senator VITTER. Now, first of all, I assume when you say the
1251 report, you mean that update.

Dr. McMILLAN. The updated report, yes. Thank you.

Senator VITTER. Well, I agree that that is a sound course. My
question is are we on that course anymore.

Dr. McMILLAN. No, we are not on that course.

In answer to elements of the other questions you had asked, I
see us in a position where our risk is increasing. We are working
very closely with our colleagues in the Department of Defense and
the Department of Energy to develop the plan that my colleague,
Dr. Hommert, talked about. However, I believe that is a plan that
has higher risk than the plan that we had laid out in the 1251 up-
dated report.

Senator VITTER. So I take it from what you just said, first of all,
the budget cuts since December 2010 did not flow out of developing
a new plan. They just happened and we are trying to get a new
plan built around that now.

Dr. McMILLAN. I cannot speak to all the details of how the budg-
et occurred. That is not something I am an expert in. But I can tell
you that in the current budget environment, which is understand-
ably constrained with the overall budget that our Nation faces, that
we are working now to say how can we move forward given the
budget we have. And it is a very difficult problem. The options
are—

Senator VITTER. My only point is that these new numbers, these
cuts happened first and we are trying to cope with it. It is not the
natural outflow of a new, improved plan.
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Dr. McMILLAN. From my perspective, we do not yet have a plan
because we do not have a budget that is associated with that plan
that we understand yet.

Senator VITTER. I think also what you said a few minutes ago is
that when we get there, you expect that new plan to put us at
higher risk.

Dr. MCMILLAN. That is correct. This plan has more technical risk
in it than the technical risk that we had in the plan that was laid
out in 2010.

Senator VITTER. Well, Mr. Chairman, that is my big concern, and
I think it is a pretty simple story. The Senate, I think, paid great
attention to this testimony from these experts in December 2010,
and I think the 1251 updated report was pivotal in passing New
START through the Senate. Now, I did not vote for it, but I think
it was pivotal in getting the affirmative votes. And here we are a
year and a half later and it is sort of all out the window and all
bets are off. And I am gravely concerned about that.

Now, I know we are in a tough budget environment, but it is not
like we were running surpluses in December 2010. I mean, it is not
like we are in a very different budget environment. We knew all
of that then. And I am real concerned about our collectively having
passed New START based on these promises, this course, and now
hardly a year and a half later, we are way off course. We are trying
to get a plan to catch up with lower budget numbers, and the ex-
perts tell us when we do—and we are not there yet—we will be at
higher risk.

Thank you.

Senator NELSON. Thank you, Senator Vitter.

Dr. Shank, your report stressed the importance of NNSA labora-
tories being national security laboratories for the Government as a
whole, and this was put forth in a governance charter signed by
Secretaries Chu, Gates, Director of National Intelligence Blair, and
Deputy Secretary of Homeland Security Lane.

Can you explain the importance of this charter? And do you see
it as competition to other Government agency laboratories, and if
there is, is competition such a bad thing?

Dr. SHANK. I believe the governance charter gives the agencies
who signed onto that charter an opportunity to utilize the unique
skills of the laboratories that have been developed as a part of
their weapons mission. The weapons mission is becoming much
more complex and costly. We just heard about cost in discussing
that. By having the core capabilities that allow one to execute the
weapons mission, having those capabilities exercised in problems
that are important to the Nation, I think that is an extraordinary
advantage and a cost-effective way for the laboratories to deliver on
their mission.

I believe the capabilities are so unique that I do not see a com-
petition of an issue arising. I do not think that is an issue from my
perspective. However, I must say we as a committee did not study
competition. We looked at what were the unique capabilities in the
lab, and those are the ones that are likely to be used.

Senator NELSON. Dr. McMillan, what is your view on the impor-
tance of this governance charter, and do you feel that it creates
from your perspective competition with the other laboratories? Or
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do you, as Dr. Shank has indicated, feel that perhaps your ap-
proach is so unique that competition is not a factor?

Dr. MCMILLAN. Let me take the second question first, Mr. Chair-
man, if I may. I think, by and large, the reason that other organi-
zations come to our laboratories is because we are able to offer
unique capabilities to them. And so we look very hard to say are
the questions we are being asked, the problems we are being asked
to solve by DOD, DHS—are they aligned with the capabilities we
have from the nuclear weapons work that we do and do we bring
uniqueness to that.

In answer to your first question, I think in many ways the
memorandum of understanding really is aimed at formalizing
something that has been happening over time, and I think it is
good in that regard because if there are important national security
problems that the capabilities of the laboratories can be brought to
bear on, particularly ones that then feed back in a positive way to
our nuclear weapons mission, which I think almost all do, that it
is very appropriate that these other organizations have better ac-
cess to the laboratories.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Albright?

Dr. ALBRIGHT. So the NNSA national laboratories have the
world’s fastest computers. We have the world’s biggest lasers. We
have 25,000 collectively among us of the world’s smartest people,
all dedicated to—who work at the laboratory because they are dedi-
cated to the mission of national security. To not put that into the
service of the broader national security mission in my view would
be a dereliction of duty for us. In fact, it is written into each one
of the laboratory’s charters. In fact, it is written into the NNSA
charter that that is something that should happen.

Any Government program manager, whether he is sitting in the
Defense Department or DHS or anywhere, has—certainly the De-
fense Department, for example—they have the ability and have
had for a long time to make a decision as to whether they are going
to one of their organic laboratories or they are going to go to a
NASA laboratory or to a Department of Energy laboratory. And
generally they choose to come to the National laboratories precisely
because we have these kinds of capabilities. We are not cheap. So
if you are a subject-matter expert with a particular problem to
solve, you come to the National laboratories because you are trying
to tap into that core set of—that set of capabilities.

I think the Mission Executive Council and this memorandum of
understanding that you are referring to, as Dr. McMillan pointed
out, really just is aimed at trying to get rid of some of the viscosity
associated with the ability of these other agencies to interact with
the laboratories. All three of us have been part of the ecosystem
within the Defense Department for 50 years, and we have been
within the ecosystem of the Department of Homeland Security from
the day it was founded. So the real issue here is how can we bring
this to a more strategic plane, how can these other agencies have
a bit more insight into what our capabilities our and our
sustainment of those capabilities so that they can make rational
decisions.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Hommert?
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Dr. HOMMERT. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would just add to what my
two colleagues have said. In my laboratory, we probably have the
largest portfolio of work with other Federal agencies. To me it is
a very great example of win- win. For us to execute the nuclear
weapons mission, you need a set of capabilities that we sustain
over time. That means recruiting new talent, sustaining their com-
petence, developing their competence. There is just no way to really
do that practically without broadening that work. They also bring
back skills that they learn on other problems that benefit the
weapons program.

A very practical example. The radar engineers at my laboratory
today designing the B61 radar 5 years ago were working on things
that were deployed in theater that supported our warfighter, very
unique applications. That is in my view a really synergistic value
for our taxpayer in the investments you are making for us to ac-
complish our core mission.

Senator NELSON. Thank you.

We have already explored the problems and the challenges with
funding, but unless something is done to change the funding that
is proposed—Ilet me ask again. Is it true and my understanding cor-
rect that unless something is done, additional funding, you cannot
meet the expectations that we have got in place for modernization
of the weapons in accordance with what our expectations are for
the New START treaty? Dr. McMillan? And if I have not stated the
question properly, would you state it for me?

Dr. McMILLAN. Well, let me try answering and see if I come
close to the question.

On the B61 life extension program, if we have stable, predictable
funding, as we have laid out in what we call the 62A study, I be-
lieve we are positioned to deliver on that system by 2019.

Senator NELSON. Stable funding is what you are talking about.

Dr. McMILLAN. Stable funding is a very big deal at the levels
that we have laid out. Unpredictability makes it very difficult for
us.
I am much more concerned in the areas of the W78 and the W88
because the delay in CMRR directly affects our plans there. And
as I mentioned earlier, we are working today with both DOD and
DOE to develop a plan forward for the 78 and the 88 systems. So
we do not yet have that plan, and until we have it, I cannot really
answer your question.

Furthermore, there is a body of technical work—and I mentioned
some of this in my written testimony—associated with pit reuse
that we are working on with experiments coming this summer that
could say that strategy looks like it is worth pursuing or that strat-
egy may have serious problems. And so there is a body of technical
work that will have to be done. I think in fact it will stretch over
about 5 years.

So I am not sure that answers your question, Mr. Chairman. I
hope it comes close.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Albright?

Dr. ALBRIGHT. So let me first echo what Dr. McMillan said, that
certainly in the near term with some additional technical risk, we
can execute, we believe, the life extension programs that are over
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the near term. But I will again reemphasize there is some technical
risk associated with that.

My larger concern is not so much what happens next year or the
year after that. It is what happens 5 or 10 years from now. If we
do not continue to sustain funding of the overall effort, particularly
in the areas of understanding the science of nuclear weapons, both
experimentally and analytically, we run a huge risk ultimately in
our ability to continue to do assessments and to conduct future life
extension programs. I think it is worth noting that there are life
extension programs on the books, on the schedule today where the
people executing them will have been trained by people who them-
selves have never conducted a nuclear test or designed a nuclear
weapon from scratch.

And so this idea that we have to continue to sustain the overall
program—it is not just about life extension programs, but the over-
all program—to assure that we have a workforce that is qualified
to do these life extension programs as they come up and is quali-
fied to understand when an issue shows up during surveillance
whether it is a minor problem or a major problem, that is where
I worry, that over time that sustained level of effort will be under
huge pressures.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Hommert?

Dr. HOMMERT. Mr. Chairman, I think your question was very
well articulated. Let me emphasize an area of concern that I have,
and that is on the B61. When we changed the schedule from 2017
to 2019, which I understood and agreed, we did, however, exhaust
the schedule margin that we had. The 2019 schedule is important
for real technical reasons which we would discuss in a closed ses-
sion. So that is putting a challenge to us overall as an enterprise,
including the Congress, that we have the consistent multiyear
funding that is required. If we have significant breaks due to a con-
tinuing resolution or other changes that might occur that you all
understand far better than I, that is going to put that schedule in
a significant risk position. And so I think that this is a near-term
test for our National commitment to modernization in executing
the 61.

And beyond that, I do believe that we can craft a plan to take
the larger scope of our deterrent forward, but I would agree with
what Dr. McMillan said, that that will involve some increased risk
because of where we are at in our overall production capabilities.

Thank you.

Senator NELSON. Senator Vitter?

Senator VITTER. Yes, Mr. Chairman, if I can just try to clarify
the same point because I think it is our big core concern. I do not
mean to try to dumb down this question too much for our sake, but
let me ask it in a very sort of real-world way.

On a scale of 0 to 10, how would have you described your comfort
level, your level of confidence with the plan overall in December
2010 based on the updated 1251 report, based on all of the commit-
ments that were made at that time, and compared to that number,
how would you peg your confidence level, your comfort level today?

Dr. HOMMERT. Well, since I am the one whose signature is on
that 2010 letter, let me start. I never thought of it in quite those
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terms, Senator, but I would say that—it is hard, but let me try and
use your scale.

I would say back then if everything that we anticipated—and
recognize we did not have the detailed costing yet on some of these
programs, but if we assumed that the costing was in alignment
with what we expected in the 1251—and that confidence was prob-
ably 8, you know, just down from technical issues we knew we
would have to deal with, budget realities, and budget uncertainties.

If you look today, for my case, since my lab is so much on the
hook with respect to the B61, I have confidence in what we have
costed to execute that work and the plan we have laid out. We
know exactly, I think, what we have to accomplish. If budgeted, I
am at a 9 or 10 in our ability to do that.

When I look at the entirety of the modernization, then I am back
at a lower level of confidence, 5 or 6, because we have not adjusted
a plan to some of the boundary conditions that you articulated ear-
lier and changes of funding and production capability.

I hope that is not too complicated an answer, but I do look at
a near-term and long-term perspective of where I sit today.

Dr. ALBRIGHT. So if you look at the situation that existed in
2010, the program that was in place in 2010 was adequately fund-
ed, given what we understood about the costs. And at that point,
you would have to give it something like a 9 or a 10. That was a
pretty robust program.

Two things, of course, changed: the costs went up and the budg-
ets came down. And one of the impacts of that budget, as we have
all pointed out, has been some additional technical risk which
drives you down to sort of—I hate to put a number on these things,
but sort of a 6 or a 7 or a 5 or something in that ball park because
we have not done the work yet to know whether or not we can ac-
tually overcome some of those technical issues.

Senator VITTER. Okay.

Dr. McMillan?

Dr. MCMILLAN. Your scale is, of course, difficult to use but I will
try anyway. And it is interesting that we all sort are falling in the
same range.

I was involved in the weapons program in 2010. So while my
name is not on the document, I certainly had discussions about it.

You know, I would say if 10 is a slam dunk, we know we can
do it, the risks are very low, we were not there, but somewhere
around an 8 or a 9 probably right.

My reasons today for saying something more in the range of a
6 are that I see higher risks in our path forward, as I said in an
earlier answer, and I am very concerned about the long term be-
cause I see the pressures of doing things in the here and now,
which we have to do—I fully agree—possibly shifting the balance
so far that we then increase the risk in the future. And so those
are the reasons why I would back off today.

Senator VITTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator NELSON. Thank you, Senator Vitter.

We are all talking about how we are able to do more with less
and how we can be more cost-effective in delivering the required
mission expectations. Let me turn to what some perceive as at
least one way to streamline oversight and move away from trans-
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actional oversight and at the same time save funding because that
is a critical piece as well. If current oversight is getting in the way,
that is not cost-effective. If we can find a way to streamline it, per-
haps we can save funding in the process and also increase produc-
tivity by reducing the size of the NNSA’s site offices that oversee
the laboratories. It seems to me that now that the weapons design
laboratories are operated by for-profit entities, that the site offices
do feel obliged as civil servants to grade the approximately $200
million in fee that is awarded to the operators of the three design
laboratories. Now, I know that we are all interested in the savings.

But let me start first, Dr. McMillan. Do you believe that the local
site offices can be streamlined so that the oversight is not trans-
actional, that it is more on the basis of trust and verified, to use
an often used expression, the verification being operational as op-
posed to transactional?

Dr. McMILLAN. So I think you have hit on really the key point
there, Mr. Chairman, that the amount of oversight depends on
what type of oversight you do. And at some level, for the kinds of
oversight we have today, it is probably the case the site offices are
sized in the right ball park to provide that kind of oversight.

Senator NELSON. Let me interrupt just for a second. How many
positions are there at the local site?

Dr. MCMILLAN. At Los Alamos, it is a bit over 100.

And so if we go to a different model for that oversight, I believe
we could have smaller contingents both at the site, as well as pos-
sibly at headquarters. The scale of the organization is determined
by what it has to do in my view.

Senator NELSON. And is there a potential of cost savings by not
having—not just in terms of the personnel costs of the local site of-
ﬁceils,?but of the costs associated with having to respond to the over-
sight?

Dr. MCMILLAN. Yes. At the laboratory, I do not know for sure
what the numbers are, but I know that I have people whose main
job is responding to oversight issues. And if we were able, in the
way that our National Academy colleagues have talked about, to
change that model, I believe there would be efficiencies inside the
laboratory as well.

Senator NELSON. Well, I am going to get to our experts here in
a second too.

Dr. Albright, how many are there located in your local site?

Dr. ALBRIGHT. So I do not think I have the exact number. Just
roughly a little bit over 100 Feds and about 20 or 30 support con-
tractors. It is about 130 people all together.

Just two points. First, the site offices are part of the oversight
infrastructure in NNSA and DOE, but they are not the entire
story.

Senator NELSON. Well, under any set of circumstances, you
might have fewer if they are doing a different kind of oversight.

Dr. ALBRIGHT. Well, I think to echo the point that Dr. McMillan
made, you would have to ask yourself—so right now we have a
transactional oversight model where everything is reviewed, every-
thing is very hands-on. We have well over 1,000 audits that occur
every year. If, on the other hand, you migrate to what the National
Academies have been talking about, which is more of a set stand-
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ards than audit kind of model, then I think you have to ask your-
self the question what do I actually need to have physically located
at the site in order to accomplish that.

You know, this is for comparison sake. I would point out that if
you look at the way the Department of Defense does this at a place
like Hopkins, APL, or Lincoln Lab, the numbers of people they
have are—you can count on the fingers of one hand or two, and
they have a relatively small office in the Office of the Secretary of
Defense that periodically conducts audits and does all the things
that they need to do, safety audits, that sort of thing. So again, the
question comes up what do you actually have to have physically on
site. That is one point.

The other point again is that you have people—it is not just the
site offices. In a lot of ways, they are responding to commands that
come from headquarters. So you have a fairly large infrastructure
in the, for example, Health, Safety, and Security Office within the
Department of Energy. There are hundreds of people there. And
then there are equivalent activities within NNSA itself.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Hommert?

Dr. HOMMERT. Well, we have a similar size site office, order, 100
as well.

And you know, I can use this sort of one metric. I think we all
have a performance evaluation plan that we do. It is sort of a con-
tractual statement of performance on a yearly basis with NNSA.
That document is sort of, in our case, 60—-65 pages of fairly detailed
evaluation of performance against at, again, a somewhat overused
term today, “transactional” level. And we have talked with NNSA
about this, about moving that to a higher level to something leaner
but still demanding upon our performance. And I believe that that
will allow cost savings on both sides of the equation very definitely.
It will not happen overnight. We did not get to this position over-
night, but it would allow us to change the direction of that, and I
am encouraged that the dialogue is happening in that direction.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Shank and Dr. Patel, I know you have stat-
ed that streamlining the operations could save costs if there could
be another way of doing it apart from a transactional analysis and
oversight. Dr. Shank, what kinds of recommendations would you
make to streamline the process, to change it so that you get the
kind of oversight that is required that is cost-effective?

Dr. SHANK. Well, I think if we are going to have the number of
people we have in the site offices, we are going to have the current
model. Unless we change the oversight model, we are not going to
see change. And then there is a chance to have a sharply reduced
number of people.

I think that just counting the number of people in the site offices
is not correct. I think what was represented here by Dr. McMillan
was he has got people in his own lab each feeding each of these
people in the site offices. It is also correct there is a large group
of people in the Forrestal Building that also create work for all the
people to do.

We have to fundamentally rethink about how we can do over-
sight cost effectively. There is always an argument to be made if
we just spend a little more money, we can be a little more safe or
a little more this or a little more that. At some point, that last in-
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crement of cost gives us a very little for a great deal of money. And
I think there is a chance for substantial operational savings if we
take a different model, and the way to look for models that will
work—their description was two other laboratories that do things
differently, do not have the huge overhang of people doing over-
sight. We can also look to industry for those models.

I would say that in order to qualify a system, it is going to re-
quire some investment. I believe that over a period of time, a very
short period of time, you would then get to reap the rewards of that
and begin to wind the thing down into a more rational, under-
standable way that industry or other Federal FFRDC’s would
look—DOE would look similar to them. And I think that we would
have organizations within the laboratories also right-sized to be
able to deal with a cost-effective approach.

Senator NELSON. Is it fair to say that the uniqueness of the labs
does not drive the unique method of oversight, that other labs have
a different standard of oversight, different methodology of oversight
that works? Can you describe, for example, in other labs where you
have outside sources coming in and checking out and inspecting for
safety or security or the like?

Dr. SHANK. Well, I think the example was given by Dr. Hommert
that his laboratory, Mesa Laboratory, looks very much like an Intel
laboratory down the street. They have very similar safety records.
The expenditure on the safety is much, much higher at the Mesa
facility than it is at Intel. I think we can learn a great deal by look-
ing at how Intel does this, and they do it in a way in which is done
standard in industry. You have a system. You audit that system.
You keep track of where you are. It takes fewer people to do that
if there is a system in place that you can recognize. Intel simply
could not be in business if they did the level of transactional over-
sight that has been done in these laboratories.

Senator NELSON. Well, who would go to the Intel laboratory to
check out for worker safety?

Dr. SHANK. OSHA. Other agencies that do these kinds of over-
sight for industry seem to me to be some of the ideal skill base,
maybe even the exact people, to do that kind of thing at the labora-
tories. In the past, having external oversight has been investigated.
It is one of those things that is very difficult. There are many dif-
ferent issues one way or another whether to do that.

I personally believe if the laboratories look like other institu-
tions, they are better off because the people like OSHA who are in-
vestigating the laboratories do that in a way that would be most
cost-effective. Industries have to operate. The laboratories have to
operate. There is not an individual power base that says we do
this, this, one kind of thing here regardless of cost. OSHA has the
burden of making organizations safe, the safety and health of the
workers, but it also has to do that in a way that it is actually pos-
sible to comply with cost-effectively.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Patel?

Dr. PATEL. I think almost everything that needs to be said has
been said. But let me comment on two things.

Having the transactional oversight adds cost by having too many
people both at site offices plus in the laboratories plus at NNSA.
So that is one part of the cost.
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The second part of the cost, which is hidden cost that is incurred
by the laboratory because that oversight gets in the way of getting
people to do the right things at the right time at the right cost.
What we will accomplish if we change from a transactional over-
sight to a systems-based oversight is that we will empower the lab-
oratory directors and empower the people who are there to deliver
the right product at the right price.

Senator NELSON. Well, now I will ask the directors. Are you com-
fortable inviting OSHA into your operations versus having the site
offices doing a similar sort of thing? And there are probably other
areas of oversight other than, let us say, worker safety or overall
safety. Would there be, as in the case of any other lab, available
outside inspection teams or agencies capable of doing the similar
work? Dr. McMillan?

Dr. McMILLAN. It is interesting that we are having this discus-
sion today because just yesterday, as part of a discussion with DOE
and NNSA, the issue of OSHA was on the table. I do not know
enough at this point, Senator, to be able to answer your question
definitively. I would say that I am optimistic because industry
makes it work. Other laboratories make it work.

Senator NELSON. That is what I was going to say. If industry
makes it work with other laboratories and if what they are looking
for is similar to what they would be looking for within your labora-
tories, perhaps the one difference is nuclear?

Dr. MCMILLAN. And that might be an area where we would treat
that differently because that is not a normal part of most indus-
tries. And it is different also than what happens in the nuclear
power industry. So I think there may be some exceptions but I
would say overall I am optimistic with a recommendation such as
our National Academy colleagues have suggested in part because
it puts the laboratories on a level playing field.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Albright? You do not have to agree, you
know.

Dr. ALBRIGHT. No, no, no. It is hard not to agree.

Let me just sort of cite some—give you some information on that.
Just in the environmental safety and health area, we have reviews
that are conducted by the DOE Health, Safety, and Security Office,
the NNSA Safety and Health Office, the Defense Nuclear Facility
Safety Board. We have two people on site, 22 environmental safety
and health functional managers at our site office with staff, and
then there are 30 annual reviews by State and local governments.
We actually are in California, so we have to Cal-OSHO which is
more stringent than OSHA. And then, of course, we do our bian-
nual reviews and ISO 14001 and 1801 as well. So what you see is
a lot of overlap, a lot of duplicative effort. We would be delighted
to fit within the OSHA regulatory framework along with the safety
culture that you get with the ISO standards.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Hommert?

Dr. HOMMERT. Yes. I will make two comments in this regard.

First of all, I think it is important to recognize that there is a
difference from industry for us. These are Government-owned fa-
cilities. So there is a very clear and appropriate role for effective
Government oversight.
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What I do believe, though, is that we have a vast body of indus-
try standards that we can work against and that then the Govern-
ment can utilize and benefit from the fact that that is largely in
place whether it is ISO or it is OSHA or other standards and con-
struction or the like. And I think getting that model right that
says, yes, there is a reason that the Government has to look at fa-
cilities they own but let us take advantage of what is already in
place.

The second thing I would like to say on this is that, as Dr.
Albright has identified, while we deal with a model that has dupli-
cation in it—and that is true and we deal with a model that I think
can be improved from a cost- effective standpoint, and I agree that
that is true—the thing that concerns me the most in what we oper-
ate in today is that I actually believe the complexity of the model
impedes the ability for me to advance the safety culture or the
overall operational culture of my organization. And while we have
an outstanding safety record, we can be better. And I believe the
complexities of what we operate actually impede our ability to
move to a higher level. And in the end, since these are my cowork-
ers, I care deeply about them. And that is probably the strongest
motivation I have to say can we do something different.

Senator NELSON. Well, would it not be appropriate to expect the
NNSA to establish what the standard is to begin with, as in the
case of the other non-governmental laboratories? So if you do not
have a standard, what do you measure it against? And so if the
standard is established, then others can come and measure against
that or against their own standards which might even be higher.
Is that fair, Dr. Hommert?

Dr. HOMMERT. I agree, Mr. Chairman. There has to be clarity.
Again, the Government has to be clear on what their expectations
are and how they wish us to be measured. But again, there is a
lot available to for them to take advantage of. And then they have
to find a way to verify and appropriately audit that in a way and
ultimately trust that we will operate at the system level against
those standards. I agree.

Senator NELSON. Dr. McMillan?

Dr. MCMILLAN. Yes, I agree.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Albright?

Dr. ALBRIGHT. I agree.

Senator NELSON. And to other panelists here, from your own ex-
perience looking at other laboratories, a simple question. Does it
work having these other entities come in and measure against
standards?

Dr. SHANK. I have actually looked at that with respect to a lab
that I used to manage compared to JPL, and they have a more ef-
fective process than what we had then at the Department of En-
ergy which is similar to what NNSA—it is actually more difficult
today than in my days. But yes, they do have effective not only
oversight of health and safety, but you also have financial oversight
and there are systems for that and systems for oversight of human
resources. There are, in fact, standards for all of these operational
activities in laboratories that are standard throughout industry
that could be brought in.
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And the worry that I would have is that we bring those stand-
ards in and keep all the site offices and all there together. That is
my nightmare. I think that if you make a different model, it has
t<1) be clear that it is a different model. You do not have both mod-
els.

Senator NELSON. Dr. Patel, do you agree with that?

Dr. PATEL. Yes, I agree with that. Even though my experience
has been limited to private industry, I can wholeheartedly say that
having standards which are accepted by others being your guiding
principles helps everybody.

Senator NELSON. Well, thank you. That is really all the questions
I have.

Now, what question did I not ask that I should have? I know
what I know. I do not know what I do not know.

Well, thank you all for being here today, for being straight-
forward and candid in your remarks. We appreciate it very much.
And as we work toward finding some solutions here, your input is
going to be extremely helpful. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 4:11 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]



