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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, at 11 a.m., in room SD-138, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Pete V. Domenici (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Senators Domenici, Hollings, and Reid.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

STATEMENT OF LT. GENERAL ROBERT B. FLOWERS, COMMANDER
AND CHIEF OF ENGINEERS

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI

Senator DOMENICI. The subcommittee will come to order. This is
the first hearing this year of the Energy and Water Subcommittee.
I would like to take a minute to welcome Senator Feinstein to our
subcommittee, even though she is not here. She has changed sub-
committees and will be a member of this subcommittee, and I look
forward to working with the Senator from California. Senator Reid,
we do a lot of things for the State of California, even without Sen-
ator Feinstein present, but just think what it probably will be now
that she will be there advocating for that little State of California.

Senator REID. Dread the thought.

Senator DOMENICI. Dread the thought. Second, I am very pleased
to welcome Lt. General Robert B. Flowers, Chief of Engineers and
the Chief of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. This is your first
appearance before this subcommittee. It is nice to have you here
today, and I hope that we gain a lot of information so we can move
ahead forthrightly with the Corps’ businesses. Today’s hearing is to
provide the Corps with an opportunity to share with the committee
its response to the Army Inspector General’s investigation which
concluded in November. I am also hopeful that this hearing will
provide us with an opportunity to examine the controversy sur-
rounding the specific allegations regarding the Upper Mississippi
River study which had made a rather significant amount of news.

Eight years ago Congress appropriated, that’s 8 years ago, appro-
priated $50 million for a navigation feasibility study of the Upper
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Mississippi and Illinois River to examine improvements that might
be needed to quicken navigation and relieve congestion, which ap-
parently was rather rampant on the waterways.

This was the largest study, I understand, that the Corps had
ever undertaken. For those of you who may not know, a project
from development to completion can take from 15 to 20 years, a
rather lengthy process, to say the least. A year ago the office of
special counsel began investigating a whistle-blower case which al-
leged that the Upper Mississippi Feasibility Study was weighted
toward the construction and that the—toward construction and
that the study was manipulated to achieve a construction rec-
ommendation. As a result of this case, the Army Inspector General
was directed by the office of special counsel to initiate a formal in-
vestigation into the claims of the whistleblower.

The IG issued its findings on November 13, 2000. The Corps was
to officially respond on February 6, 2001. In the findings the Army
IG concluded that there was improper command direction of the
study, that preferential treatment was given to the barge industry,
a major stakeholder in this process, and that the Corps had an in-
stitutional bias toward construction over other potential alter-
natives. I believe the IG raises serious questions regarding how the
Corps carries out its mission and its responsibilities as well as the
integrity of the overall process which clearly must be of the highest
integrity.

I have the utmost respect for you, General, and the Corps of En-
gineers, and believe that those who work for the Corps carry out
their jobs in an overwhelming majority of the cases in a very pro-
fessional manner. In fact, they are mostly true professionals. I
must say that the IG conclusions raise some questions. In fact,
they may be better put as serious questions, with regard to how
the Corps runs as an organization.

As a result of the whistle-blower suit the IG investigation and
the news articles during the past year, I felt we needed to have the
Corps here today to respond to these allegations. Let’s hope you
can respond in a manner that will move us forward. I yield to my
Ranking Member, Senator Reid.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRY REID

Senator REID. Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with you
this Congress, as we have the past several congresses on this sub-
committee. I believe it’s one of the most important subcommittees
that we have. I feel so strongly about that that I didn’t move to
another subcommittee this year. I feel this subcommittee is impor-
tant to the country and certainly to the State of Nevada.

I think that this is a perfect time to hear Lt. General Flowers
this morning. I think this is—I have a long list of questions, and
I'll submit these for the record and would hope, General, that you
would answer these as quickly as you can. I'm also the chairman
of the Environment and Public Works Committee, and we have
Governor Whitman testifying there as we speak, so I have other
things to do. That does not take away from the fact that I fully un-
derstand the importance of this meeting. 'm a supporter of the
Corps of Engineers, understand its long record of accomplishment
for our country, so there is no question about where I stand on the
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Corps of Engineers. Most members of this subcommittee have
heard me describe at great length the importance of infrastructure
to our Nation’s economy and our future. We have a tremendous
backlog of infrastructure needs that the Corps is the best poised to
meet. For over 200 years this Corps has done outstanding work for
our Nation and continues to do so today.

I recognize, as Senator Domenici has indicated, that the Corps is
not infallible. I am concerned when allegations of misconduct have
arisen concerning the Upper Mississippi River team. The Corps has
always, in my opinion, prided itself on first rate analytical work,
and to read accounts of how your employees might have, in effect,
cooked the books to move a multibillion dollar project forward has
been disturbing to me. These allegations which could be described
by some as fraud and misconduct resulted in a very critical report
by the Inspector General last year. Couple all this with the re-
markably negative series of stories in the Post, Washington Post,
so I think there is every reason for us to conduct this hearing and
probably some more.

I have an open mind about this I find it hard to believe that an
organization which has done such good, credible work for such a
long time has become the evil empire that we have been reading
about. I have a unique position, as I have already indicated. I'm
both ranking member of this subcommittee and the ranking Demo-
crat on the full Environment and Public Works Committee. This is
the first in a series of oversight hearings on the Upper Mississippi
and Corps issues to be held by this subcommittee and the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee.

I understand the National Academy of Sciences will be releasing
a report this week that may shed some light on all of this. We're
going to get started today with both the information and the wit-
nesses we have. Today, however, is as close as you are going to
come to getting your thoughts in the record. I think it is proper for
the subcommittee to proceed in this manner. The chairman and I
both heard about the Corps from a lot of people last year, one
group that was almost strangely silent was the Corps itself. I think
it is now time for that silence to evaporate.

My staff has told me that stakeholders will be invited to other
oversight hearings upstairs on the fourth floor where we conduct
our meetings. I look forward to my staff reporting to me on this
hearing, and I apologize, General Flowers, for not being able to
spend more time here.

First, we have read about these reports. Second, there have been
allegations that the Corps allowed certain stakeholder groups to
have inappropriate influence, and so as I said, I hope that you will
cover in your testimony, perhaps in your opening statement, that
you will describe the Corps’ public involvement process for studies
such as the Upper Mississippi. For example, where members of the
public are included in this Upper Mississippi study.

I also want to hear from you your perspective for these individ-
uals as these three Corps officers have been cited for inappropriate
action, I would like to know what your office has done about this
and what your opinion is about this.

Finally, General Flowers, during my service on this panel, I have
heard a great deal of testimony about the water resources needs of
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this country, requirements to improve our ports, waterways, pro-
vide protection from damaging floods and coastal storms, concern
for degrading environments, providing for the water supply and
water quality in rural America.

I want you today to cover in your oral testimony or in writing
what the role of the Army is in addressing these water resource
needs, does it make sense for the Army to be involved in civil work
activities, does the Corps prepare to respond to water source re-
quirements.

So these are difficult questions, and I would hope that you would
take whatever time is necessary today or in writing to answer
these questions. Thank you, Senator Domenici, for allowing me this
inordinate amount of time to have an opening statement.

[The information follows:]

CORPS OFFICERS INVOLVED IN THE UPPER MISSISSIPPI AND ILLINOIS NAVIGATION
STUDY

These three officers were doing their duty. They were attempting to bring to con-
clusion a most complex and difficult study. While, in hindsight, some of the actions
that they took were misinterpreted by Corps team members, they were striving to
complete the mission as they had throughout their careers.

FEDERAL ROLE IN ADDRESSING THE NATION’S WATER RESOURCES NEEDS

The development of water resources to serve the needs of the Nation do not follow
state boundaries, and throughout our history interstate disputes have arisen over
water. The Federal role is then quite clearly to provide the comprehensive planning
and leadership to provide for the most efficient, effective and environmentally aware
development and conservation.

The Army Corps of Engineers was assigned the mission of providing for the na-
tion’s water resources development early in the 19th century, initially providing for
interstate navigation and later in the early 20th century in the prevention of flood
damages. Throughout the century hydropower, water supply, recreation, shore pro-
tection, and environmental protection and restoration. As society’s needs and values
have changed, the Civil Works program has reflected changing national priorities
for good water management.

Responsibilities for the development, management, and protection of the Nation’s
water resources, coupled with the reimbursable support that the Corps provides to
other federal agencies, nonfederal governmental entities and foreign governments,
constitute the current Army civil works mission. One of the great strengths of the
Corps is the force multiplier effect between civil and military missions. For example,
in addition to the direct contributions that the civil works missions make to our eco-
nomic and environmental security and prosperity, the Corps also applies its civil
works assets to support the Army in times of national need to enhance national se-
curity and to promote democracy abroad. The Civil Works Program also derives
greater capability and effectiveness by being an integral part of the larger Army and
Defense team.

The Corps of Engineers is prepared to respond to water resource requirements.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator, I am glad you stayed on the sub-
committee. I think it is an exciting subcommittee. The fact that we
are having the first hearings on this would indicate that there is
a genuine concern, since we have to appropriate the money, and we
have been trying very diligently, both of us, to get the water
projects in the country up to the right level of funding, and we
have worked very hard at that over the last 3 years, and so we
want to make sure we're doing right as we raise the amount of—
continue to raise the amount of money that’s given to the Corps for
major projects, major and minor projects across this land. When-
ever you are ready to leave, I understand the situation.

Senator REID. Thank you.
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Senator DOMENICI. General, would you please proceed. We've got
your written statement, but I do think it very important that you
make your case. So if you want to use the full statement, you use
it. If you think you can do a good job in abbreviating in making
the case that you want to make——

STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ROBERT B. FLOWERS

General FLOWERS. Sir, I will abbreviate, and I will do my best
to answer the Senator’s questions in my statement.

First, sir, it is great to be able to be here and to tell a story on
behalf of the Corps, its soldiers and its civilians. We’ve been work-
ing for the Nation for 225 years now, and I think we have become
indispensable to the country and to its future. We’ve been involved
in water resources planning for a very long time, and we are very
proud of our discipline, planning process, our professionals who
execute that process, and as you are aware, sir, we face significant
challenges as we execute those responsibilities. But I believe we
have served the public well through controversy and intense scru-
tiny, difficulties of our process are I'm sure known to you, sir.

Two years ago in 1999 we had the National Academy of Sciences
review our study process. They found it to be sound, and we have
been working at improving the process continuously since we have
been executing it.

I would like to talk about the Upper Miss Navigation Study if
I could.

Senator DOMENICI. What part of the National Academy of
Sciences did the review?

General FLOWERS. Sir, it was the NRC, the National Research
Council. It is an arm of the National Academy of Sciences.

Senator DOMENICI. Okay. Proceed on the Upper Mississippi.

General FLOWERS. Sir, the Upper Miss, as you’ve described, is
the largest study that the Corps had undertaken. A regional study.
Our expertise in doing studies was gleaned from doing a number
of project studies using our process. In the economic arena, we had
developed an expertise in microeconomics so that enabled us to do
very good, I think, economic analyses of our projects.

On the Upper Miss Navigation Study, we worked into an area
that I will describe as macroeconomics. For the very first time what
we came into contact with dealing with national and international
issues, such as worldwide markets for grain, agricultural policy,
transportation policy, and I think in an attempt to deal in that
arena, the officers who were conducting this study who were re-
sponsible for bringing this study in on time and on budget pressed
to have just exactly that done.

While we were working in an arena that was asking us to predict
50 to 100 years in advance what would occur, the tenor of their
communication, I think, to our teams that were studying it drove
them—drove the people on the teams to believe that they were
being forced to a certain decision.

I know all three officers who were cited in the IG study person-
ally. Major General Russ Fuhrman, a Vietnam veteran, almost 34
years of service to his country, helped save part of Chicago when
there was a flood there in the early 1990s, led the team that re-
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stored Florida after the hurricane that devastated Miami and the
area around it.

Major General Phil Anderson, 31 years of service, led all the sol-
diers, the engineer soldiers for the Army in Somalia in the early
stages in helping to conduct Operation Restore Hope, was the dep-
uty commander who left on 1-day notice to go to Haiti and served
there as we did our best to make things right in Haiti.

And Colonel Jim Mudd, the district engineer from Rock Island
District, 26 years of service to his country, gulf war vet.

Sir, it is not in the character of those officers to do anything for
personal gain, and I think in partial answer to one of Senator
Reid’s questions, you know, why the Army, I think it is because of
the Army Corps values that are imbued in soldiers and that I think
transfer to our civilian employees. Loyalty, duty, respect, selfless
service, integrity and personal courage are things that we embrace
and we try to live every day, and I think those officers did as well.

I accept the IG report. I look at it as something that we have to
accept, learn lessons from, and go on, and we are going to do that.
I owe the Secretary of the Army a response, a 60-day response that
was due in February, sir, we have deferred until there is a Sec-
retary of the Army and a new Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Civil Works. I think that is the right thing to do. And we will be
prepared as that new team comes on board to work with them in
implementing whatever changes are necessary to restore faith and
to ﬁombat the perception that the Corps is not doing something
right.

I believe, and I would just remind everyone on the Upper Miss
Navigation Study, that no draft report had been issued, and so try-
ing to derive a conclusion that the Corps was going in—driving to-
ward one conclusion is a bit premature, since we had not even
issued a draft report, but I do accept the criticism of the IG report
and will be working to improve the process.

The—I have been working very hard to reestablish relation—re-
establishing good relations with the administration and with the
Congress. We have been evaluating our feasibility study process. I
have cooperated with the National Academy of Sciences in their
study, we are working now, sir, to restructure the management
process of the Upper Miss and Illinois Navigation Study.

As I mentioned, some of the things that we ran into I think will
require us to make use of the expertise of other Federal agencies,
and so we are going to pause the Upper Miss study. We will take
the months of March, April, and May to work with the Federal
agencies in taking a look at the study and incorporating the results
of the National Academy of Sciences. We will restart the study in
June and work toward concluding the study in July 2002.

Senator Reid asked another question, I think, about why the
Army and why is the Army involved in Civil Works. I talked about
our values, and I think the country being comfortable with officers
and what they stand for, but from a national security standpoint
the roads that were built in the various theaters in World War II,
the massive construction efforts that went on to support our Armed
Forces, contingency operations in Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo, and
other places are enabled because we have officers who have gained
experience in working large civil works projects and in their plan-
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ning and execution, and I think that gives us an edge that no other
country has, and whatever the Nation has needed, we’ve been there
for—the space program, the harbors on both coasts, the inland wa-
terway system, flood control.

When given a mission, sir, we’ve gotten it done. Our books have
balanced and our structures have stood. So you are looking at an
organization that I think is absolutely indispensable to our country,
its Army, and our future.

Sir, I'm prepared to answer any questions.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ROBERT B. FLOWERS

Thank you Mr. Chairman, I am Lieutenant General Robert B. Flowers, Com-
mander of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Chief of Engineers. I am pleased
to appear before you today to discuss the service of the Army Corps of Engineers
to this Nation.

INTRODUCTION

The state of the Army Corps of Engineers is sound. We are prepared for the chal-
lenge of public service. Since 1775 the Army Corps of Engineers has honorably
served the Army and the Nation. During the 20th Century the Army Corps of Engi-
neers experienced both resounding success and dramatic controversy. Today, at the
dawn of the 21st Century, we are called to respond to the scrutiny of the public we
serve. I welcome this challenge.

THE CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM

The Army Corps of Engineers traces its origins to the construction of fortifications
at Bunker Hill in 1775. For more than 225 years, the Corps has responded to the
needs of the Army and the Nation.

Throughout this period, the mission of the Corps has evolved from “Builder” to
encompass “Developer/Manager” and “Protector” of water resources. What began as
a military engineering mission for nation building in the 18th century expanded into
a major peacetime mission in the 19th century. The Corps helped a young nation
map the frontier and expand westward by surveying roads and canals. The Corps
promoted economic development through a vast water resources infrastructure, ini-
tiated development of the first national parks, and tied an inland navigation system
together to move commerce across states and keep ports and harbors open, a role
critical for national defense. In the 20th century, Congress provided the Corps with
additional water resources development and management authorities, including
flood control, hydropower, water supply, and recreation. More recently shore protec-
tion, disaster relief, and environmental protection and restoration authorities were
added. As society’s needs and values have changed, the Civil Works program has
reflected changing national priorities for good water management. The Corps abili-
ties to facilitate, advise, develop, operate, manage, and evaluate on a broad range
of water resource issues furnish a robust capability set for the Nation’s benefit.

Mr. Chairman, within your oversight, the Corps Civil Works Program is primarily
responsible for the development, management, protection, restoration and enhance-
ment of our nation’s water and related land resources for commercial navigation,
flood damage reduction, and the environment. The program provides stewardship of
America’s water resources infrastructure and associated natural resources, and also
provides emergency services for disaster relief. It is my job, in concert with the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), to provide advice to the Executive
Branch and Congress on these matters. The goal of our study process is to produce
the best economic and scientific analysis available.

WATER RESOURCES PLANNING AND THE NATIONAL INTEREST

We are proud of our disciplined water resources planning and our planning pro-
fessionals who face the daunting challenges of solving real problems, balancing com-
peting interests and forging consensus around solutions. They serve the public well
and very often in the midst of controversy and intense scrutiny. Their difficulties
make the discipline of the process of paramount importance. Today, we continue to
apply the Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Re-
lated Land Resources Implementation Studies supplemented by Corps guidance that
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strives for inclusion of all interests in the management and investment in our water
resources. When applied diligently, the Principles and Guidelines force all—the
Corps and its stakeholders—to recognize the tradeoffs and balance competing inter-
ests.

Our vision of planning is to meet national needs within the framework of current
law and policy. Our planners have operated responsibly over the last two decades
as priorities and concerns have shifted. The Water Resources Development Act of
1986 emphasized the National expectation that project partners be more involved
in the formulation and financing of solutions to water resources problems. Nearly
everyone believed that we could develop better projects more efficiently and effec-
tively by recognizing that projects must both meet national needs and work viably
at the local level. We responded with vigor and enthusiasm. The attached map illus-
trates where cost shared feasibility studies have been conducted with non-Federal
partners since 1986.

Four years ago, the Army commissioned a National Academy of Sciences study to
determine whether Corps planning should be further streamlined. That study con-
cluded that the process was about right in terms of length and resources. During
the last decade, interagency policy discussions increasingly have emphasized broad-
er scale studies of entire watersheds with interagency collaboration and comprehen-
sive, systemic solutions. An unintended effect of cost sharing has been the nar-
rowing of focus of studies, as cost sharing partners are reluctant to finance studies
that are broader than their immediate concern. As a result, our planners are often
caught between the forces seeking comprehensive planning at one end of the spec-
trum and those who voice concerns for addressing needs on an expedited basis and
early screening of alternatives that have little chance of being implemented. We are
pledged to this service.

UPPER MISSISSIPPI AND ILLINOIS NAVIGATION STUDY

Turning now to the Upper Mississippi and Illinois Navigation Study. This is a fea-
sibility study of lock capacity and reliability. The study area extends from St. Louis
to Minneapolis-St. Paul on the Mississippi River and from the mouth to Chicago on
the Illinois River, a total of 1202 river miles encompassing 37 existing locks and
dams. This reach, 10 percent of the inland waterway system, provides the origin or
destination of 48 percent of the ton-miles of the total system. This study was started
in fiscal year 1993 to address limited lock capacity and reliability. Limited lock ca-
pacity leads to commercial tow delays, while reduced reliability of aging locks con-
tributes to outages and higher maintenance costs. Both delays and outages can add
millions of dollars to the costs of transporting grain and other commodities carried
on the system. These costs in turn reduce the real incomes of farmers, other pro-
ducers and consumers. While the Upper Mississippi River system is a vital trans-
portation corridor it is also a nationally significant environmental resource. It con-
tains a system of Federal and state wildlife refuges and parks that provide habitat
for migrating waterfowl and support fish and wildlife resources. Navigation develop-
ment has had an adverse impact on these resources which must be carefully ad-
dressed and balanced in any study of improvements. This is a truly comprehensive
study of an entire navigation system. The estimated study cost is currently approxi-
mately $60 million. Our current schedule provides for release of a draft report for
public review in September of this year. In July 2002, I expect to make my final
report to the Secretary of the Army.

The Upper Mississippi and Illinois Study is very complex, involving engineering,
economic and environmental analyses of impacts and consequences of a wide variety
of possible future conditions on these rivers. A sound investment plan for the navi-
gation system must be based on reasonable projections of future volumes, types and
destinations of commodities that will move on the waterway. Therefore, a key com-
ponent of the study is a 50-year forecast of demand for water borne transportation
on the Mississippi and Illinois system including the response of barge operators and
shippers to congestion. The commodity movements on this system are largely agri-
cultural. Volumes and destinations of these products are driven by world market
conditions and therefore, fluctuate with world economic conditions. Another key
component is forecasting the schedules for major rehabilitation activities. In view
of these facts, projections are subject to significant uncertainty.

As part of the Study a group of Corps team members made economic projections
and built an economic model to provide a basis for study conclusions. This proved
to be a very difficult task. As you might expect, there were disagreements between
the many stakeholders, as well as team members, over the model and its projec-
tions.
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WHAT WE ARE DOING

First and foremost I take the issues surrounding the Army Corps of Engineers
and the Upper Mississippi and Illinois Study seriously. I must ensure the integrity
of the Corps of Engineers and its study process. In this regard there are several
actions underway:

—While the National Academy of Sciences has completed a general review of the
Corps studies process and found it to be a sound process, I am evaluating our
review process for feasibility studies to determine whether improvements, in-
cluding independent review, are needed.

—I have fully cooperated with the National Academy of Sciences on its specific
review of the Upper Mississippi and Illinois Navigation Study. I am also fully
supporting the National Academy of Science study directed by the Congress in
the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 of the practicality and efficiency
of independent peer review of feasibility studies and methods for project anal-
ysis.

—I am restructuring the management of the Upper Mississippi and Illinois Navi-
gation Study.

—I am placing renewed emphasis on my Environmental Advisory Board to insure
that I receive independent environmental advice.

—The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works and I, on November 28,
2000, submitted a joint memorandum to the Secretary of the Army on Civil
Works Management and Communication Clarifications. In this memorandum,
Dr. Westphal and I agreed upon the responsibilities of both parties and com-
mitted to sharing information, communicating effectively, and cooperating fully
on all Civil Works matters. The Secretary of the Army provided copies of this
memorandum to the Chairman and Ranking Member of this Committee in his
final update regarding enhancement of the management procedures of the Civil
Works program.

—I am rewriting the vision statement of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
focus on service to the Army and the Nation.

—I have conducted extensive outreach sessions with a broad variety of interests,
including meeting with a substantial number of Members of the House and Sen-
ate.

OTHER OBSERVATIONS

There are many interested parties and many points of view in the Upper Mis-
sissippi and Illinois study area. The Corps team members have worked diligently
to give all an equal opportunity to be heard.

At any one time we have many feasibility studies underway. The attached map
illustrates where cost shared feasibility studies have been or are being conducted
with non-Federal partners since 1986. In any study, our challenge is to balance com-
peting values and interests, develop alternative solutions that solve recognized prob-
lems and establish a broad consensus for the best solution. I'm proud of our record
on the many studies depicted on this map. We are especially proud that many of
these studies are resulting in projects that go beyond simply avoiding or mitigating
environmental impacts and make positive contributions to restoring the Nation’s en-
vironmental resources. We strongly believe our leadership, engineering and water
resources skills and disciplined planning are central to solving real problems and
serving the American people. We've served the Nation well and will continue to do
S0.

CONCLUSION

Throughout my career I have been privileged to work with the outstanding men
and women who make up the Army Corps of Engineers. They fostered in me a de-
sire to be a consensus builder, someone who does not necessarily compromise but
who seeks alternatives which uniquely combine individuals’ input into a solution
which is genuinely better than the sum of the parts. I view our current situation
as an opportunity. This is an opportunity for us to see ourselves anew and rededi-
cate ourselves to our principles.

I take the issues surrounding the Army Corps of Engineers seriously, and I am
making the changes necessary to insure the continued integrity of the Civil Works
planning process, so that the Corps of Engineers can continue to fulfill its role in
addressing the many water resource needs of this great country. Mr. Chairman, this
completes my statement. I am prepared to answer your questions as well as those
of other members of the Committee.
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Senator DOMENICI. Well, General, I'm impressed with the state-
ments by you as to the background of the three officers, and that
is—the record needs to have that on it. But I am kind of amazed
that you're not really telling us anything about what you’re going
to do. You accept the report. That is a fairly good starting point.
Could I just ask you some questions? It seems to me that you are
waiting for another day to tell us what you are going to do and how
those reports will affect and improve what you are doing.

So it is evident with the IG investigation, General, that some
outsiders do not believe the Corps study process is open enough.
The Corps, as a result of the investigation, asked the National
Academy of Sciences to review the project development process.
The process itself has evolved over the last 65 years, and I under-
stand that, with many laws and many regulations, some say refin-
ing it, may be what you will find when you get around to changing
things that maybe you need to refine it in some other directions.
But how many opportunities are stakeholders and communities
guaranteed input under the current practices of the Corps, and do
you think you are going to change those rules to any significant de-
gree?

General FLOWERS. Sir, our study process incorporates the public’s
and stakeholders’ views at several points in the study process. On
the Upper Miss study alone, there were 34 public meetings held,
2,400 people attended those public meetings. We received 2,500
comments from the public.

The governors’ liaison council, made up of the Governors whose
States touch the Upper Mississippi sent newsletters periodically
out to individuals, and 9,200 individuals, agencies, and interest
groups received that. We prided ourselves on incorporating stake-
holders into our process. The barge industry, for example, on the
Upper Miss, was one of those stakeholders. Should any construc-
tion be done as a result of the study, the barge industry would cost
share about 50 percent in the construction of anything that is done,
and so I think anyone, for example, who has to help pay for some-
thing probably wants to be involved in the process as it goes for-
ward.

And I would characterize our process as a very open one. It’s like
working in a fish bowl in that as we proceed through the study
process, at points we invite local governments, State governments,
other agencies, the public and stakeholders to participate, to grade
our paper, to give us comments as we proceed through the study
process.

Senator DOMENICI. General, is not the contention, one of the con-
tentions that certain stakeholders were not included sufficiently
and others were included more so than they required and had more
of an influence than they should have?

General FLOWERS. Sir, I think the

Senator DOMENICI. Was not that one of the things that was re-
ported?

General FLOWERS. One of the things that was reported was the
fact that the barge industry seemed to have more of a say as a
stakeholder than they should have, and I would kind of view that
as a judgment call.
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The barge industry, as I said, would be a cost share partner in
anything that gets constructed in the future, and so they had, defi-
nitely had an interest in what was happening. But I do not believe
that we have done anything to in any way prejudice an outcome
just to make sure that we give the opportunity for everyone to have
more of a say. That is why we are pausing the study as it is right
now. We're going to work with the other Federal agencies to make
use of their expertise as we proceed with the study, and we're tak-
ing into account the results of the National Academy of Sciences
report which we will receive tomorrow.

Sir, my intent on any other reforms is to wait until I have an
opportunity to submit my 60-day report, my 180-day report to the
Secretary of the Army, and I intend to do that just as soon as we
have a new Secretary of the Army and an Assistant Secretary of
the Army for Civil Works, but just to give you an indication of
some of the things we are looking at, we are looking at a form of
peer review for the Corps study process, and I must caveat this by
saying everything that what we are looking at is designed to not
add any more time or expense to the study, so that is a difficult
challenge, but we are looking at that.

I am reenergizing the Environmental Advisory Board for the
Chief of Engineers to get more environmental input, and we will
incorporate the results of the National Academy of Sciences report
as we look to the future, but, sir, my response to the Army will be
sent as soon as we have a new Secretary of the Army and assistant
Secretary of the Army for civil works.

Senator DOMENICI. So when did you decide that this delay would
occur until the new secretary had arrived? When was that decision
made?

General FLOWERS. Sir, we have been taking a look at the Upper
Miss Navigation study since receiving the results of the IG report
in November, and we made a tentative decision to suspend the
Upper Miss nav study and invite the involvement of the other Fed-
eral agencies in December. Since then we have been doing some co-
ordination, looking at it, and really waiting until we had a better
feel for what the National Academy of Sciences report was going
to tell us before any announcements were made. But this is as good
a time as any.

Senator DOMENICI. In your prepared remarks you said you're re-
structuring the management of the Upper Mississippi and Illinois
navigation study. What does that mean?

General FLOWERS. Sir, what we intend to do is to bring the study
up under the direct cognizance of the division engineer and manage
it more centrally so there would be a regional team from the Fed-
eral agencies working the issues as well as an involvement from
the Federal agencies here in Washington and the Washington prin-
cipals group.

Senator DOMENICI. The IG’s findings concluded that the Corps is
naturally weighted toward construction as a study recommenda-
tion, given the fact that the majority of the Corps personnel and
the costs are expected directly by construction efforts. It would
therefore appear to an outsider that it is the best interests of the
Corps to recommend construction.
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How do you address the issue of institution bias toward construc-
tion and can you explain how the Corps is not dependent on a
study recommending construction when the majority of its per-
sonnel costs are funded through an ongoing construction award?

General FLOWERS. Sir, I would stand on our record. We have a
very rigorous study process that has to be accomplished before any
recommendations are made. Of every 100 reconnaissance studies
that are begun, 16 or less actually result in any construction.

What that means is five out of six studies that are accomplished
do not result or have not resulted in construction. The process is
a tough one to get through. It has a lot of public involvement and
stakeholder involvement, as you proceed through the process. It
has been determined to be sound by the National Academy of
Sciences when they did their last review in 1999. Can it be im-
proved? Yes, sir, I am sure it can be, and we will work to do that.

Senator DOMENICI. So are you saying that you could lay before
the committee a number of projects that went through the process
and were deemed not or recommended not, to not go, no construc-
tion, do not proceed?

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Why do you not do that for the record and
give us some list or some ratio or something that would give us evi-
dence that that is actually—that that has happened.

General FLOWERS. Sir, we will do that for the record.

[The information follows:]
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Senator DOMENICI. You indicated in your testimony that your re-
structuring—excuse me, that you are placing renewed emphasis on
the Environmental Advisory Board with reference to independent
environmental advice. Tell me—tell the Senate a little bit about
that. What does that mean? Are you acknowledging that perhaps
you did not have sufficient input from that group? Or how does this
fit into the scheme of things?

General FLOWERS. Sir, the Environmental Advisory Board was
begun in 1970 by the Chief of Engineers after the enactment of
NEPA, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. What the
board is made up of is up to 10 recognized environmental special-
ists from either academia, State agencies, and they would typically
sit down about twice a year with the Chief of Engineers and be
briefed on things that the Corps had going and provide some input,
some perspective to the Chief of Engineers because we recognize—
I think that we wanted to listen and get that perspective.

I think in the last couple of years it’s fallen into some disuse, and
my intent is to reenergize that, sir, to take advantage of that input.

Senator DOMENICI. General, we have put your statement in the
record, and you have testified orally, and Senator Reid has indi-
cated he has a number of specific questions. We would like you to
answer them. I have about five or six more, but I guess what I am
going to ask you has to do with your position here today, so we will
have it right. Actually you are not prepared to tell this sub-
committee how you are going to actually change things to comply
with the IG’s findings that you have said you accept. Now, when
you said you accept them, I assume you mean that you are going
to have to do something different so that you have a response to
those contentions which you have now accepted.

When will all of that be completed? When will you be able to
come before this subcommittee and say here is what we’re going to
do?

General FLOWERS. Sir, the 180-day response to the Secretary of
the Army is due at the end of June. I would hope that we have,
well before then, a new Secretary of the Army and an Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, and I really owe it to them
an opportunity to sit down and go over this with them before I
bring those recommendations to you, sir.

We are prepared to do that, and I will do it just as soon as those
positions are filled.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, General, it seems to me that we called
a meeting to hear what you’re going to do, and you're telling us
that you can’t do anything because you have to work with the Sec-
retary who is not yet there, and maybe a while longer before he
gets there and has his deputy in charge of this kind of activity.

What do we do in the meantime? What do we do with reference
to the budget that’s submitted? We say there’s no changes? Every-
thing’s going to continue? What do we do about the Mississippi?

General FLOWERS. Sir, I think we are going to proceed with the
restructuring of the Upper Miss Navigation study. That decision
has been made, and we are moving on that.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, you have told us in your written re-
marks how that is going to happen. Would you tell us now orally,
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how is that remodeling of that structure changing it? How is that
going to occur?

General FLOWERS. Sir, we will have a pause in the study, we will
take the next 2%2 months roughly working with the other agencies
and incorporating the results of the National Academy of Sciences
report. We will rescope the study and the intent is to restart the
study, making—taking advantage of what we have already done, so
we have not lost anything there, with an eye toward completing the
study process in July 2002 so that—and why July 2002? I think if
it can be done, it should be done by then so that if there is any-
thing to be incorporated in WRDA 2002, it should be done, but I
did not want to give you the impression, sir, that we are not doing
anything until I an able to work any changes to the process. We
are working changes to the process as we speak, but in terms of
suggesting peer review, et cetera, I prefer to wait until I have had
the opportunity to talk that over with my civilian leadership.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, how do we make dollar decisions in the
meantime?

General FLOWERS. Sir, I think you can trust the results of the
studies that we have completed. We will stand on all of them.
Again, on the Upper Miss, there was no draft report even issued,
but we do stand on the reports that we have issued, and if it has
the Chief of Engineers’ signature on it, sir, the integrity of this or-
ganization stands behind it.

Senator DOMENICI. Have you been asked to go through the proc-
ess of recommending to OMB what you need for this year or how
is that part of the last 6 weeks been handled?

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir, we have. We submitted through the
Secretary to the Office of Management and Budget

Senator DOMENICI. And you have told them what you need in the
same way you have been telling us heretofore?

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. I don’t want to ask you if you know the re-
sults.

General FLOWERS. Sir, I think my Commander-in-Chief will be
making some announcements tonight.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I am not sure what he will have to say
about the Corps, but we will see. Commanders-in-Chief sometimes
have to be talked to. Maybe not by generals, but——

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. My last observation is intended for the record
and intended for you as head of the Corps of Engineers.

I would ask the question Harry Reid, Senator Reid asked dif-
ferently, and I already think I know what the Corps of—why the
Corps of Engineers is involved in these projects, but I think what
is happening is it is incumbent upon those who lead it not to let
it, that is the Corps, get tarnished such that projects do not have
the kind of credibility that we need to get support and to get them
funded, and I think it is incumbent upon you and the new Sec-
retary to quickly dispose of the serious contentions that were found
in these studies of bias, of not understanding certain things or ap-
pearing to favor certain stakeholders because that could permeate
everything.
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That would not just be the Upper Mississippi, if those kind of
shortcomings exist, they could permeate many projects, so I for one
look forward to your getting us the detailed report on what you are
going to do soon. In fact, as soon as we have a Secretary, we will
confer with that Secretary and tell him what—how important it is
that we get these things answered quickly, if we have got a big
budget, a lot of projects to proceed with. With that, I will submit
about 10 questions for the record, and Senator Reid’s questions are
submitted. I note Senator Hollings is coming. Senator, did you have
any questions? We were close to finishing.

Senator HOLLINGS. No, you go right ahead. I just wanted to meet
the General.

Senator DOMENICI. General, why do you not step up and meet
the Senator. I have already met him.

Senator HOLLINGS. We have got a lot of things down in South
Carolina I want to look at.

General FLOWERS. Hello, sir, it is my honor. Good to see you.

Senator HOLLINGS. Good to see you, too.

Senator DOMENICI. With that Senator Hollings, we had com-
pleted our questions and submitted some. Senator Reid had done
likewise, and we were about to recess. You would note that the
General has not been able to bring us the in-detail ways that he
is going to reform the system to take care of the contentions that
have been lodged by the Inspector General.

Senator HOLLINGS. Right.

Senator DOMENICI. He does not have that ready today except as
to the Upper Mississippi, he is telling us he is changing that proc-
ess substantially to eliminate some of our concerns. That is about
Wherg we are. When will you have further details that you submit
to us?

General FLOWERS. Sir, I would say not later than June, but just
as soon as we have a new sitting Secretary of the Army and a new
Assistant Secretary for Civil Works, my intent is to carry this for-
ward with them, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Hollings, did you have anything?

Senator HOLLINGS. Yes. General, on the proposed new port facil-
ity down at the mouth of the Savannah River, is the Corps of Engi-
neers taking a position on that?

General FLOWERS. Sir, I will have to take that question for the
record, if I might.

Senator HOLLINGS. Yes, all right. That is the kind of question to
ask, see? I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman, thank you a lot.

[The information follows:]

PROPOSED SOUTH CAROLINA PORT ON SAVANNAH RIVER

Jasper County, South Carolina, has initiated condemnation proceedings to acquire
land owned by Georgia and used by the Corps. in connection with Savannah Har-
bor’s dredging needs. However, the condemnation action specifically states that the
interests sought to be acquired by Jasper County are subject to the United States’
outstanding dredged material disposal easements.

The Corps has received no specific proposals, plans, or permit applications con-
cerning this project from either Jasper County, South Carolina, or South Atlantic
International Terminal LLC, the proposed developer of the terminal. Until addi-
tional information pertaining to the port facility is, furnished and evaluated, the
Corps is unable to state whether or not the proposed project would be economically
and environmentally supportable.
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Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, General.
General FLOWERS. Thank you, sir.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much. There will be some ad-
ditional questions which will be submitted for your response in the
record.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI

Question. How many opportunities are stakeholders and communities guaranteed
input under the current practices by the Corps, and do you anticipate any changes
in these rules?

Answer. It is part of the Corps of Engineers process to involve all stakeholders
and the General public early and often. Public involvement is a central element in
our study process. The public involvement on the Upper Mississippi Study com-
menced during the earlier study stage. Over the course of the study, until it was
suspended earlier this year, there were 34 public meetings, with over 2,400
attendees and 2,500 comments. The Governor’s Leadership Commission, and coordi-
nating committees held over 70 forums, all opened to the public, with multiple inter-
est participation. Public presentations were attended by citizens, and environ-
mental, waterborne commerce, agricultural government/agency, business and indus-
try, and recreation interests. Nineteen issues of a newsletter on the study were sent
to more than 9,000 individuals, businesses, interest groups, and agencies. It is in-
cumbent on us to provide stakeholders and communities access to the study and to
use their comments, as well as the comments we receive from other interest groups
and individuals in developing the analysis and subsequent alternatives. Changes in
these rules would only take place where they are deemed necessary.

Question. Were certain stakeholders given more access and/or were included in
the process more than others.

Answer. No, they were not. The Corps study process involves all stakeholders as
well as the General public early in the study phase of a project. We conduct our
process in a “fish bowl” environment, in other words, in view to everyone.

Question. How do you address the Inspector General’s findings of an institutional
bias toward construction?

Answer. The findings by the Inspector General of an institutional bias toward con-
struction are unfounded. The Corps’ planning process results in the culling out of
many studies and projects. Approximately 84 of 100 studies, or 5 out of 6, do not
result in constructed projects. The Corps is experiencing a construction backlog, $40
billion, at the current rate of appropriations. While this may seem vast, it is impor-
tant to point out the benefits of a constructed Corps project, to date, outweigh the
cost over 8 to 1.

Question. Can you explain how the Corps is not dependent on a study recom-
mending construction when the majority of its personnel costs are funded through
on-going construction work?

Answer. Nearly all of the Corps’s construction work is contracted out. Less than
one in six of our Civil Works employees are paid out of Construction, General funds.
They are paid from General Investigation and Operation and Maintenance, General
funds.

Question. Please tell us about the Corps’ accuracy rate in forecasting usage rates
or how the economic modeling of past projects stood the test of time?

Answer. A study on the Corps’ forecasting was recently completed by our Institute
for Water Resources (IWR). They examined 15 sets of projections for the inland wa-
terway system. The report found in 11 cases, the actual traffic for those waterways
was close to, or exceeded, the projections. Only in four cases was traffic significantly
below projections. Given the myriad of factors that can affect economic forecasts, 11
of 15 is a significant success rate.

Question. How does the Corps ensure sufficient oversight and review by qualified
individj;lals when it determines how to employ economic methods for a specific
project?

Answer. The Corps hires well-qualified professional economists, and invests in
furthering to develop their expertise. We utilize these experts under the supervision
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of senior, supervisory economists. Where we lack the appropriate in-house economic
expertise, we secure it from well-qualified professional consultants. The economic
analyses, whether produced in-house or by contractors, is subjected to an inde-
pendent technical review by professional economists.

Question. Does the Corps essentially follow the same procedure for all forecasts,
and is this step in the process regulated in any fashion?

Answer. Forecasting procedures vary with each study depending on the missions,
scope, availability of data, and the sensitivity of the results to the forecasts. We sug-
gest generally accepted procedures to our field offices for some missions such as in-
land navigation, but we do not dictate applications. Deviations from the suggested
procedures must be approved at our headquarters. We require our analysts to fully
support the methods they use, including full descriptions of the methods, tools, as-
sumptions and sources.

Question. How does the Corps ensure that it keeps up to date with the current
economic forecasting methods?

Answer. The Institute of Water Resources, a field operating activity, keeps
abreast of state-of-the-art procedures for forecasting, and thus maintains all statis-
tical data on Corps maintained waterways. We provide training to our staff, to keep
them informed and learned of new technologies. This helps us to maintain centers
of expertise for many applications, such as hydropower, which demands forecasting
in its development and maintenance.

Question. What efforts are you undertaking within the Corps to ensure that feasi-
bility studies are more reliable and are not unduly influenced toward an intended
outcome?

Answer. Our studies are conducted in full open view; and is a very rigorous proce-
dure. Our study process is routed in the Planning and Guidelines, a thoroughly vet-
ted process to be used by all Federal water resources agencies. We rely on several
steps in our processes to insure the integrity of our studies:

—Independent technical review

—Headquarters policy compliance review

—Public and agency review of the draft report

—State and agency review of the final report All of these steps are taken before

I issue my project recommendation.

Question. How do you address the issue that the Corps was providing an unfair
access to the barge industry?

Answer. Contrary to this allegation, the barge industry, and other navigation
groups, had complained to the Corps about a lack of access. Our study process incor-
porated numerous stakeholders, to include the barge industry, which in the case of
the Upper Mississippi Feasibility was our biggest stakeholder. We take into consid-
eration all the comments of all the stakeholders, and take their comments seriously.

Qu?estion. Was the involvement of the barge industry consistent with Corps prac-
tices?

Answer. Yes, the involvement of the barge industry was consistent with Corps
practices. Our study process incorporated stakeholder involvement, including the
barge industry, throughout the study phase.

Question. Does the Corps have any regulations or guidelines for the involvement
of stakeholders in the study phase?

Answer. Our study process requires the involvement of the numerous stake-
holders. The National Academy of Science, who conducted a study on our process,
found it to be sound. Proof of significant stakeholders, individuals, agencies and in-
terest groups involvement can be found in the study process of the Upper Mis-
sissippi River Navigation Study.

Question. What resource is available to these groups, should they feel left out of
the process or if they believe that one group is provided an unfair advantage?

Answer. Our study process is lengthy, and there are many occasions, throughout
this process, where stakeholder involvement is incorporated in the study phase. We
do our best to ensure access to our study process to all interested parties, and we
expect people to notify us if they do not believe they are being listened to, and reply
to concerns in a timely fashion, when they do.

Question. Can you tell us what changes you plan to make in the Upper Mis-
sissippi Feasibility Study as a result of the Inspector General’s investigation and the
National Academy of Sciences work? Will this include any management changes?

Answer. I have paused the Upper Mississippi Feasibility Study for now until we
can make a detailed assessment of the findings in the Inspector Generals and the
National Academy of Sciences reports, and can refocus our study team. When the
study is resumed, it will be with considerable oversight and due caring. I will put
into place three management measures to assure myself, the Congress, the Adminis-
tration, and the American people this study will be conducted with the utmost dili-
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gence and attention to detail. There will be a Washington Level principals group,
composed of senior people from other federal agencies, such as EPA, Departments
of Interior, Agriculture, and Transportation. They will provide national level balance
and guidance in scoping the study on important economic and environmental issues.
They will insure our process continues to be methodical, well thought out, and unbi-
ased. The Corps will continue to lead the study, but I feel we will benefit greatly
from the additional input from the other Federal agencies this new structure will
allow us to gather.

Question. Would these changes be specifically limited to the Upper Mississippi
Feasibility Study, or instituted Corps-wide?

Answer. These changes will be consistent with agency policy for all Corps studies.
I feel the Washington level involvement is more appropriate for similar large, com-
plex studies.

Question. Are there any additional authorities you would need from Congress to
make these changes?

Answer. Not at this time.

Question. How would any of the changes you are considering have led to a dif-
ferent outcome on the Upper Mississippi Feasibility Study?

Answer. Had other Federal agencies: Environmental Protection Agency, Depart-
ments of Interior, Agriculture, and Transportation, been involved in the oversight
of the study, I believe they would have provided guidance on the proper scope of
the study, revealed important issues, and addressed major concerns, early in the
study process. They would have also assisted us with the larger issues of national
economic policy.

Question. There has been much publicity that portrays the Corps as a rogue agen-
cy, which is not responsive to or ignores the guidance of civilian leadership. Can you
address this issue and explain how the organization, under your leadership, carries
out its mission?

Answer. As Chief of Engineers, I follow both a military and civilian chain of com-
mand in making decisions for the Corps. In the military chain of command, I re-
spond to the Army Chief of Staff. In the civilian chain of command, I respond to
the Secretary of the Army, through the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil
Works). There are many checks and balances to ensure proper civilian control. An
example of this is the memorandum I signed with the Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Civil Works), November 28th, 2000 describing my responsibilities to the mili-
tary and civilian leadership.

Question. Can you explain how others could see the Corps as a rogue agency?

Answer. The leadership role in Water Resources Development has traditionally
been a very controversial subject, because there are many competing interests.
These competing interests do not necessarily agree with the recommendations the
Corps makes in Water Resources Development, and thus we are looked upon as
being a rogue agency. We develop recommendations based on sound engineering and
science, and a sound process. That is, process drives outcomes, and the outcomes
often do not fit the preconceived outcomes of some groups.

Question. Can you describe how the Environmental Advisory Board will improve
the project process?

Answer. The Environmental Advisory Board will provide me with sound insights
on environmental issues related to our studies and projects, as well as recommenda-
tions on how to effectively balance economic development and environmental qual-
ity. It will also provide a voice for the environmental community to the Corps.

Question. What will the Environmental Advisory Board provide you that you do
not already have?

Answer. We have substantial environmental expertise in the Corps of Engineers.
However, the Board will provide an external source of prominent environmental ex-
perts with diverse views and backgrounds. The Board will provide us with a fresh
perspective.

Question. Will the Environmental Advisory Board be responsible for rendering en-
vironmental opinions only, or will the Board also be responsible for involvement in
all of the Corps’ projects from beginning to end?

Answer. The Environmental Advisory Board will provide broad environmental ad-
vice, but will not typically be involved directly in projects or project review. How-
ever, I have considered establishing an independent project review board for this
purpose.

Question. Does the Corps conduct an independent peer review process?

Answer. Currently, the Corps reviews all projects for compliance with the Prin-
ciples and Guidelines and Corps planning and policy regulations. Although this is
not an external “independent” review, it results in a very accurate and objective
analysis of project feasibility.
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In some cases, large studies have independent expert panels that provide peer re-
view of study products. The Upper Miss study had several such expert review pan-
els. I am also considering an independent peer review process. In addition, the
Corps is currently working with the National Research Council in support of Section
226 of WRDA 2000. This will lead to a review by NRC of independent review of
Corps projects.

Question. You stated in your testimony on February 27th that the National Acad-
emy of Sciences is examining your study process. What do you hope to learn from
their analysis.

Answer. The National Academy of Sciences report, which found the Corps study
process to be sound, will be of great value to us as we move forward on the large,
complex Upper Mississippi River Feasibility Study. It recognized the technical com-
plexities and uncertainties of projecting future grain exports and predicting the re-
sponse of river transportation to additional traffic and congestion. It will assist us
in evaluating our independent peer review.

Question. What role is the National Research Council providing to the Corps?

Answer. We are currently negotiating with the National Research Council to look
specifically at independent peer review as called for in the WRDA 2000. Specifically,
we’ll ask them to look at the efficiency and practicability of independent review and,
if appropriate, how such a review procedure should be structured.

Question. How does the work the National Research Council is doing for you re-
late to the work being done by the National Academy of Sciences?

Answer. The National Research Council was organized by the National Academy
of Sciences in 1916 to associate the broad community of science and technology with
the NAS’s broader purposes. The NRC is, in essence, the working arm of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. It performs similar work.

Question. Can you please tell the Committee where the Upper Mississippi Feasi-
bility Study stands and how long of a delay do you now expect as a result of the
Corps review.

Answer. I have paused the study to set up the national and regional oversight
groups, and to restructure the study team. Resumption of the study should take
place in June of this year, and be completed in July of 2002. I will have a better
idea of the overall impact on the study schedule once the oversight group sets the
direction for the continuation of the study.

Question. Does the Corps plan to make any significant changes to the Upper Mis-
sissippi Feasibility Study as it currently stands, or does the Corps plan to make any
changes and implement them from this point forward?

Answer. During the next four months, we will convene a Washington-level prin-
cipals group and a regional agency group that will continue through the remainder
of the study. That Washington-level group will review the study scope, as a basis
for determining how to continue through the remainder of the study. Therefore, we
would make changes to the study and implement them from this point forward.

Question. How did you determine that there was a need for the Corps to re-write
its vision statement?

Answer. Some perceived misinterpretations of LTG Ballard’s vision statement
with regard to new mission and program growth. Due to this misunderstanding, the
Corps’ senior leadership and I determined need to re-write, and clearly state, the
vision statement. Internal and external stakeholders felt there was a need for re-
work of the vision as well. We will re-focus the statements on “program growth” to
serve the Army and the nation.

Question. What kind of vetting process is the Corps going to undertake to ensure
a thorough review?

Answer. I have pulled together a comprehensive transition team of Corps stake-
holders, from outside the Corps, to assist the senior leadership and me in developing
a thorough review. My senior leadership is vetting it with their contacts and coun-
terparts in other agencies and with stakeholder organizations such as groups rep-
resenting industry. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works)
is vetting it with the Army Secretariat.

Question. Once the Corps revises its vision statement, how do you expect to edu-
cate the internal and external stakeholders?

Answer. When the vision statement is revised, we will publish a new vision state-
ment for distribution and discussion with both internal and external stakeholders.
We will also post the statement on the Corps web site, making it available to every-
one.

Question. What do you mean specifically when you state that you “accept the In-
spector General’s report” as you testified on February 27th?

Answer. The Inspector General has made his report and it has been accepted by
the Secretary of Defense. I accept the findings and the criticisms contained therein.
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I will take the necessary steps to rectify the things the Inspector General found
wrong and we will move forward.

Question. If you cannot report any specific details of your response to the Inspec-
tor General’s report until June, how does the Congress make budget decisions in
the meantime?

Answer. The President will transmit his detailed budget recommendations to the
Congress on April 3rd. I do not anticipate that he will be requesting any funds that
are specifically related to the Inspector General’s findings. As I stated in my testi-
mony we are pausing on the Upper Mississippi and Illinois Navigation Study in
order to produce the right recommendations. The process changes that I am consid-
ering implementing do not have immediate budgetary implications.

Question. You have stated that you are currently “pausing” the efforts of the
Upper Mississippi Feasibility Study; will you continue to expend any project funds
during this time?

Answer. During the pause in the study, feasibility study funds are being used to
review and analyze the National Research Council’s report, to complete initial co-
ordination with the Federal Senior Principals Task Force and Regional Groups and
to revise the project study plan. No Preconstruction Engineering and Design funds
are being used for this or any other efforts associated with the Upper Mississippi
River-Illinois Waterway Navigation Study.

Question. Why is Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) funding being
obligated when the feasibility report findings are subject to re-evaluation with an
overall “pause” in the study efforts?

Answer. Sir, no new obligations are being made and no work efforts are currently
underway regarding PED efforts for which Congress appropriated funds in fiscal
year 2000 and fiscal year 2001. Approximately $6,400 in expenditures occurred early
in fiscal year 2001 associated with contract closeout and orderly conclusion of PED
activities initiated in fiscal year 2000. These expenditures were against funds pro-
vided in fiscal year 2000. The funds appropriated by Congress in fiscal year 2001
for PED efforts have been made available for reprogramming from the Navigation
Study to other Corps of Engineers efforts.

In fiscal year 2000, Congress appropriated an additional $6,300,000 ($5,418,000
after Savings & Slippage) for preliminary engineering and design associated with
1,200-foot lock chambers. In March 2000, the Mississippi Valley Division instructed
Rock Island and St. Louis Districts to delay the award of any new private sector
contracts for PED work on the Upper Mississippi River-Illinois Waterway System
Navigation study pending the outcome of the ongoing HQUSACE policy review. MG
Anderson, then Commander of the Mississippi Valley Division, notified HQUSACE
on 2 June 2000 that he was bringing ongoing PED activities to an orderly and cost-
effective conclusion. The Districts concluded ongoing PED activities in accordance
with the plan approved by MG Anderson on 26 June 2000.

Question. Please provide the Committee a listing of all the current (PED) funded
work and the amount being spent on each piece of work related to the Upper Mis-
sissippi Feasibility Study.

Answer. Sir, currently, there are no ongoing PED activities associated with the
Upper Mississippi River-Illinois Waterway (UMR-IWW) System Navigation Study.

Question. Does the Corps anticipate continuing to obligate additional funds for
Preconstruction Engineering & Design (PED)? If so, please provide, for the record,
a listing of all PED planned activities and the justification of why these activities
are necessary to proceed.

Answer. No, sir. No additional funds will be obligated for PED until the Feasi-
bility Study is complete and a recommendation has been forwarded to HQUSACE
for Washington-level processing.

Question. How long do you anticipate it will take for you to officially respond to
the Inspector General’s report now that the new Assistant Secretary of the Army
has assumed official duties?

Answer. Once a new Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil works is confirmed,
I would expect that the Inspector general’s report would be a very early matter for
his/her attention.

Question. When did you ask for and receive a 180-day extension beyond Feb 6th
to respond to the Inspector General’s report?

Answer. I did not request an extension. However, I was informed by the Acting
Secretary of the Army that since a new team was not yet on board, I should not
submit my report. I am still obligated to make a final report after 180 days.
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SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator DOMENICI. We will stand in recess until Tuesday, March
13, when we will hear from General John Gordon, Administrator,
National Nuclear Safety Administration.

[Whereupon, at 10:47 a.m., Tuesday, February 27, the subcomm-
ittee was recessed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Tuesday, March 13.]






ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002

TUESDAY, MARCH 13, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 9:34 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Pete V. Domenici (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Senator Domenici.

Also present. Senator Thompson.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
STATEMENT OF GENERAL JOHN GORDON, ADMINISTRATOR
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI

Senator DOMENICI. The committee will please come to order. This
morning, the subcommittee will take testimony regarding the phys-
ical condition of facilities and infrastructure at our Nation’s weap-
ons complex.

We have two very distinguished witnesses today. We will first
hear from General John Gordon, the Administrator of the National
Nuclear Security Administration, and the individual who has taken
on the task of addressing the infrastructure problem, along with
other problems within the nuclear department of the United States
at the Department of Energy.

Thereafter, we will hear from Jim Schlesinger. Dr. Schlesinger
needs no introduction. He has had a very distinguished career, in-
cluding appointments as Secretary of Defense and of Energy. He
also serves on the independent panel to assess the reliability, the
safety, and security of the U.S. nuclear stockpile which just re-
leased an annual report on February 1 of this year, and we are
holding this hearing in advance of the traditional budget hearings
that we are going to conduct later in the year.

The purpose of today’s hearing is not to review the administra-
tion’s budget, since it is not before us in its totality. Today, we in-
tend to focus on the magnitude of the infrastructure problem with-
in the weapons complex, and assess what will be required over the
next several years to rebuild a nuclear weapons complex appro-
priate to the future, and appropriate to what goes on in the com-
plex.

(23)
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After the end of the cold war, and the last underground nuclear
test in September of 1992, the United States began a significant
new program to ensure the safety and reliability of our nuclear
weapons without the benefit of new designs or nuclear testing. This
formidable challenge is the purpose of the program called science-
based stockpile stewardship. The success of this program is essen-
tial to maintain confidence in the safety and reliability of our stock-
pile future, regardless of whether we return to testing in the fu-
ture, or remain as we are.

Over the last few years, I have become more and more concerned
about the general deterioration of the nuclear weapons complex. As
is the practice in this town, when a concern is raised or a problem
identified, a parade of internal studies, blue ribbon commissions,
and congressionally mandated reviews are generated and, too often,
little else is done.

Each study over the last few years has drawn similar and strik-
ing conclusions on the need to refurbish the complex. In 1998, de-
fense programs conducted an internal review. In 1999, the DOE’s
30-day review identified the problem. In April of 2000, the Office
of the Secretary of Defense conducted another review and made
similar conclusions. The General Accounting Office and the DOE
Inspector General have also studied the issue. Most recently, the
NNSA administered a more detailed assessment, the so-called Scott
program, Scott report, and the blue ribbon Foster panel made simi-
lar conclusions just last month.

The consensus of all these reports is as follows. The DOE has al-
lowed its nuclear weapons facilities to degrade in recent years, and
it will take billions of dollars to fix the problem and modernize the
future. The reports identify the following specific conclusions.

First, the nuclear weapons complex has not been well-maintained
over the last 8 years and conditions are now rapidly declining.
Maintenance funding has been well below industry standards. An
immediate maintenance backlog of approximately $800 million ex-
ists today. The average age of facilities where we do nuclear weap-
ons work is over 30 years. We need to spend an additional $300
to $500 million a year over currently planned levels for the next
17 years, according to the best analysis, to refurbish the weapons
complex to perform just its basic mission.

These expenditures will be required even if the nuclear stockpile
is, over time, made smaller. If we do not take action on these infra-
structure problems immediately, we will not be able to meet the
Department of Defense schedules for refurbishing three weapons
systems representing over 50 percent of the stockpile. We will not
have sufficient facilities required to certify weapons, and our tech-
nicians and scientists will continue to work in unsafe facilities, in-
creasing health risks, and a number of safety-related shutdowns.

The crisis is too great to put off, and I am going to do everything
I can first to get other Senators to join in this cause, and then ulti-
mately to attempt to start down the path that will remedy it.

We do not need any more studies. I believe we need a—there
should be a call to action. The NNSA, under the leadership of Gen-
eral Gordon, is now developing the information and systems nec-
essary to start addressing the years of neglect, and we must take
the opportunity, with your leadership, to finally act, General.
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Now I am pleased to have present the Senator from Tennessee,
and I want to just share with the public right off what a staunch
supporter you have been of DOE’s work in your State, and I want
to particularly call to everyone’s attention that there is a major fa-
cility in the State of Tennessee that is part of the defense part of
this budget, and that building, there is nothing going on in the
building, Dr. Schlesinger, that would require hard hats, but people
wear them because the roof falls in from time to time, pieces of it,
and it creates a little bit of a hazard. Well, that is part of our nu-
clear weapons infrastructure, and Senator, I yield to you, and
thank you again for coming.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR FRED THOMPSON

Senator THOMPSON. Well, thank you for inviting me to come, and
thank you for what you are doing in this area.

This is one of the areas that have two distinguishing features
about it. One, nobody pays much attention to it, and the other is,
it is one of the things we do around here that is very important,
and that is a tough combination, and my concern hopefully goes be-
yond the parochial, although we are concerned about the Wyatt
well plan, but this shows us that we have got to do something and
spend some money.

The most conservative of us have to acknowledge that we have
got to spend some money in the discretionary account. Spending is
not spending is not spending. Some spending is better than others,
and some is worse than others, and we have got to figure in to
what we are doing here some things that are vital to our national
security. To me, we cannot keep letting our entitlement programs
continue on their same glide path while squeezing the discretionary
side more and more and more, and spending our time fighting and
fussing over dwindling discretionary budget, while we refuse to re-
form the entitlement programs, and we cannot save enough or put
enough aside, or put enough in a lock box that we have all got keys
to, incidentally, to save social security and medicare, and we have
got to reform all that, so this really highlights a much broader con-
cern.

But Senator Domenici, your leadership in dealing with the future
viability of our nuclear weapons complex I want to commend, and
you know, you’re right, Y-12, many of the buildings there are over
50 years old, and this is one of the core functions of our Federal
Government. I am very concerned about it.

I was looking at the latest report, the so-called Hart-Rudman re-
port, the U.S. Commission on National Security of the 21st Cen-
tury. I just noticed that one of the things that they highlighted
here is that the U.S. National Laboratory System is badly in need
of redefinition and new investment, and the national laboratories,
vestiges of the cold war, remain a national R&D treasure. Unfortu-
nately, they are a treasure in danger of being squandered.

So you are absolutely right, we do not need new assessments and
new reports. We can get the same thing over and over and over
again, just like we did before the recent troubles. We had security
problems with the national labs, and then eventually we decided
that all these reports we get, there is something to them, we ought
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to do something. Well, hopefully we will not have to wait so long
that our national security is endangered because of it.

Thank you very much.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, Senator. General Gordon, we wel-
come you. It is good to have you here.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL JOHN GORDON

General GORDON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Senator
Thompson, thank you.

Senator Domenici, let me really just start by thanking you again
for your leadership, for establishing NNSA, and for the direct sup-
port for NNSA, and for the direct support that you give to the men
and women who work so hard in all facilities to support the na-
tional security of this country, be they in Tennessee, or California,
or New Mexico. There are a lot of people out there doing a lot of
work, and we very much appreciate the direct support that you
give them.

We are working hard within NNSA to meet the expectations for
this new organization. Progress has been slow, admittedly, but it
has been steady, and I am hopeful that the new administration will
quickly nominate the new Assistant Administrator so that we can
again accelerate our work.

INFRASTRUCTURE

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to be here
today to discuss one of the greatest problems faced by NNSA, and
one that, if not solved fairly quickly, will affect our ability to per-
form our mission in the short term and literally destroy the long-
term viability of the nuclear weapons complex.

I am a little bit worried about how to proceed here, because you
have kind of given my testimony, and I want to endorse everything
you say in that area. We are in lock step on that point, but we are,
of course speaking about this complex, and I have prepared a rath-
er lengthy formal statement which I offer for the record.

Senator DOMENICI. It will be made a part of the record.

General GORDON. It gives considerable detail about the state of
our complex, the numbers of studies over the last several years
that you have catalogued, and the problems, recommendations
upon recommendations, to begin to invest in our facilities, and my
main message is the same as yours, Mr. Chairman, it is time to
get on with the work. We do not need any more studies. We know
what to do, and we are ready to go.

Mr. Chairman, if I might also offer for the record statements by
each of our plant managers, and each of our laboratory directors,
who make very similar points. The statements are all pointed, and
all of it is sobering. We submit those for the record.

INFRASTRUCTURE SIZE/COMPOSITION

Senator DOMENICI. Those will be made part of the record.

General GORDON. Mr. Chairman, this committee is well aware of
the size of the complex. Others may not be, but just a few figures
to start. We operate about 1,800 square miles of land, 6,350 build-
ings, 34 million square feet in those buildings, 2,500 miles of roads,
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1,650 miles of utility distribution line, and the replacement value
is something like $20 billion.

As large as these numbers are, I know the committee knows that
this is not your Cold War enterprise. Personnel numbers have been
drastically reduced over the years. For example, Kansas City runs
at half the size it used to run during the peak, and we have closed
entire facilities in the post Cold War environment, at least as far
as nuclear weapons are concerned, at Hanford and Mound and
Pinellas, in Rocky Flats, and much of Savannah River.

I offer this only to make the point that we are not operating Cold
War facilities or a Cold War complex, and we are not trying to
maintain a Cold War footprint or Cold War capacity. Far from it.
We have a complex of a size that is just barely large enough to sup-
port the stockpile we envisage, and almost all duplication is al-
ready out of the system. We rely on a system where there is little
more to harvest in cost savings, although there are a number of
buildings in the individual facilities that need to go away, and we
operate a complex that cannot become appreciably smaller, even if
we werl‘e to decide to significantly downsize our deployed nuclear
arsenals.

STATUS OF COMPLEX

Mr. Chairman, my account to the committee is first-hand. I have
traveled widely throughout the complex, and have seen most of the
problems first-hand. The structures, many of them are 50 years
old, and when a key structure exceeds 50 years old, it is really old
in almost every term, certainly in the terms of safety and security,
reliability, mission-effectiveness.

These facilities often do not meet modern health, environmental,
or energy efficiency standards. They are costly to maintain, difficult
to keep in regulatory compliance, and yet they are where we ask
some of the most brilliant scientific and technical minds in this
country to work on an enterprise that underpins our national secu-
rity.

During my visits I was struck by what appeared on the surface,
a reasonably well-functioning set of operations performed by highly
skilled men and women of NNSA. However, one quickly notices
that something is not right and that both the scientific and engi-
neering and production operations, one frequently finds that the
work, that should be very closely connected in time and space, is
dispersed, and operating all around the facility in different build-
ings.

At Y-12 I think sometimes material moves 6 or 7 miles within
that facility, yet the engineers and the scientists, when you talk to
them about it, are actually very proud of what they are able to ac-
complish in that environment, because they are able to work their
work-arounds, and they take great pride, both the Federal employ-
ees and the contractors, in being able to make it work. The inge-
nuity employed by these people has overcome the burdens of the
facilities that we have given to them to work in. It is time to act
to reduce these impediments.

How did we get here? A very fair question. For too long, the fa-
cilities, the infrastructure, their maintenance and recapitalization
have been underfunded and, in the recent past, the priority has
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been given to the science side of the Stockpile Stewardship pro-
gram, and attention to infrastructure was, and I would suggest
rightly, put on hold while the Science-based stewardship program
was formulated, funded, implemented, and now is beginning to
work.

I would offer, Mr. Chairman, a few examples, and we passed out
some charts, and the first one just simply talks about the age of
the facilities. I hope we have these in front of you.

Senator DOMENICI. We do.

General GORDON. Good—about the age of the facilities, and the
main point is that the age of the facility, the condition of the facili-
ties is rapidly accelerating. In 1995, roughly 55, 56 percent of the
complex was in good or excellent condition. 5 years later, an assess-
ment by many of the same people found the facility conditions in
the excellent-good range were down to only 25 percent.

LANL INFRASTRUCTURE

What does the complex look like? You alluded to that, Mr. Chair-
man. The next chart, next photograph shows the Chemical and
Metallurgical Research Facility at Los Alamos. Here, the activities
where we do actinide physics, actinide chemistry, on almost all the
weapons in the stockpile by the very brightest. I would tell you
that when I go and visit that facility, it looks to me like an old,
outdated Russian laboratory, cinder block walls inside, cubby holes,
and when we bring in new potential employees to look at it, they
will comment that they have seen better facilities in their labora-
tories in their universities.

The system is inadequate. Inside, pipes that carry radioactive
waste leak and, as we show here, are literally bagged to prevent
spills and contamination.

The next photograph shows, also in Los Alamos, a photo of the
folks at X Division in the laboratory. These are some of the typical
offices in which we ask really the core of our nuclear design indi-
viduals to work. These are our designers, the people who come to
us and are trained for many, many years, and this is the environ-
ment in which we ask them to work.

SANDIA INFRASTRUCTURE

At Sandia, a building that is only 15 years old, but it desperately
needs structural repairs. The roof-to-wall connections are cracked,
needing significant repair. The original crane and support structure
needs to be replaced, even though it was operating at the struc-
tural limit.

NEVADA TEST SITE INFRASTRUCTURE

The Nevada Test Site, the next chart we show what we call the
air building at the underground test facility, which was originally
designed as a temporary structure to support the Ledoux test in
1990. We have been operating in this temporary facility since 1990,
and at this location the workers there literally go off and patch this
inflated building, with this kind of a material, on a regular basis
to try to keep it running.
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This, Mr. Chairman, is the key support facility for the under-
ground subcritical test program there, and it really underpins our
nuclear test readiness program. Everyone who works underground
for us works in and out of this facility.

Y—12 INFRASTRUCTURE

I tend to say that the poster child of bad facilities is the Y-12
plant, and again, this is the facility that you are talking about, Mr.
Chairman, where we literally ask people who work on lithium hy-
dride to wear hard hats when they go into work to protect them-
selves from the concrete that is falling off the ceiling of this mid-
forties building.

Now, again, we run a very aggressive program at NNSA called
integrated safeguards, or integrated safety management, where we
hold the contractor strictly accountable for the safety of how they
operate their facilities. So what I do is tell the contractor that you
basically make sure that guy wears his hard hat, or I am going to
fine you, and by the way, do really quality work while you are in
there, because this is about nuclear weapons.

PANTEX INFRASTRUCTURE

The situation at Pantex in Amarillo has its own story. It is the
only site in the complex where we actually assemble and dis-
assemble nuclear weapons. This is the roof of the assembly build-
ings. We call them Gravel Gerties. They leak. The grass grows up
in the areas. They have been in operation since about 1953.

KANSAS CITY PLANT INFRASTRUCTURE

The next chart tells you not only the infrastructure in poor re-
pair, but some of the tools that we use are in the same condition.
At Kansas City Plant, this lathe is about 20 years old, or a little
older, and it was designed to operate machine parts down to
1,000th of a inch. We are barely able to maintain 5,000th of an
inch now, yet it is the key to support classified products on the W—
87 life extension program. There are four other machines like this
at Kansas City.

NEVADA OPERATIONS FACILITY

Now, I painted a fairly dark picture, a bleak picture. I want to
tell you this obviously because of the support of this committee and
others the whole complex is not in that exact standpoint, and I will
just show you a photo of the operations office in Nevada, a facility
that I would suggest meets the kinds of standards we would like
for the rest of the complex to work on.

LIVERMORE LAB BUILDING 132

It is not gold-plated, but it is open, it is airy, it is professional.
No one will not take a job there because of the facility, and I do
not say that they will come there to work for you, but no one would
say, I cannot work in that facility. It is a quality place, and the
next one shows a building that has been built at Livermore, the
same kind of a concept, and this is again where many of the people,
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in contrast to the X Division people at Los Alamos, do their design
work.

These are buildings that the people, I think, should be proud to
work in, and it is a kind of a model that we would suggest for the
future.

TRITIUM EXTRACTION FACILITY

The last one that I would show you is a building that is under
construction, and it is the tritium extraction facility at Savannah
River, and it again will be of a quality that we expect to be able
to offer to our workers, and our goal is to make much of the facili-
ties look like these last three photographs that I have shown you.

RECAPITALIZATION INITIATIVE

To start this, we have begun, and we have crafted a recapitaliza-
tion initiative to allow NSA to rapidly respond to any budgetary
support that may develop in the future. Sustained incremental and
preventive and other maintenance and infrastructure investments
above the current base are needed to extend lifetimes to reduce the
risk of the systems and risks of failures, increase the operational
efficiency and effectiveness, and allow for capitalization of these
aging facilities.

The recapitalization will fund an integrated, prioritized list of
maintenance and infrastructure activities that will significantly in-
crease operational effectiveness and efficiency at all our sites. Mr.
Chairman, we have today, ready to go, an integrated complex-wide
priority list on how to proceed down this road. We are ready to
start that right now. The work has been done. We know where we
are going to spend the first dollar. We know where we are going
to spend the last dollar. We know how to manage it for the next
5 or so years as we run through that.

What we need, and what we have created, is a long-term plan
to allow us to create a weapons complex that is properly sized,
using modern technologies to protect the safety of our workers in
a national environment.

Senator DOMENICI. How much could we spend under your plan
next year?

RECAPITALIZATION FUNDING

General GORDON. I think in the next year we could spend about
$300 million. Mr. Chairman, the majority of that in the first year
would go towards deferred maintenance, of which there is some-
thing, as you mentioned earlier, something on the order of $800
million deferred maintenance, and then begin to lay out, in concert
with the defense reviews, the specific major construction programs
that would follow.

Y—12 PLANT

Senator DOMENICI. What about Y-12, in fixing that?

General GORDON. I would be putting the first effort in there
would be to really attack the deferred maintenance in that area.

Just to give you another story, Senator Thompson one I think
you would particularly appreciate. We bought a sheet metal ma-
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chine that the committee helped pay for a couple of years ago. The
machine cost several million dollars and its to operate in a nuclear
weapons area. It is under tarps, and the workers go by it every day
and see this very efficient piece of new equipment sitting there.
They have not had the money to install it because they have not
got a clean facility to install it in yet.

We have sort of put it there in front of people, so that they know
that we have not come up with the extra money to put it in a facil-
ity to operate. We just kind of got out of cycle.

MANAGEMENT

So what we really need to do, Mr. Chairman, is get into the facil-
ity management in a better way than we have done. We are not
only asking for money, what I am trying to tell you is that we know
how to run this program, we know how to manage this program.
I do not think that is necessarily so deep in our history.

We are moving towards an organizational change that will allow
me to focus on the facilities and on the facility management pro-
grams, and to focus on the long-term planning and establishment
of processes that will do that.

You mentioned the Scott report, and what I would offer to any
members that really want to get into the next level of detail is,
Captain Scott come up and discuss the next level of detail and the
management systems that we are putting in place to manage this
program effectively. He has done an outstanding job to build up his
assessment for the next several years, and he has captured the
very nature and extent of the problems, and the price that will
allow us to manage it in the future.

WEAPONS COMPLEX

Mr. Chairman, I will be direct and blunt. The facilities that un-
derpin the American nuclear deterrent require immediate attention
in the order of $800 million in deferred maintenance. For years, we
have been using up our facilities as if they were consumable re-
source, not replacing outmoded buildings, not maintaining our fa-
cilities, instead spending our limited resources on missions.

Every report, every study defines a program that can readily
spend something approaching $500 million a year for at least the
next 10 years. The deterioration is inefficient, it is wasteful of tax-
payers’ dollars, it is an extremely difficult environment in which to
operate, it sends exactly the wrong signal to the professionals who
want to recruit for our future.

Why would they come to work in this laboratory at Los Alamos
with 1950’s equipment, and I ask rhetorically, Mr. Chairman, what
do the state of our facilities tell our current employees about how
we value them and how we see the future of the mission that we
ask them to continue to commit to?

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, we want our weapons to be safe, we want our
weapons to be reliable and secure. I believe we want the same of
our facilities, that they are safe, they are secure, they are reliable,
and mission confident. There is no quick fix. It will take a min-
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imum of 10 years to get this back in shape. We are ready to start.
We know how to do it, and we appreciate your support and the
time to allow me to come up here and chat with you, sir.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN A. GORDON

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to come
before you to discuss the condition of the facilities and infrastructure of our vital
nuclear weapons complex.

INTRODUCTION

During my confirmation hearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee
last May, I posed the question, “Are we under invested in facilities?”—to which I
replied, “I am rather certain of that answer, by the way.” Mr. Chairman, today I
am positive of the answer: we are under invested, and by a lot.

In July 2000, I had the opportunity to testify at the Hearing of the Special Over-
sight Panel on Department of Energy Reorganization, House Armed Services Com-
mittee. I made several points then which I would like to reiterate today. Mr. Chair-
man, Members of the Committee, I am the full-time advocate for the mission of the
NNSA. As such, I understand that my responsibility is to be balanced and report
the condition of my organization to the Congress. I appreciate that I have this op-
portunity today to provide you with my understanding of the conditions of the nu-
clear weapons complex.

This is not a new story, nor is it a new issue. Brigadier General Gioconda has
testified before this committee last year regarding our deteriorating facilities and in-
frastructure. As I will present in this testimony, the complex has been studied ex-
tensively, both inside the Department of Energy as well as outside. All have reached
similar findings and the case is clear: the physical complex requires attention and
we must act soon, because it is unprofessional, it’s inefficient, it’s wasteful of re-
sources, it’s potentially dangerous, and it sends exactly the wrong message to the
professionals we want to attract and keep in this endeavor.

Mr. Chairman, since assuming the challenging responsibilities as Administrator
of the NNSA, I have traveled throughout the complex. My purpose was to reac-
quaint myself with the places where I had served earlier in my career, and, more
importantly, to visit the entire complex—to learn first hand of the missions now exe-
cuted by our intelligent, thoughtful and dedicated workforce.

What I found, I must confess, was remarkable. Almost half of our structures are
over 50 years old. Now, when I crossed the 50-year barrier, I knew that I was ma-
ture, but not old. But our 50-year-old structures are old—old in the sense of safety,
security, reliability, and mission effectiveness. Many facilities do not meet modern
health, environmental, or energy conservation standards. They are costly to main-
tain, and difficult to keep in regulatory compliance. It is in such facilities we ask
some of the most brilliant scientific and technical minds and some of the most pro-
ductive people in the country to work. I brought along some pictures to share with
you which I believe graphically portray these issues. During my visits I was struck
by what appeared on the surface to be a reasonably well functioning set of oper-
ations performed by the women and men of the Department of Energy’s NNSA.
However, it takes little to soon notice that something is amiss. In both scientific and
production operations, one frequently finds activities that should be closely con-
nected by time and space, but are separated by space and, in some cases, buildings.
When questioned, the answers begin to describe “work-arounds.” There is great
pride among the teams of Federal and contract workforce that execute the national
security missions assigned. The ingenuity employed by these people to overcome an-
tiquated facilities astounds. But frankly, we must help reduce these impediments.
At some point, a failure directly attributable to the condition and age of these facili-
ties will result in a costly, embarrassing, and possibly fatal incident that will harm
our national security. While I cannot predict exactly when—it will almost certainly
be sooner rather than later.

I have documented age. Let me now discuss the condition of our facilities and in-
frastructure. It should be unremarkable that if one combines the lack of attention
with the considerable age of the complex, the result is a deteriorating physical infra-
structure. Studies show that the rate of deterioration of our nuclear weapons com-
plex is accelerating. Recently, Defense Programs conducted an assessment of the
condition of the complex. During the time period centered about 1995, roughly 56
percent of the complex was found to be in an either excellent or good condition. Five



33

years later, a comparable assessment was conducted by many of the same people
who had performed the first one. Their finding: facility conditions in the excellent
to good range had declined to 26 percent, while those in the adequate to fail cat-
egories had soared to over 70 percent. Here then is another benchmark that de-
scribes the nuclear weapons complex, acceleration is added to the calculus of the de-
teriorating nuclear weapons complex.

A fair question at this point is “How did we get this way?” The question is correct,
simple, and beguiling. The answer, however, is complex. For too long a time, as a
result of other priorities, we have underinvested in our facilities, infrastructure, and
their maintenance and recapitalization. In the recent past, the priority has been
properly given to ensuring the success of the Stockpile Stewardship Program. Atten-
tion to the infrastructure was put on hold while the science based stewardship pro-
gram was formulated, funded, took hold, and is now working. It is now time to
refocus on the physical complex which houses the Stockpile Stewardship Program.

Our facilities require attention. Others have found, as we have, concerns regard-
ing the condition of the complex. I will share some of these observations and also
provide greater depth from our own study. Today, improving the facilities and infra-
structure of the NNSA is a high priority, but we need your help. The Secretary and
I are prepared to work with you to this end. On my end, I have a detailed plan
of how to proceed, which unfolds throughout this testimony. Dollars alone, while
vital, are only one part of the solution. As significant, possibly more, is my plan to
bring focus, process, rigor and accountability to our work of recovering our facilities
and infrastructure. Facility management is a standard business practice of most
major organizations. It is being reengineered within the NNSA. We are establishing
an office to manage the facilities and infrastructure of the nuclear weapons complex.
We are refocusing on long term planning, establishing the processes—absent too
long—lthat will institutionalize the procedures, standards and expectations for the
complex.

Mr. Chairman, I have included an appendix to this portion of my testimony. I ask
that you carefully read through it. I believe that the information provided in the
appendix is important because I make the case concerning the condition of our fa-
cilities and infrastructure. As you know, the Department of Energy’s nuclear weap-
ons complex has been analyzed and studied by a number of qualified, interested,
and independent forums. I have summarized the key studies for you. As you will
see, the terms may be somewhat different, but the conclusions they draw about the
condition of our facilities and infrastructure are strikingly similar.

I start by introducing two seminal studies from the recent past: our Defense Pro-
grams Facilities and Maintenance Study, Phases I & II, of May 1998, and the exter-
nally conducted Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), Program Analysis and
Evaluation (PA&E) Review of April 2000. I then cover in some detail our own inter-
nal analysis, the Defense Programs Facilities and Infrastructure Assessment 2000—
Phase 1. I continue with an explanation of how we are building process—facility
management—as Phase II of this Assessment 2000. In addition, I present evidence
of the continuing interest in the status of the complex by some very impressive out-
side entities. Once you have gone through the appendix, I believe that you will have
a comprehensive picture of the status of the nuclear weapons complex as seen by
the NNSA and the interested stakeholders outside the NNSA. One thing is clear to
me based on my understanding of the evidence at hand—the facilities and infra-
structure need attention now. I believe that this committee can help. I have crafted
a Reicapitalization Initiative that begins the turnaround. And finally, I submit my
conclusion.

FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE RECAPITALIZATION INITIATIVE

In the aforementioned appendix, I have discussed the condition and resource
needs of the nuclear weapons complex in some detail. To start the financial recov-
ery, NNSA has crafted a Recapitalization Initiative. This will allow the NNSA to
be able to rapidly respond to any budgetary support which may develop in the fu-
ture. As you know, the base maintenance and infrastructure efforts at our sites are
primarily funded within the budget for Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities
and through site overhead allocations. These efforts focus on ensuring that facilities
necessary for immediate programmatic workload activities are maintained suffi-
ciently to support that workload.

Sustained, incremental preventive and other maintenance, and infrastructure in-
vestments above this base are needed to extend facility lifetimes, reduce the risk
of unplanned system and equipment failures, increase operational efficiency and ef-
fectiveness, and allow for recapitalization of aging facility systems. The Recapital-
ization Initiative will address such issues. The initiative as proposed will address
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an integrated, prioritized list of maintenance and infrastructure activities that will
significantly increase the operational efficiency and effectiveness of our sites. This
complex-wide integrated priority list of over target requirements, the Prioritized
Project Listing, is a first ever for the NNSA and Defense Programs. It will ensure
accountable execution of near term improvements across the complex, based on
overall mission requirements. The Recapitalization Initiative projects are updated
semi-annually. All sites generate a prioritized listing of Recapitalization projects as
part of their Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plans. NNSA evaluates descriptions of
scope, justification, and estimated costs for proposed recapitalization projects, and
integrates them into a single prioritized list that becomes the basis for program
planning, budget requests and program execution. Once funding is appropriated, the
priority list will again be checked to assure that no higher or more urgent priorities
have surfaced. During budget execution, funded Recapitalization projects will be au-
thorized, managed and tracked through the work authorization process. The visi-
bility afforded by this dynamic process will provide responsible budget estimates, as-
sure that the most urgent Recapitalization needs are met in each year, and focus
accountability for each project undertaken.
The current plan for this initiative continues through a five year period, and is
a modular approach. Specifically, whatever the funding level, the most urgent non-
line item projects are worked off the Prioritized Project List. The program is de-
signed to stabilize the infrastructure, and then shift the facilities and infrastructure
funding and business practices back to the base programs at the end of the Recapi-
talization Initiative.
The goals of the Recapitalization Initiative are:
—To increase the operational readiness of facilities;
—Reduce non-productive facility downtime and high costs associated with un-
planned and/or corrective maintenance;
—To arrest the continuing deterioration of facilities by reducing maintenance
backlogs;
—To extend the useful life of current facilities,
—To reduce the excess facility and structure inventory by removal of non-radio-
actively contaminated structures.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I believe that this is a fair statement
of where we are today. In my view, I am building the correct organization within
the Department of Energy’s NNSA to grapple with these tough problems. To under-
score my testimony, I have brought along copies of our study and of the pictures
mentioned herein. In sum, we have a complex that is old and that is deteriorating
as we speak. The condition of the complex is known to many of you, discovered on
your frequent trips to the sites. I believe that we are forging, for the first time, a
facility management process that will husband economically the resources entrusted
to us by the Congress. At the same time business as usual will eventually threaten
this vital national defense program.

Thank you for the opportunity to tell you our facilities and infrastructure story.
I will now take any questions you may have.

APPENDIX

The following contains information derived from previous studies, which have
looked into the condition of the state of the facilities and infrastructure of the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Agency’s nuclear weapons complex. Recently, Defense Pro-
grams concluded their seminal baseline assessment and it is also included here.
This study is the basis for the current actions within NNSA that are dedicated, for
the first time, to creating a facilities management process designed to efficiently
manage the resources entrusted to the NNSA for improving the condition of the
complex. Finally, two studies that were underway at the same time by outside pan-
els are provided. This demonstrates that the concern for the nuclear weapons com-
plex continues to exist within influential segments of the national security commu-
nity.

DP FACILITIES AND MAINTENANCE STUDY PHASES I & II, MAY 1998 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ninety seven percent of the facility area needed to support the assigned mission
is being maintained in the full-up Operational category. The remaining three per-
cent of the facilities are in the Operational Standby, Reserve, and New Construction
categories. This full-up readiness does not appear to be consistent with the current
capacity requirements reported in the mission assignment studies and reflects a
lack of DOE guidance to use a graded degree of operational readiness.
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The 1997 reported maintenance costs for the laboratories and the production sites
total $267.5 M. The overall ratio of maintenance funding to Replacement Plant
Value (RPV) averages 1.5 percent which is lower than the 2-4 percent range rec-
ommended in the commercial sector, the General Accounting Office (GAO), and the
Building Research Board of the National Research Council. Programmatic equip-
ment maintenance is, for the most part, not addressed.

Maintenance budgets have declined 25 percent over the past four years. This com-
bined with the increase in square footage from new construction and the lack of
guidance to move facilities into a lesser degree of readiness category is severely af-
fecting the abilities of the respective site maintenance organizations to provide an
effective maintenance program.

Facilities have been declared excess to the DP assigned mission with dates start-
ing in 1997 and continuing for the next ten years. While excess dates have been
reported and some tentative disposition dates advanced, the costs associated with
the disposition actions are largely unknown. The whole issue of disposal dates and
costs will remain open until guidance is provided for disposal, establishment of dis-
position dates and disposition end states, timing and availability of funding.

Sixty-five percent of the excess facilities are currently in use. The date a facility
has been declared excess and the date disposition actions are initiated is not nec-
essarily the same and in fact may be separated by several years or even decades.
There appears to be no relief in reduction of maintenance costs from the excess facil-
ity arena as the maintenance of excess space currently in use will continue for the
foreseeable future.

The total backlog costs reported are $725 M.

The consensus of the M&Os operating the sites is that the RPV provided in the
Facilities Information Management System (FIMS) database does not reflect a true
replacement cost and only addresses facilities. The accuracy of the RPV should be
of reasonably good quality if it is intended to be used as a measurement tool for
replacement cost estimates.

The facility management program is not coordinated at the Headquarters level
nor at the field office level to provide a consolidated and integrated approach of the
facilities issues with line management. There are isolated pockets of information for
the various functional areas but no coordinated effort.

The current condition assessment of the facilities in the operational footprint
shows that 72 percent of the facilities range between excellent and adequate with
the majority of the assets in the good category. The condition assessment of the in-
frastructure shows that the majority of the assets are in the adequate to fair cat-
egory with a few exceptions in the good category. This difference in condition re-
flects a lack of priority in maintenance of the infrastructure supporting mission op-
erations.

The average age of the facilities at the laboratories and production sites deter-
mined from construction history is: 1940s—25 percent, 1950s—17 percent, 1960s—
24 percent, 1970s—9 percent, 1980s—13 percent, 1990s—12 percent. At least 66
percent of the facilities are 25 years or older. The design life for most government
facilities is 25 years. The effect of the aging and deterioration of these facilities is
reflected in the $725 M backlog of maintenance and repair.

Some “plus-up” funding has been provided but it has not provided a significant
impact on the reduction of the backlog. The lack of funding for reduction of backlog
was a primary concern expressed at all of the sites. The deferral of corrective main-
tenance and a lack of similar funding in the 1970s led to a $2.2 B facilities and
equipment restoration program in the early 1980s.

OSD PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION REVIEW, APRIL 2000

A summary of observations on DP’s manufacturing infrastructure indicate that:

—Anticipated workload will require an expansion of current capacity;

—Regardless of workload, indefinite maintenance of the nuclear stockpile will re-
quire an investment in the DP manufacturing infrastructure of some $7B over
18 years;

—If DP stays within a $4.5B annual budget, the above investment would require
a reduction in the science budget;

—Tradeoff analyses between DP’s science program and its manufacturing infra-
structure, or within each of the two, are complicated by the lack of a DP multi-
year plan.
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DEFENSE PROGRAMS FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT REPORT 2000
SUMMARIZED

At the direction of the Secretary of Energy in October 1999, the Department con-
cluded a 30-day review of the Stockpile Stewardship Program in November 1999.
The Department developed a 15 point action plan as a result of the findings. One
of the key points, “The Department will develop a plan for long-term recapitalization
of the facilities in the nuclear weapons complex” prompted BG Thomas Gioconda,
then acting Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs, to satisfy this requirement
by directing that an assessment be conducted of the Defense Programs facilities and
infrastructure. I am providing, in some depth, the findings of this study because it
establishes the condition of the complex, determines the cost of DP’s facilities and
infrastructure business and speaks to the cost of recapitalization for the complex.
What follows, I believe, is impressive.

OVERVIEW

The nuclear weapons complex, except for the newest experimental facilities, con-
sists of production, testing, and laboratory facilities, which are very old and in need
of intensive and ever escalating maintenance. During the previous 7 years, the DOE
devoted the bulk of a flat budget to establishing the scientific backbone for the
Stockpile Stewardship Program. The concentration of funding primarily on the
science aspects of the Program has contributed to the neglect of aging facilities and
infrastructure, the acceleration of their decline, and has resulted in an enormous
maintenance backlog legacy.

A 1999 review of the Stockpile Stewardship Program, mandated by the Under
Secretary of Energy, recommended that the DOE develop a plan for long-term re-
capitalization of the facilities in the nuclear weapons complex. As a first step in the
planning process, Brigadier General Thomas Gioconda, Acting Deputy Adminis-
trator for Defense Programs, National Nuclear Security Administration, directed
that a detailed Assessment be conducted of the facilities and infrastructure (F&I)
supporting Defense Programs nuclear weapons complex. To fulfill the Deputy Ad-
ministrator’s direction, a team comprised of Defense Programs (DP) F&I subject
matter experts, located at headquarters and at field sites, was assembled.

The approach adopted by the team was to divide this important effort into two
phases. The objective of Phase I was to obtain an accurate snapshot of the current
state of the complex infrastructure and the cost of doing business. This was accom-
plished by issuing a data call to the eight DP Sites: Kansas City Plant, Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Sandia National
Laboratory, the Nevada Test Site, Oak Ridge/Y-12, Pantex, and the Savannah River
Site. The objective of Phase II, currently underway, is to develop a common ap-
proach to facility and infrastructure management, as well as, develop a Facilities
Management Process Plan that integrates F&I requirements, management expecta-
tions, Headquarters and Field functions, and will provide safe, secure, reliable, and
sustainable facilities.

Phase I of the Assessment provided several important results: an integrated base-
line of the condition of the entire complex infrastructure; a clear picture of the cost
of maintaining the F&I constellation; and a prioritized maintenance and moderniza-
tion list, integrated across the complex, of the most pressing infrastructure needs.

PHASE 1

The Phase I data call was developed to help determine the full cost of DP’s F&I
business. It was designed to accomplish two things: portray an integrated timeline
of ongoing, planned, and required construction, modernization, and major mainte-
nance projects; and profile current F&I funding requirements across the Complex.
The funding requirements were to be reported as: actual expenditures for fiscal year
1998 and fiscal year 1999, funded and unfunded requirements for fiscal year 2000
through fiscal year 2002, and the expected requirements for fiscal year 2003
through fiscal year 2008. The framework for this data was the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program (SSP). Crucial to this effort was the requirement that the data ten-
dered come from existing, accountable sources (e.g., DP 10-Year Site Plans, etc.).
The information from Phase I provides a focused input to the fiscal year 2002 budg-
et process when sizing the recapitalization of DP facilities and infrastructure. Since
the methods of accounting differ between the laboratory and production programs,
comparing the two is difficult. The production programs use direct funding methods,
while the laboratory programs account for funding with both direct and indirect
methods. (Direct funding is funding that is appropriated by Congress to conduct spe-
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cific work. Indirect funding is funding that is derived by a tax or charge on direct
funds and is normally allocated across multiple users.)

The data call’s guidance utilized standardized definitions from existing DOE di-
rectives to help the respondents properly categorize their figures while accounting
for both direct and indirect costs. This information and the architecture of the data
call have a linkage to the budget and to the Stockpile Stewardship Program. The
call requested facts about each of the site’s facilities and infrastructure needs sepa-
rated into categories for Maintenance, Capital Equipment, Line Items, General
Plant Projects, Disposition of Excess Real Property, and Expense Funded Projects.
Funding information from fiscal year 1998 through fiscal year 2008 was also re-
quested for each included project.

RESULTS OF PHASE I

Overall, the studies determined that the deteriorating condition of the Complex
is not a new problem. It has been recognized, studied, and documented many times
over the last decade. The facilities in the production complex are old and are dete-
riorating, largely due to historical under-investment in recapitalization and mainte-
nance.

Although maintenance funds are in short supply, DP is maintaining more produc-
tion space than it requires and a large inventory of facilities that are no longer
needed by the Stockpile Stewardship Program. Disposing of these excess facilities
has proven to be problematic. Facility disposition includes the dismantlement and
removal of deactivated facilities and infrastructure that are not radiologically con-
taminated and are excess to current and future mission requirements. These actions
are taken at the end of the life of a facility to retire it from service, with adequate
regard for the health and safety of workers and the public protection of the environ-
ment. These actions will improve our ability to manage the facilities portfolio and
reduce long-term costs.

Numerous studies, reviews, and Site plans for the past 9 years have pointed out
the problem of the deteriorating complex. Many reasons why the DOE did not act
on the findings and recommendations are extant. Prime among them was the scar-
city of F&I funds due to higher priority programmatic objectives (science over bricks
and mortar). The costs of constructing and operating new science-oriented facilities
compete for the funding available for deferred maintenance in the rest of the com-
plex. The figure representing the cost of reducing the deferred maintenance backlog
coupled with the substantial costs of decontamination and disposal grew to such an
imposing number that it was easier to defer than to take action. Funds slated for
attacking the maintenance problem were often redirected to respond to more urgent
unfunded mandates (security, safety, environment, etc.).

AGE

The majority of the facilities reported in the Complex are 40 years and older.
These facilities do not meet modern standards, especially in the area of energy con-
servation. The overall efficiency of the facilities is low because the facility was not
originally designed for the mission/use currently being executed. In a number of in-
stances where upgrades have been made to accommodate new or modified missions
the function is consolidated in a portion of the facility and sits in the midst of sur-
rounding empty and unused space.

CONDITION OF THE COMPLEX

A DP study, focused on the time period centered about 1995, reported that the
complex was reasonably healthy. At that time, the Sites reported that 56 percent
of the Complex was in either “excellent” or “good” condition. The 2000 F&I data call
portrays significant deterioration in the Complex. These data now capture a Com-
plex that is only 26 percent “excellent” to “good” with over 70 percent in an “ade-
quate” to “fail” condition. The current Assessment indicates that the declining condi-
tion of the Complex is growing worse. Funding has not been sufficient to solve the
backlog problem and stem the steady decline. A stagnant budget (in the past and
anticipated for the future), a focus on science at the expense of infrastructure, an
increasingly more stringent regulatory climate (with many unfunded mandates),
aCnd irllﬂation have all contributed to a dramatic downturn in the condition of the

omplex.

FACILITY AND INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS

During the period fiscal year 1998 through fiscal year 2002 the average annual
funded level of spending on F&I will be $1.3 billion. However, requirements will av-
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erage approximately $2.1 billion per year for the time period fiscal year 2003
through fiscal year 2008. To compound the problem, unfunded (priority) require-
ments are increasing at a rate of about $200 million per year.

EXCESS FACILITIES

A drain on F&I resources exists in the excess facilities category. These are facili-
ties that are no longer in use because of mission change or reduction in the size
of the Complex and are generally in poor condition. These facts describe the situa-
tion:

—A sizeable number of facilities are waiting to be disposed of.

—Most are in poor condition.

—The expense to maintain them in a holding pattern is relatively small but grow-

ing.

—The costs for large-scale facility disposal will be great, but are currently not es-

timated.

—Should a catastrophic environmental, safety, or health event occur, recovery will

be expensive and the potential for unfavorable press will be unavoidable.

—Responsibility for disposing of these facilities resides with Environmental Man-

agement.

—Defense Program’s current strategy of maintaining excess facilities with mini-

mal maintenance and surveillance, at low cost, has run its course.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS OF PHASE I

This initial assessment is indisputable—the nuclear weapons complex is old, the
infrastructure, a necessary part of the complex, has been neglected, and its mainte-
nance is not funded adequately. In addition, facilities management is fragmented,
is without uniform standards, and in difficult times has served as the bill payer for
higher priority science and production programs across functional areas. For exam-

ple:

—Over half the facilities entered the inventory prior to 1960.

—Fiscal year 2003—fiscal year 2008 requirements total $2.1 billion/year—under
funded by some $800 million annually.

—Unfunded priority requirements are increasing by about $200 million/year; and
over $500 million of urgently needed, yet unfunded, F&I projects are extant.

—F&I conditions continue to deteriorate—CY 1995, 57 percent of facilities were
in either excellent or good condition, while in CY 2000, the same facilities fell
to 27 percent in these condition categories.

—Annual maintenance is under funded—Comparable industrial facility managers
fund from 2 percent to 4 percent, and in some cases 8 percent of replacement
plant value (RPV) to maintain facilities. Defense Programs averaged below 1.5
percent RPV for over the past decade to maintain the complex.

—Preventive maintenance and recapitalization required to maintain DP’s invest-
ment and support program requirements are significantly under funded.

The DP Phase I Facilities and Infrastructure Assessment indicated that the de-
clining condition of the Complex is growing worse. Funding has not been sufficient
to solve the backlog problem and stem the steady decline. A stagnant budget (in the
past and anticipated for the future), a focus on science at the expense of infrastruc-
ture, and increasingly more restrictive regulatory climate (often with unfunded
mandates), and inflation have all contributed to a dramatic downturn in the condi-
tion of the Complex.

PHASE II

Phase II of the Facilities and Infrastructure Assessment commenced August 2000,
and set out to “develop a plan for long-term recapitalization for the facilities in the
nuclear weapons complex.” Using the database developed in Phase I, the approach
for Phase II is to build on existing processes while identifying the central issues to
be resolved, and develop appropriate metrics by which to measure progress.

To date, a dozen major tasks have been identified for action by using Six Sigma
methods of analyses. These tasks include establishing and validating policy; devel-
oping consistent planning processes—both tactical and strategic; reengineering facil-
ity stewardship; implementing procedural improvements; and developing budget
guidance that highlights F&I concerns and establishes accountability. I have here
a briefing of our Facilities and Infrastructure Assessment which explains in more
detail these tasks which bring focus, process, rigor and accountability to our work
of recovering our facilities and infrastructure. I would request that one of my senior
staff members brief you or your staffs at your convenience to provide a more com-
prehensive explanation of our efforts than I have time to do now.
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RECENT REVIEWS SUMMARIZED

While Defense Programs was aggressively coming to grips with the actions nec-
essary to improve the condition of the complex, others were independently studying
the complex and not too surprisingly drawing similar conclusions. Dr. John S. Fos-
ter chaired a “Panel to Assess the Reliability, Safety, and Security of the United
States Nuclear Stockpile”. The findings of this panel echo those put forth by Defense
Programs. In addition, General John M. Shalikashvili, serving in his role of Special
Advisor to the Secretary of State, issued findings and recommendations related to
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. His pointed recommendations also warn of the
impact of existing conditions at the manufacturing plants and the consequences
should nothing be done. Key findings of both panels are provided below.

THE FOSTER PANEL

The 1999 Strom Thurmond Defense Authorization Act created the Panel to review
and assess (1) the annual process for certifying stockpile reliability and safety, (2)
the long-term adequacy of that process, and (3) the adequacy of criteria to be pro-
vided by the Department of Energy for evaluating its science-based Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program.

Recommendations:

Production complex

Restore missing production capabilities and refurbish the production complex. The
decline of the nuclear weapons production complex must be reversed with a 10-year
program to eliminate critical maintenance backlogs and gaps in stockpile repair and
replacement capabilities, requiring investment on the scale of $300 to $500 million
per year. In addition, ongoing work on small-scale pit production capabilities and
the certification of newly manufactured pits must be pursued with urgency. Work
also must begin on the conceptual design of adequate nuclear facilities for the long-
term support of the stockpile.

Plans, programs, and budgets

Implement a realistic plan, schedule, and multi-year budget for the Stockpile
Stewardship Program, agreed to by the Nuclear Weapons Council. The new NNSA
Future Years Plan (FYP) should provide, with the Defense Department’s agreement,
a realistic multi-year program to sustain confidence. Congress should support real-
istic budgets and provide NNSA flexibility to manage to this program. The Defense
and Energy Departments should partner in a revised Nuclear Posture Review ad-
dressing the makeup of the future nuclear stockpile, and assessing DOD’s require-
ments on NNSA to support that stockpile, including infrastructure and hedge strate-

es.

The Panel also visited some of the forty- and fifty-year old production facilities
at the Pantex, Oak Ridge Y-12, and Kansas City plants where weapons work is
being done with aged equipment, employing health and safety practices that have
been grafted onto the work flows of these outmoded facilities. Only a very small
amount of design and production work is actually being performed. For at least a
decade, these facilities have been permitted to spend only the minimal amounts
needed to sustain operations for the tasks at hand. Consequently, independent DOE
and DOD studies that find the production complex is incapable of meeting future
stockpile requirements. In the coming decade, some $3 to $5 billion will be needed
to remedy this situation. The DOE reports a maintenance backlog of $700 to $800
million. Additionally, there is a need for $300 to $500 million per year for up to ten
years for recapitalization to restore the capability to meet workloads.

In summary, production managers across the complex describe their situation as
an impending disaster. They warn that the current approach is pushing their facili-
ties toward failure, and that the current program does not enable them to hire and
train a new generation of workers. They hold the following:

Restore the capability to support needed weapons work

Managers within the complex are concerned that the deterioration of the physical
facilities is accelerating. For some of these deteriorated 40 to 50 year-old facilities
it may be more cost-effective to build replacement capabilities. Yet, there is no
agreed upon plan or program in place for addressing the complex-wide backlog of
critical maintenance requirements. The NNSA must take the lead in defining a
long-term program for reversing these trends. NNSA must:

—Plan and execute a ten-year program to restore needed production capabilities.

The DOE reports a maintenance backlog of some $700-$800M. Additionally,
there is a need for $300-$500M/yr for some ten years for recapitalization to en-
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sure that the production complex will be able to meet both current and future
workloads.
Restore nuclear facilities adequate to long-term needs

The nation must be prepared to address problems that may arise in the nuclear
components of stockpiled weapons. NNSA should begin a time-phased program to
design and build the critical nuclear facilities needed to have a complete capability
to produce and refurbish nuclear components. These include facilities for pit produc-
tion, secondary production, and some upgrades at the nuclear laboratories.

THE SHALIKASHVILI REPORT—2001

Recommendations:

Working with the Department of Defense, other Executive Branch agencies, and
the Congress, the Administrator of the NNSA should complete as soon as possible
his comprehensive review of the Stockpile Stewardship Program. The review will
clarify objectives and requirements, set priorities, assess progress, identify needs,
and develop an overarching program plan with broad-based support.

A dedicated infrastructure revitalization fund should be established after the
NNSA has completed a revitalization plan for its production facilities and labora-
tories.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, General.
Senator Thompson, if you would like to proceed. You are doing
us a favor by coming here, and I appreciate it.

MORALE ISSUES

Senator THOMPSON. Not at all. You are doing the whole Nation
a favor by highlighting these problems. You just touched on some-
thing in the end there that I have wondered about, and that is the
growing concern over our personnel, our stewards of the steward-
ship program and what is happening to that. We are not testing.
We are having to become more and more dependent on other
things, and it probably makes our personnel even more important.
We are losing personnel, and what is your overall assessment of
that, and to what extent do these working conditions impact on
that problem?

General GORDON. It is hard to get a metric on that, Senator, but
it is very clear that the new employees that come around and look
at this facility have to wonder why they would want to come work
in this environment.

We have done a lot in the last 6 or so months to change the tone
within the facilities, both the plants and the laboratories. I use the
rather graphic analogy that when I took over the NNSA, the mo-
rale issues, were kind of a sucking chest wound. It may not be
quite that bad now. We have held out some promise. We have held
out some hope for the folks that are there.

The young folks that I meet with at the laboratories and other
places seem to actually be really charged up about what they are
doing. They are doing great science. They see some future for them-
selves. Older folks really worry and wonder about what they are
doing, and I have got to tell you that the new folks coming in just
have to look around and say, the commitment is not there to this
mission, the commitment is not there to me, why should I come to
this organization.

I cannot put numbers on it, but Sandia, for example, they would
tell you that the number of people that accept their first offer is
declining significantly.
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Senator THOMPSON We deal a lot in the Governmental Affairs
Committee with the GAL high risk list, and they recently stated
in their report, the GAL high risk report stated, quote, human cap-
ital issues may be the single largest problem challenging the nu-
clear weapons program. The experienced designers and engineers
who built the weapons and the stockpile and understand how they
work are reaching or past retirement age.

DOE is also faced with shortages of technicians skilled in the
techniques associated with weapons production, and it kind of re-
minds me of what a lot of knowledgeable people say about our mili-
tary, and our losses there. It is not just about pay, it is how you
live your life every day, and what your surroundings are like, and
what kind of commitment you feel that your Nation is making to
what you are doing, so it is important in that respect, too.

I noticed in Mr. Mitchell’s testimony, as far as Y-12 was con-
cerned, he had the maintenance backlog $10 million first year, $5
million next 5 years, $1 to $2 million thereafter, excess unused
buildings, $25-$30 million a year, technology and security improve-
ments, $100 million a year, new construction $300 million. Does
that comport with your own

Y—12 PLANT INFRASTRUCTURE

General GORDON. As I suggested Senator, Y-12 is really the
poster child for this effort. It has been neglected longer than any-
thing else. It is where the most horror stories are. If we were to
get the $300 million or so that we suggested this year, we have es-
timated $40 million of that would go to Y-12 as the up-front to
start.

You have been there, Senator. The last time I walked through
there there was an old portal that I used 20 years ago when I vis-
ited the place, a security entrance way, and it is wooden, and it has
grown up with weeds, and there are weeds coming up through the
windows.

I said, why don’t we tear it down? They said, well, we cannot,
because all the power comes in through that facility, and commu-
nications comes in through that facility, and they need to maintain
it. It is not as simple as even taking old buildings down. We cannot
just gﬁ bulldoze the things. There are other requirements that lead
into those.

RECRUITMENT

But you are spot on in the importance of bringing new people in,
giving them a quality life, as we would think about in the military,
at least a quality in their work environment that lets them feel
proud about what they are doing. It lets us send a signal to them
that, this is a real mission that is going to be around for a while,
and we are not doing that yet. I would propose that Y-12 again is
the worst of the particular facilities, although every one of the
places has individual facilities that needs significant work.

Senator THOMPSON. Of course, every weapon in our current
stockpile includes components manufactured at Y-12.

General GORDON. Every weapon goes through there in both di-
rections, coming into the stockpile, coming out of the stockpile, and
refurbishing the stockpile and, as the chairman mentioned in his
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opening statement, we now are in the position ready to begin the
refurbishment of some 60 percent of the Nation’s stockpile we are
going to be running through the kinds of facilities that we are talk-
ing about today.

Y—12 PLANT CHAIN OF COMMAND

Senator THOMPSON. By the way, some are concerned that the
NNSA reorganization plan will result in Y-12 not reporting di-
rectly to NNSA headquarters, and report elsewhere, and add an-
other layer of bureaucracy. Can you tell me if that is in the works?

General GORDON. That is a rumor without merit.

Senator THOMPSON. I am glad to hear that.

HEADQUARTERS REORGANIZATION

General GORDON. The work that we are doing now on suggesting
a reorganization is limited to headquarters planning. We are under
obligation, and will submit a report on field operations in the fu-
ture, we will address that at the time, but that is not an active con-
sideration on my book.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

INFRASTRUCTURE INITIATIVE

Senator DOMENICI. Senator and fellow chairman, I want to just
suggest that I am going to do everything I can to get a program
started and I will need your help. Obviously for a few years a sub-
stantial portion of money has got to go to Y-12, because obviously
we just let it absolutely deteriorate right around us, but I can tell
you at other laboratories there is a desperate need for new facilities
that fit scientists, and scientific work of our day. We have got sci-
entists at the other major laboratories that are working related to
our nuclear weapons, but it is science—you know, it is nanoscience.
It is microengines.

You have got to have facilities for those people. I mean, these are
the cutting edge people of the whole country in terms of the next
technology of significance, and frankly, we could have put—the
General could have put in this packet of pictures, he could have
put the Sandia National Laboratory facility in which the whole
nanoscience engineers and experts are working.

They are in the process of developing the world’s leading center
on microengines, engines that are so tiny that they are microscopic,
and essentially they are energized much in the same way that you
put things on a microchip for computers, and then they buzz
around doing their own thing, these little tiny engines, and pretty
soon we are going to tack them all together and do something with
them.

There is one thought that they might be good for a heart condi-
tion somewhere, that you might literally put these little micro ma-
chines that function at such a weak level it does not hurt anything,
put them in your system, and if you can direct them, they may be
the way to fix various accumulations around the heart without hav-
ing to do what we are doing today.
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Now, that may never happen, but that is pretty exciting, and all
the other things that might happen. These scientists cannot be liv-
ing in a barrack room that was put up there on a temporary basis
that had doors on it like you are going to go into an old warehouse.
You know, I used to work in a store when I was a little guy. Those
are the same kind of doors we had back 50 years ago, so they are
all over the place. Los Alamos, built up there, is a city on its own.
It has its share of them, and so does Livermore.

So we are going to have to work together up here, but I do think
you have the most valid claim on the first money in. We have to
look at the President’s budget in terms of where he would dis-
tribute the money, and I think in this regard we are going to have
to push them very hard, because this is military expenditures. This
is DOD expenditures, and we need to make sure that more re-
sources are put in, not less.

This is not a place to save money over the next 4 years of this
President’s—I mean, actually, if he tries, it will be harmful in the
end, because what we are going to get is a very inferior condition
to what we have today.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I appreciate first of
all everything you have said, but going back here to this distin-
guished group of people who formed a commission, National Secu-
rity for the 21st Century, just right along the lines of what you
said, they recommend, of course, that we double the U.S. Govern-
ment’s investment in science and technology research and develop-
ment by 2010, but they have a very interesting paragraph here
that I think kind of summarizes it.

It says, if the United States does not invest significantly in more
public research and development, it will be eclipsed by others. Re-
cent failures in this regard may return to haunt us. The decision
not to invest in the large nuclear accelerator, the superconducting
supercollider, already means that most significant breakthroughs
in theoretical physics, at least, over the next decade, will occur in
Europe and not the United States.

The reduction of the U.S. research and development in basic elec-
tronics engineering has ensured that the next generation of chip
processors and manufacturing technology will come from an inter-
national consortium, rather than the United States alone.

So we cannot say we are not being warned.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, General, I have a number of questions.
I am going to submit most of them. You will have, by the time you
are finished here this morning, will have put in the record how the
10-year plan would be—how we would spend the money more or
less, and where will it go in a 10-year plan. That is part of what
you have told us in your testimony, is it not?

Gegeral GORDON. We will do that and we can expand that for the
record.

COSTS OF INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR

Senator DOMENICI. I think that is pretty important, but could
you give us the general numbers, the total extent that you are rec-
ommending expenditures in this area over the next 10 years? How
much is that, an average of $500 million a year?
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General GORDON. To me, we can readily, safely, and within our
ability to manage it and oversee it, and stand up proud about the
need and requirements, about $500 million a year for at least 10
years.

Senator DOMENICI. Okay. Thank you very much.

TA—-55 AT LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LAB

General GORDON. Mr. Chairman, could I just give you one more
example? I mean, I know we have talked about examples here with
you and Senator Thompson, but one of the ones that is really vex-
ing to me is what we call TA, or Tech Area 55 at Los Alamos, the
nuclear, the plutonium facility. For folks that have not visited
there, that is probably the most modern plutonium facility in the
world. We have done no work on it in 22 years.

At Los Alamos we have scattered throughout the landscape there
a number of individual facilities that work on nuclear materials of
one form or another. The so-called CMR building that we began
with, an area down in a canyon called TA-18, where we do some
special work, and there are several others.

The point is not to just fix old stuff. There are some really sen-
sible things that need to be done to pull these operations together.
I need to pull together in one location, for example, at Los Alamos,
the nuclear operations, so that we can do the safety and the protec-
tion of those facilities in one place.

Instead of having guards and guns at five or six or seven dif-
ferent locations at Los Alamos, and then moving material back and
forth between these buildings, the plan will be to encompass it into
a single nuclear campus. That will save us significant funds on the
security, adds greatly to safety, and to the ease of operation, and
consolidate those operations in one place.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I am going to change the subject a little
bit just for a minute. The military has certain requirements they
make of DOE’s nuclear capacity, that semiautonomous agency now
that you run. In some respects, aren’t the commitments that have
been made in the area of the B-61, the W-76, aren’t some of those
commitments dependent upon whether we get some improved fa-
cilities to be able to live up to our military commitments?

STOCKPILE REQUIREMENTS

General GORDON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. What we have done over
the last several months, and spearheaded in our organization by
Brigadier General Tom Gioconda, is revitalized the relationship
with the Department of Defense, the military, and the Nuclear
Weapons Council. We have agreed with them on a specific proposal
and a specific plan to put nominally 60 percent of the weapons
through a refurbishment program.

We have agreed on what needs to be done, how it needs to be
done, and I say that we cannot fully support that schedule and
plan with the existing infrastructure.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I am pleased that you mentioned Gen-
eral Gioconda. I have found that prior to your coming into this
leadership post he had done an excellent job working with the mili-
tary, and I am going to end up this part, and then we will go to
Dr. Schlesinger.
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First, I want to thank you again, General, for what you are try-
ing to do. I understand it is a most difficult task to pull another
organization together, as you have been asked. It is very hard to
get personnel cleared, so you still do not have those people under
you that you want to do very important work, because they are
being cleared by the administration.

Even some of those you need desperately that are not going to
come through the Senate, it is difficult to get them cleared on time,
and I understand the administration’s log jam and difficulties, but
we will be doing whatever you ask in order to be helpful to you
with reference to your efforts, and I urge that the relationship with
the Defense Department in terms of your problems that you need
to solve to be able to be their good supplier, that they be open, and
that they be put right on the table, and that the Defense Depart-
ment clearly understand the situation we have got.

I hope in your statement about the liaison that General Gioconda
is doing, it fits that statement. Is that where we are?

General GORDON. It is actually even better than that, sir. I think
that at the end of the previous administration, after many years,
we were able to put things back on a keel and really go forward
and look at the very specifics of what needs to be done on specific
weapons, and on what schedules.

My impression over the last month or so in the dealings with the
new Department of Defense, the new leadership over there, is they
are extremely open to the kinds of discussion we are having, that
the individuals, the advisors, the new Secretary can give this
speech about as well as I can, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Now all we have got to do is make sure they
put their budget where their discussion has ended, right?

General GORDON. Thank you, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. I know you would not say that, but my
friends from Tennessee would support that, and we will work on
that.

Thank you, and good luck in your work.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

General GORDON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Senator
Thompson, thank you.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
BACKLOG OF MAINTENANCE

Question. What do you estimate to be the maintenance backlog today in the nu-
clear weapons complex? Isn’t the maintenance backlog approaching $800 million
today?

Answer. The Defense Programs Facilities and Infrastructure Assessment Phase I,
Report 2000, identified more than $500 million of facilities and infrastructure back-
log projects.

OVERALL COST TO REBUILD THE INFRASTRUCTURE OF THE COMPLEX

Question. A number of studies have assessed and catalogued the problems of the
nuclear weapons complex. I mentioned many of them in my opening remarks.



46

Do you agree that the overall cost of rebuilding the infrastructure for the nuclear
weapons complex is in the ballpark of $5—$10 billion over 10 years?

Answer. I believe that at least $500 million per year for ten years will be required
to recapitalize the infrastructure if the current assumptions for the weapons pro-
gram remain valid. For too long our facilities and infrastructure have been put on
hold while the science based stewardship program was put into place. That program
is now working and it is time to focus on the physical complex which houses the
program. We have established an office to manage our facilities and infrastructure
and we are establishing processes to institutionalize procedures, standards and ex-
pectations for the facilities and infrastructure of our complex. In the past we have
been unable to accurately track infrastructure funding year to year. To correct that
deficiency I intend to put into place a management system which monitors the con-
dition of NNSA’s infrastructure and evaluates the progress of the infrastructure in-
vestments.

Question. Could it be higher?

Answer. Yes, the costs to recapitalize the complex could be greater, if assumptions
about stockpile size change, or an accident or incident attributable to the deterio-
rating state of the complex occurs.

Question. How confident are you in the cost?

Answer. I am reasonably confident in the facility and infrastructure costs required
to meet current mission needs. As you know, the Administration is conducting a
thorough analysis of the national military strategy. The outcome of this analysis
may have an impact on the mission of the nuclear weapons complex. The NNSA will
review all costs associated with mission execution if there is an impact on our mis-
sion.

RECAPITALIZATION INITIATIVE

Question. General Gordon, in your testimony you state that NNSA has crafted a
Recapitalization Initiative containing a prioritized list of maintenance and infra-
structure requirements across the nuclear weapons complex.

What is the total estimated cost for proposed recapitalization projects in the plan?

Answer. Our review indicates that we need an additional $500-$600 million an-
nually to meet the requirements of our facilities and infrastructure. This tracks
closely with recent outside reviews (e.g. the Office of the Secretary of Defense Pro-
gram Analysis and Evaluation Review April 2000, the DOE Inspector General re-
port, the Foster Panel 2000 Report, and the Shalikashvili Report 2001). The Recapi-
talization Initiative which NNSA has prepared would fund up to $300 million ini-
tially, building to $500 million for several years, potentially ten years. Our
Prioritized Project List, which is now in its second revision, contains 228 urgent
near term projects without funding support. These projects represent unfunded re-
quﬁ“ements spread across the entire complex and currently total an estimated $562
million.

Question. Is it your recommendation that this account be set up as a dedicated
budget category in order to ensure the necessary reinvestment occurs?

Answer. I am open to any workable approach to funding and accountability.
Whatever method is employed, assuming adequate funding, I am accountable for the
recapitalization of the complex and therefore will ensure that the reinvestment will
occur, regardless of the method chosen. For too long our facilities and infrastructure
have been put on hold while the science based stewardship program was put into
place. That program is now working and it is time to focus on the physical complex
which houses the program. We have established an office to manage our facilities
and infrastructure and we are establishing processes to institutionalize procedures,
standards and expectations for the facilities and infrastructure of our complex. In
the past we have been unable to accurately track infrastructure funding year to
year. To correct that deficiency I intend to put into place a management system
which monitors the condition of NNSA’s infrastructure and evaluates the progress
of the infrastructure investments.

Question. What is the maximum amount of work that could be done efficiently in
the next year from a dollars standpoint?

Answer. To begin the long needed recapitalization program for the complex, $300
million can be executed efficiently to start our efforts in the first year.

FOSTER PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS

The Foster Panel has suggested a number of additional activities as a part of the
stockpile stewardship program. Such as:
—exercising end-to-end design, production and certification capabilities not cur-
rently being used
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—dual revalidation of all weapons designs

—developing new designs of robust, alternative warheads

—increasing enhanced surveillance

—possibly reducing the nuclear test readiness response time to less than one year

Question. What is your response and what would these items add to the Stockpile
Stewardship Program baseline?

Answer. DOE and the NNSA have been supportive of the Foster Panel since its
inception and there is agreement on many of the issues identified in the report. In
some instances, however, the Foster Panel and NNSA have different views on the
solutions to best address the issues and the trade-offs between cost, scope, schedule,
and risk. The Foster Panel recommendations all act to reduce risk, but some do so
at a significant cost or represent a significant change to current national policy. We
are continuing to study the recommendations.

There is currently no military requirement to produce new weapons, and we have
not received such a request from the DOD. We believe the life extension programs
authorized by the Nuclear Weapons Council for the B61, W80, and W76 will suffi-
ciently exercise the design, production and certification capabilities of the weapons
complex. Successful completion of these programs represents a workload and
workscope unmatched in the weapons complex in more than ten years. Success will
tell us much about our own long-dormant abilities.

NNSA has developed an alternative approach to Dual Revalidation which achieves
the same high-priority objectives, but takes less time and is less costly. Baselining,
a first necessary step of any Dual Revalidation effort, will be applied to all of the
warhead types during the next five years, while some designers that originally
worked on the system are still available. The first Dual Revalidation on the W76
Trident was valuable, but was much more expensive than estimated, and took much
longer than originally anticipated—five years instead of three. If we choose to per-
form Dual Revalidation studies in the future, their focus and scope can be based
on the key points brought out by completed baselining studies.

Enhanced surveillance is systematically fielding diagnostic tools and conducting
studies of components and materials in the stockpile to identify impacts from aging
before there is impact to the stockpile. We agree that additional resources in this
area could expand or accelerate capabilities to detect and respond to aging issues.

We reported in the Nuclear Test Readiness Posture Report to Congress, dated
February 2001, that for anything other than an extremely simple demonstration of
capability, a six-month nuclear test response time was not technically feasible, espe-
cially considering the safety, environmental, and the Threshold Test Ban Treaty re-
porting requirements associated with a nuclear test resumption. In addition, it is
estimated that maintaining a six-month posture would cost and additional $65M/
yr, precluding investment in other more urgent areas of stockpile stewardship.

FIVE YEAR BUDGETING PLAN

Question. Are there other programs critical to a successful stockpile stewardship
program, that are not included in the current baseline?

Answer. The preliminary fiscal year 2002 five-year budget plan recently sub-
mitted to the Office of Management and Budget supports all programs critical to
the success of the Stockpile Stewardship Program to support current policy and
DOD requirements. The results of the Administration’s ongoing review of national
security strategy will provide additional guidance on the future scope and direction
of the NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program.

Question. Are you aware that some credible experts that have looked at the Stock-
pile Stewardship Plan have suggested a fully funded program could grow from $6
billion to $7.5 billion a year over the next five years? How would you respond?

Answer. I am aware of those estimates. The dollar figures in the preliminary five-
year budget plan, which support current policy and DOD requirements, are essen-
tially consistent with them. The NNSA will amend the fiscal year 2002 future-years
budget plan to reflect guidance derived from Administration’s ongoing review of na-
tional security strategy. We support the President’s stated belief that the Nation’s
defens;ie strategy should drive decisions on defense resources, not the other way
around.

DEFENSE PA&E REVIEW OF APRIL 2000

Question. The Office of the Secretary of Defense conducted a program analysis
and evaluation review in April of last year. The review concluded that indefinite
maintenance of the nuclear stockpile will require an investment in the Defense Pro-
grams manufacturing infrastructure of $7 billion over the next 18 years.

Do you agree with the conclusion of the Defense review?
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Answer. I believe that the Defense review’s estimated investment figures are on
the correct order of magnitude. As I have testified, both the plants and the labora-
tories require attention immediately. If we don’t arrest the deterioration soon, the
cost to recapitalize will only increase.

Question. How much of the $7 billion in infrastructure investments are included
in the NNSA’s Recapitalization Initiative?

Answer. As the Office of the Secretary of Defense did not publish the details of
its review, we cannot make this determination.

ACCELERATION OF DECLINE IN FACILITIES

Question. In your testimony you indicate that the deterioration of the physical in-
frastructure of the weapons complex is accelerating.

When will new facilities be required, and when should we begin a major rebuild-
ing effort?

Answer. In order to arrest the deterioration of the physical infrastructure of the
nuclear weapons complex, it is important that rebuilding begin as soon as possible.
New facilities are coming on line as detailed in annual budget documents submitted
to the Congress. The Recapitalization Initiative, which will plan for new facilities
as well as the modernization of existing facilities, is a three phased approach. First,
a prioritized list of non-line item maintenance and infrastructure projects has been
developed and will be updated semi-annually. Whatever the funding level, the most
urgent projects on this list will be worked off first. Next, the revised ten-year com-
prehensive site plans will be used to develop restoration plans for each site,
prioritize efforts, and plan conceptual design activities for future line item construc-
tion projects. Last, the initiative will support a facility disposition effort. This in-
cludes the dismantlement and removal of deactivated facilities and infrastructure
that are not radiologically contaminated and are excess to current and future mis-
sion requirements.

ABILITY TO MEET MILITARY REQUIREMENTS

Question. The 30-Day Review said “Failure to develop and mature these tech-
nologies [to make weapons safe, more reliable, and more secure] during the next 3—
5 years could lead to the reuse of 20 to 30 year old technology in refurbished weap-
ons.”

Address the seriousness of this problem and describe what facilities are specifi-
cally needed to avoid the reuse of 20—30 year old technology in refurbished weapons.

Answer. The quote from the 30-Day Review refers specifically to the surety fea-
tures in our stockpile weapons. However, in general, the technology used in design-
ing, producing, and certifying the weapons in our current stockpile is several dec-
ades old. DOE and DOD have reached agreement on the refurbishment of the B61
and the first production unit is scheduled for fiscal year 2004. The Nuclear Weapons
Council has recommended first production units for a refurbished W80 and W76 in
fiscal year 2006 and fiscal year 2008 respectively.

Aware that we would need to extend the life of or refurbish weapons now in our
stockpile, DOE has under development several facilities incorporating state-of-the
art technologies for developing and producing advanced replacement components.
These include MESA, the Microelectronics Development Laboratory, and the LIGA
Technology Facility at the Sandia National laboratories and the LIGA Assembly and
Polysilicon Packaging Facilities at Kansas City Plant. [LIGA is a German acronym
for a process that uses x-ray lithographic techniques to fabricate miniature parts.]

We also have under development a number of other facilities to enhance our capa-
bilities to certify refurbished weapons. Without underground nuclear tests, signifi-
cantly different approaches to certification are required. Computational facilities
must be available to simulate weapon performance with full-fidelity physics in three
dimensions. This includes our Accelerated Strategic Computer Initiative systems
and associated facilities such as the Terascale Simulation Facility at the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory, the Strategic Computing Complex at the Los Ala-
mos National Laboratory, and, at the Sandia National Laboratories, the Joint Com-
putational Engineering Laboratory, the Model Validation & Systems Certification
Test Center, and the Distributed Information Systems Laboratory.

Facilities are also required to conduct subcritical experiments to verify dynamic
properties of nuclear weapons materials and to radiograph (x-ray and proton) as-
semblies. While some of these facilities exist today, such as the subcritical test fa-
cilities and JASPER at Nevada, others are still under construction, such as the
Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrotest Facility (DARHT) and the National Ignition Fa-
cility (NIF) and some are only in a planning stage such as an Advanced Hydrotest
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Facility. It is absolutely essential to continue the development and construction of
these facilities.

REINVESTMENT RATES COMPARED TO INDUSTRY AND DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Question. Do you agree that DOE has consistently underfunded reinvestment?

Answer. Maintenance and recapitalization of the infrastructure has been under-
funded to meet current mission requirements. For the period fiscal year 2002-fiscal
year 2008, facilities and infrastructure requirements, excluding line items, appear
fairly stable at $1.3 billion/year, whereas annual funding has recently been only
$700 million—a significant under funding as our study of the issue points out.

Question. Based on the numerous reviews that have been conducted, what do you
recommend is an appropriate reinvestment rate for the nuclear weapons complex?

Answer. As discussed during my testimony, the NNSA requirement for recapital-
izing the nuclear weapons complex is about $500 million/year for at least a decade.
The figure is arrived at by projecting current mission needs, recognizing that the
aging complex is in need of immediate attention, and integrating the management
standards and practices successfully employed by state-of-the-art facility managers
in other Federal agencies, academic institutions, and private industry.

ABILITY TO MEET MILITARY REQUIREMENTS

Question. If we do not begin a substantial recapitalization initiative this year, will
we still be able to meet the targets established by the Nuclear Weapons Council for
refurbishment of the W76 and B61?

Answer. It would be prudent to immediately begin a recapitalization initiative in
order to complete the refurbishments as recommended by DOD. However, I cannot
say that such an initiative must be undertaken this year in order to meet the tar-
gets established by the Nuclear Weapons Council for refurbishment of the W76,
B61, or the W80 warheads; but it must begin soon in order to provide confidence
that the required end state and level of readiness can be achieved to support our
important deterrent weapons.

INFRASTRUCTURE AS A MORALE AND RECRUITMENT ISSUE

Question. Morale throughout the weapons complex has become a very serious
issue over the last few years. Much of the problems relate to security issues. But
I believe the deteriorating facilities our workers are in, contribute to low morale.
The Chiles Commission identified the need to “eliminate problems of maintenance
of equipment and facilities, and modernization of equipment” in the context of en-
hancing recruitment and retention of a quality workforce. The U.S. Commission on
National Security wrote in January 2001 that “the physical circumstances in which
laltb professional work have also deteriorated in many instances, to unacceptable lev-
els.”

Do you agree with these statements?

Answer. I agree fully with the statements of those Commissions. We engaged in
a very active dialogue with them during their deliberations. The weapons complex
is old, and in many cases utilizes obsolete technology. As the complex ages, mainte-
nance and operating costs continue to rise. In addition, the complex has deferred
maintenance, construction, and technology improvements in order to meet mission
requirements. The NNSA is now faced with the realities of old and marginally main-
tained facilities, some of which are at unacceptable levels. This was confirmed by
the Chiles Commission, the 30-Day Review of the Stockpile Stewardship Program
and the U.S. Commission on National Security.

On May 12, 2000, a detailed assessment of the existing nuclear weapons complex’s
Facilities and Infrastructure (F&I) was initiated. The goals of the assessment are
to develop an integrated plan to improve the condition of the complex, to analyze
our organizational F&I management structure, and to propose changes to existing
F&I management policy. The Department intends to recapitalize the facilities and
infrastructure of the nuclear weapons complex and institutionalize facility manage-
ment processes to ensure their continued availability, condition, operational worth,
and attractiveness to our workforce and potential recruits. The detailed assessment
indicated that an additional $500—$600 million per year for many years is necessary
to address issues that are not addressed within current base efforts.

Question. How significant is the condition of the facilities to the ability to recruit
and retain the best and brightest?

Answer. Very significant. There is no question that work environment contributes
to worker morale and the ability to recruit and retain a quality workforce. In a high-
ly competitive market for technical talent, we are competing with the private sector
for the best and brightest from our colleges and universities. While we believe the
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Stockpile Stewardship Program offers prospective recruits unique career opportuni-
ties, the work environment could very well be the deciding factor in their decision-
making. We are very aware of this and believe that our Recapitalization Initiative
is the correct path forward.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS
BUTLER-CUTLER REPORT

Question. On January 18th, 2001, a bipartisan task force selected by the Depart-
ment of Energy released a report evaluating nonproliferation programs between the
United States and Russia. Lloyd Cutler and Howard Baker chaired the group, and
I have included an excerpt of their conclusions for the record:

“The most urgent unmet national security threat to the United States today is the
danger that weapons of mass destruction or weapons-usable material in Russia
could be stolen and sold to terrorist or hostile Nation States and used against Amer-
ican troops abroad or citizens at home.”

Do you agree with their findings?

Answer. Overall, I agree that the threat of loose nukes and weapons-useable ma-
terial represents a threat to U.S. national security. I believe that these cooperative
nonproliferation programs with Russia will require greater funding, but I cannot say
at this point the exact funding level that should be spent over the next 8-10 years.
I support the Bush Administration’s current effort to develop a government-wide
strategy on how to address this crucial issue that threatens the American people.
Today, in order to clarify what our goals and milestones are. I look forward to work-
ing with my counterparts at the Departments of Defense and State, as well as the
National Security Council and Congress, to help develop such a strategy.

Question. The Committee’s second major conclusion was that nonproliferation pro-
grams at the Department of Energy and the Department of Defense, while success-
ful, a;re underfunded and have a limited mandate. Do you agree with this assess-
ment?

Answer. The NNSA’s nonproliferation mission is extremely important. Currently,
these and other U.S. nonproliferation programs are being reviewed by this Adminis-
tration to determine their future scope, direction, and funding. Additionally, the
NNSA is taking the lead for the programs in which we have the resident expertise,
and we are supporting other agencies with our technical work as appropriate.

Question. Which specific nonproliferation programs at DOE are in need of addi-
tional resources or an expanded mandate?

Answer. The Administration is presently conducting a review of Russian programs
which will determine the future scope, direction, and funding of these activities to
meet urgent national security challenges. Once this review is complete, I will be in
a better position to describe to you the specific nonproliferation programs at the
NNSA that are in need of additional resources or an expanded mandate.

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT FUNDING

Question. As part of the Bush budget blueprint it was stated that overall DOE
spending would be reduced 3.5 percent from the fiscal year 2001 level. When the
President’s new spending initiatives are taken into consideration, the reduction in
funding for the remaining programs is more 5.5 percent or 6.0 percent. As you stat-
ed in your written testimony, infrastructure in the DOE laboratory complex is cur-
rently inadequate.

Do you believe that reductions in the Operations and Maintenance accounts are
wise given the grave environmental challenges we face at many of the formerly-used
nuclear weapons sites?

Answer. Protecting the health and safety of the workers and the public is the De-
partment’s highest priority. We will ensure that our facilities and sites are operated
and maintained in a safe manner that protects human health and the environment
and in compliance with environmental laws. We recognize the Department now
faces significant environmental cleanup challenges throughout the nuclear weapons
complex resulting from past practices. We will place a top priority on managing our
facilities safely to ensure we do not create environmental problems for the future.

Question. Do you believe that reduced funding in environmental management ac-
counts represent a national security risk?

Answer. Protecting the health and welfare of our workers and the public will con-
tinue to be our highest priority. Within the Environmental Management program,
we will continue to work to mitigate high risks at our sites. This includes maintain-
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ing the safety and security of nuclear materials and spent nuclear fuel at our sites
that present potential national security risks and supporting critical non-prolifera-
tion efforts.

TRITIUM MODERNIZATION AND CONSOLIDATION

Qlugstion. How is that project working and is the facility meeting its expected
goals?

Answer. The Tritium Modernization and Consolidation Project is currently on
schedule to be complete and fully operational by September 2004. Project design is
100 percent complete, procurement is 85 percent complete, and construction is 37
percent complete as of 3/15/01. Fixed-price construction contracts for the building
to support material testing (234—7H) will be awarded this year. This project is meet-
ing expected goals and will, when complete, meet projected program needs.

MODERN PIT PRODUCTION FACILITY

Question. Does the NNSA believe that there is a need for a higher capacity pit-
production facility?

Answer. The need and timing for a new pit production facility is predicated on
completing several important studies. First, the Administration is conducting a thor-
ough analysis of nuclear weapons and their role in national security. NNSA is con-
ducting pit aging campaign studies which should be completed prior to a decision
about a new pit production facility. This approach is supported by the Nuclear
Weapons Council. In the event that a new facility is needed, NNSA is addressing
pre-conceptual design issues required for a critical decision that will enable the start
of a conceptual design for a Modern Pit Facility (MPF). This MPF would have suffi-
cient pit manufacturing capacity to meet the needs of the Department of Defense.
A prudent risk management strategy to address the need and timing for a MPF will
be established after the numbers and types of warheads for the future nuclear
stockpile and pit lifetimes are determined.

Question. Will SRS be chosen for this facility if there is a need for it?

Answer. Site selection for a MPF will proceed consistent with the normal acquisi-
tion process. Site selection would be expected to occur some three years after ap-
proval of conceptual design initiation, and following an environmental assessment
of various site alternatives conducted under the National Environmental Policy Act.






NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESS

STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES SCHLESINGER, ON BEHALF OF THE PANEL
TO ASSESS THE RELIABILITY, SAFETY, AND SECURITY OF THE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR STOCKPILE

ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID GRAHAM, ON BEHALF OF THE INSTI-
TUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSIS

Senator DOMENICI. Dr. Schlesinger, we would like to hear from
you, if you are ready.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Mr. Chairman, could I have you invite David
Graham to come up?

Senator DOMENICI. David Graham, you are invited to join,
please.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. He is the fount of wisdom.

Senator DOMENICI. He is welcome.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. I trust that members of the committee will call
upon him whenever they have some erudite question that they
themselves are unable to answer.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, we might start right off and ask you if
you would testify and start off, then we will let Dr. Schlesinger do
the balance—not at all.

I wanted to say, Dr. Schlesinger, before you arrived as part of
the preliminaries, we did announce that you would be the second
witness, and the crowd has not changed much, and I told them of
all of your greatness, so I am not going to repeat it again. Is that
all right with you?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. That is fine, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Having said that, we are going to ask you to
start.

This is a very serious subject, and I know there is no one around
that is more concerned about it, and that spends more time at it,
and I mean the general subject of nuclear weapons and the com-
plexes, the Department of Energy’s failures in the past. I am sure
you are aware of our efforts to try to make that better in terms of
the management. It is a very dysfunctional agency, because it is
put together from so many sources, and all those sources brought
their rules with them, and the rules and regulations do not run
perpendicular in DOE, they run parallel, and so everybody gets
spattered with the dysfunctional nature, but by pulling out the nu-
clear weapons in a semi-autonomous shield, we hope to do better.
We hope that General Gordon will be the catalyst for that.

But now we are focusing today in advance of appropriation dol-
lars, and we are talking about the infrastructure, and we know you
would like to share your wisdom with us, so now it is your oppor-
tunity to do that.

(53)
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Dr. SCHLESINGER. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. May I say
about the DOE that we cannot blame the dysfunctional aspects of
it on the predecessor agencies, that there is a lot of self-inflicted
damage over the years, in which the accountability has been re-
moved from various bodies and spread out in such a way that no-
body is accountable. Some of those things were touched upon by
the Rudman report of about a year ago.

Mr. Chairman, I am here to represent the views of the panel, as-
sess the reliability and safety and security of the United States nu-
clear weapons stockpile. This panel was established by the Con-
gress in 1999, the authorization act, and it is to assess the reli-
ability, safety, and security. Last year we presented a report. Our
second report has been sent to the Congress this year.

Senator DOMENICI. Dr. Schlesinger and Senator, would you mind,
I have something urgent out there, can I just take a 4-minute
leave? Would you rather proceed?

Senator THOMPSON. Let’s recess for just a little bit.

Senator DOMENICI. The committee will proceed.

Dr. Schlesinger.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Last year, as I say,
we produced our first report. This is our second report. We have
concentrated on infrastructure this year because of the various rea-
sons that have been mentioned before. Over the years the priority
has been to preserve the strength of the laboratories, and in that
period, as the budgets were squeezed, infrastructure has been ne-
glected.

Let me start by just making a few observations. The first obser-
vation is, repeatedly, the leaders of the executive branch and the
Congress have stated that the preservation of our nuclear deterrent
is critical to our national security. The problem is that those state-
ments tend to be rhetoric, and have not been balanced by what we
see in terms of the actual support for the program and for the
weaponry.

Second, we talk about the infrastructure here. We are not in a
position to make any recommendations with regard to the size of
the nuclear weapons stockpile, but that is to a substantial degree
independent of such judgments, because we do not know the
breadth of any future program, and therefore we must be prepared
with an infrastructure that is capable of producing a number of nu-
clear weapons should some of those in our present stockpile fail.

Third, even if nuclear weapons were continuing to be tested, we
would have many of these problems, simply because of the aging
of the infrastructure. It is not a question of the absence of nuclear
testing. These facilities are old. They needed to be maintained bet-
ter in the past, and they need to be replaced over time.

Mr. Chairman, there is no need for me to go over the report
itself. It is available to all the Members of Congress. We make
some recommendations after we have looked over this problem.
First, we repeat—we repeat our recommendation of last year that
we get to work on establishing a facility to produce primaries.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we have a small facility that was
supposed to be operational at Los Alamos. It is slipping. It has
slipped, just as other elements of this program have slipped. The
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absence of the capability to produce primaries for nuclear weapons
is perhaps the most dramatic lack in our present nuclear program.

We mentioned this last year. We reiterate it this year. Little has
been done in the intervening period. It is now 12 years since the
last primary was produced. Rocky Flats has been shut down.

Second, we have serious problems at Y-12. Some of them have
been already touched on by General Gordon. At Y-12, we continue
to be able to produce secondaries for our nuclear weapons, but the
production capability there is fragile, and we believe that it might
be upgraded. You mentioned, Mr. Chairman, something that is in
our report, that members have to go in with hard hats because of
the crumbling of the ceilings.

We continue to operate these facilities, but these are under most
unfavorable conditions, so the restoration of the production com-
plex, and you have gone over some of those numbers. There is
about $800 million estimated by the DOE itself in backlog on main-
tenance, and we probably need to spend $300 to $500 million on
recapitalization of the facilities, additional beyond what we have
been budgeting in the past.

We need to define and execute the work needed to restore and
exercise integrated design, fabricate and certification capabilities.
These are areas that we have talked about in a general way, but
we have not defined them as yet. Certification is something that
was declared by President Clinton in 1995, but that needs to be
strengthened. Right now, it is a process that is on auto pilot to
some extent.

Third, we recommend that we must ensure the continued vitality
of the competition of ideas within the system of national labora-
tories. We believe that there should be dual validation by the two
weapons laboratories of the existing stockpile weapons.

In the past, the tendency has been for each laboratory to say,
this was my development, my weapon, stay out of it, to the other
design laboratories. In view of the fact that we are now in a posi-
tion that the weapons in the stockpile will be there year after year,
decade after decade, we need to get critical commentaries as we go
through the certification processes, the life extension processes, and
the qualification of components.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Let me conclude. This panel is troubled to report that portions
of the weapons complex infrastructure are defective, and that the
production capabilities are fragile. There is an increasingly urgent
need for a coherent vision, comprehensive plan, and programmatic
commitment to reverse these adverse trends. General Gordon has
started down that road. He needs support.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will leave my statement for the
record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES R. SCHLESINGER

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee. In 1999, Congress established the
Panel to Assess the Reliability, Safety, and Security of the United States Nuclear
Stockpile, chaired by Dr. John Foster. In my testimony today, I will summarize the
analysis and recommendations provided in the Panel’s second annual report to Con-

gress.
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To provide context for my statement, I shall begin with three observations:

First, the benchmark this Panel uses in assessing the weapons program is the na-
tional deterrence strategy. The nation’s leaders—be they civilians in the executive
branch or the Congress, or be they in the military—have stated repeatedly that sus-
taining a safe and reliable stockpile in support of deterrence is a supreme national
interest. It is the Panel’s view that programs for sustaining the stockpile should be
managed accordingly.

Secondly, although the Panel was not tasked to develop recommendations on a de-
sirable size for the stockpile, we would counsel that the debate on this topic must
accurately incorporate the implications for the weapons complex. Cutting the stock-
pile will not save much on the size and cost of the weapons complex. So long as
we keep more than a handful of weapons, there are threshold levels of capabilities
in the plants and laboratories that will be needed to maintain the stockpile, regard-
less of its size.

Thirdly, the problems I shall be discussing today would exist even if nuclear test-
ing had continued. Our aging stockpile will need to be assessed and maintained—
and new tools and methods will be needed—regardless of whether we test. Thus,
our principal recommendations are not altered by future decisions concerning con-
tinuation or termination of the current unilateral moratorium on underground nu-
clear testing.

FINDINGS

The Panel focused over the last year on the national capability to perform the
high-priority, day-to-day work of stockpile stewardship—surveillance, assessments,
refurbishments, annual certification, and production. Our review included visits to
the major production facilities and the national labs, plus presentations from all of
the DOE, plant, and laboratory organizations that play a significant role in stockpile
stewardship.

We found the same major issues as have been reported by other reviewers, includ-
ing DOD, the GAO, and DOE itself. In recent years, the weapons complex has been
unable to complete even a very modest workload on schedule. In large part, this has
been due to a lack of investment needed to prevent deterioration of the production
facilities, some of which are forty-to-fifty years old.

Some specific examples illustrate our concerns:

—Almost a decade after the shutdown of the Rocky Flats plant, we still have no
capability to fabricate the qualified plutonium pits needed in our nuclear weap-
on primaries.

—Some critical production facilities for weapons secondaries at the Oak Ridge Y-
12 plant have not been brought back on line since they were shut down in 1994
for health and safety reasons. DOE has stored accumulated wastes since that
time.

—We have a personnel situation in the nuclear weapon design laboratories that
is quite alarming. Our technical staffs are frustrated as they see the milestones
for stockpile stewardship continue to slip. Recent security incidents have had
a major negative impact. The rate of departure is up significantly at all three
laboratories this year; acceptance of job offers is down; and for the first time
the labs are losing some of their most dedicated mid-career staff.

—Finally, to underscore the significance of these problems, we find that the time
of need for these weapon complex capabilities is upon us. There is already evi-
dence of worrisome deterioration in nuclear components.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Congress took an important step last year by increasing weapon program funding
and establishing the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA). Our report
recommends actions that NNSA, the Department of Energy, the Department of De-
fense, and the Congress should take to build on these initial steps. In my remarks
today, I will concentrate on the three recommendations that most directly address
problems in the weapons complex.

The first recommendation 1s to restore the production complex. A long-term pro-
gram is needed to redress critical maintenance backlogs in weapons facilities. We
have recommended a ten-year program. DOE estimates this backlog to be $700—
$800 million. Additionally, DOE estimates indicate an further $300—$500 million
per year will be needed over the next ten years to redress shortfalls in production
capabilities, particularly at Oak Ridge.

Moreover, to meet long-term needs for nuclear components, the Panel has empha-
sized the need to begin the conceptual design of facilities needed for pit production,
secondary production, and development work at the nuclear laboratories.
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Secondly, the Panel finds it essential to define, fund, and execute the work needed
to restore and exercise integrated design, fabricate, and certification capabilities.
Maintaining a complete end-to-end capability is essential for sustaining confidence
in the stockpile, and it is a national priority established in the first Nuclear Posture
Review. The first step is to commit to and fund the weapons work that we know
will be needed over the coming decade. This includes life extension work on the W76
Trident warhead, the W80 cruise missile warhead, and the B61 bomb.

Another essential step is to initiate programs for the design of robust, alternative
warheads. These would provide training for new generations of stockpile stewards,
and provide a hedge. Ten or twenty years from now, our confidence in robust de-
signs based on previously tested weapons might exceed that in modified versions of
today’s weapons, which have been so highly optimized for weight, yield, and mate-
rial usage that they have very thin performance margins.

Our third recommendation: Ensure the continued vitality of the competition of
ideas within the system of National Laboratories. Continued confidence in the stock-
pile requires continued confidence in its stewards. We must sustain a strong system
of laboratories and effective processes for engaging their talents in a constructive
competition of ideas on stockpile matters. Each of the nuclear laboratories should
provide a comprehensive review and assessment of each weapon type, irrespective
of its laboratory origin. Rigorous inter-laboratory review must be employed for major
design and certification issues. Inter-laboratory reviews also must be employed in
preserving data bases and adapting them to new computer codes (through “dual re-
validation”); we do not support DOE’s current proposal to give each lab exclusive
rights to individually baseline the data for the weapons on which it takes lead re-
sponsibility.

The labs’ working environments also must be conducive to retaining world-class
talent. We support the recommendations of Senator Baker and Representative Ham-
ilton, which are intended to provide world-class security while minimizing unneces-
sary burdens. Some technical staffs are spending 30 percent of their time on admin-
istrative tasks—these burdens must be better managed by the NNSA.

While I have limited my remarks to our specific findings and recommendations
in these three areas, the Panel has identified a number of steps NNSA needs to take
to improve its management processes, especially in the area of planning, program-
ming, and budgeting. As noted in our report, we believe Congress has a vital role
to play this year in ensuring that the vision, programs, and budget for the weapons
program are adequate to sustain deterrence capabilities.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

This Panel is troubled to report that portions of the weapons complex infrastruc-
ture are defective and that the production capabilities that remain are fragile. There
is an increasingly urgent need for a coherent vision, comprehensive plan, and pro-
grammatic commitment to reverse these adverse trends.

We strongly support the efforts of this Committee to identify and implement the
actions needed to restore the weapons complex to the condition necessary to sustain
a safe and reliable weapons stockpile. Our national declaratory policy is that the
nuclear stockpile is a supreme national interest in support of nuclear deterrence
strategy. If we are committed to this policy, then priority action is needed to reverse
these adverse trends.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much. Your statement will be
made a part of the record. Mr. Cummings, you were the staff edi-
tor?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. This is Mr. Graham.

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Graham.

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, sir, that is correct.

Senator DOMENICI. How did you come upon such a job? Do you
do this all the time here, different reports?

Mr. GRaHAM. I have been working on nuclear weapons manage-
ment complex issues for about the last 5 years. I work in an organi-
zation called the Institute for Defense Analysis. Our president,
General Leary Welsh, has had a lifetime interest in nuclear mat-
ters, and so he has drawn some of the staff into these issues.

Senator DoMENICI. Well, I just wanted to compliment you. I no-
tice every time we let the issues of significance boil up in the De-
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partment of Energy, that underneath them, causing the pot to boil,
are reports, and I have come to the conclusion that for some reason
we }Illave to have too many very good reports before we do anything
up here.

What we did about the Department of Energy, trying to create
some management in the future by creating the semiautonomous
agency that General Gordon produces, that was preceded by at
least five reports that said nuclear weaponry within the Depart-
ment of Energy cannot work right because of the nature of the De-
partment of Energy.

Until we had a big security risk, plus a group following it that
was chaired by former Senator Rudman, which is a powerful group
under statute law of the Nation, they then reported that—I did not
invent the word that it was dysfunctional. They invented the word
within that report, but that was the fourth report, and we finally
did one thing, and it is in the germinating stage. The General can-
not put that together in 4 or 5 months under the rules we have
got.

You think we act as if this is a serious problem. He has got rules
that some of the personnel issues will take 6 months to resolve, but
we have to get on with it.

Now, in this regard, I have a question of both of you. With ref-
erence to starting a major maintenance and rebuilding plan, being
brutally frank, the Department of Energy does not have success
rate at building major projects. As they are indicated from the be-
ginning, and as the specs are drawn and the commitments made,
I do not think they really have a very good record of getting the
job done that way. Overruns are rampant. We even had to stop
some projects because we cannot get them done.

Should we make some changes of some type in how these
rojects are going to be managed, as we put in a revolving fund of
500 to $800 million, and have projects ongoing? The General,

clearly, if he can do it in NNSA, that is wonderful, but what about
the ability to do projects right?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Well, I think that the record is much worse
than is indicated in the Rudman report, Mr. Chairman. Years ago,
back in the Reagan administration, the Department of Energy was
cited in a report for being the model for the U.S Government, and
reviews have gone up and down.

Much of the problem, of course, over the years has been due to
the fact that they are start and stop. Look at the problems that we
have had with regard to the production of nuclear fuel. We started
a program of centrifuge at Portsmouth, back in the 1970’s. We have
a facility built there.

In the early eighties it was decided by the administration to
abandon that and to move off to California to support laser isotope
separation, so that that money was clearly wasted at that time, but
that was not the problem of the Department of Energy, and simi-
larly, the decision with regard to the supercollider I think reflects,
what shall I say, political controversy more than the Department’s
managerial ability.

In any event, you have established, the Congress has established
a mechanism to handle this. It has put it in the NNSA under Gen-
eral Gordon. We say in our report that there are a strong, substan-
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tial challenges to the NNSA, but there are opportunities as well,
and since the Congress has established this semiautonomous body,
I think that it is appropriate to let it run for a while and see how
well it does.

Let me say that in 1985, during the Reagan administration,
when we delivered the blue ribbon task force which I was vice
chairman of, we recommended the establishment of an autonomous
body within the Department of Energy to handle nuclear weapons
problems, so it takes a while, but we get there.

Senator DOMENICI. Did you want to comment?

Mr. GrRaHAM. Well, I would add two points, I think. One is, you
had commented earlier on the organizational problems of DOE as
a whole. One of the reasons for that is that when new problems
arise, there has been a tendency to create new stovepipe organiza-
tions to address those problems. That happened with the environ-
mental safety and health back in the late eighties, early nineties.
To some degree, it happened again with the security problems in
recent years.

I think one principle that should be followed in this area for that
reason is that the responsibility for managing these new programs
I think ought to be within the line of responsibility of the NNSA,
so I would not necessarily recommend creating some new activity
to focus on these infrastructure problems.

I think secondly, as compared with the Department of Defense,
the Department of Energy historically has not really focused on
program management, but now there are a number of people in
this organization, General Gordon, General Giaconda, on down,
who have that background and bring that background to manage-
ment of these programs.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I think you have said it better than I,
and to the extent that I correct my previous statement I will say
I think program management is what I should have been saying
instead of project by project, but program management is not one
of the fortes of the Department of Energy.

In fact, I think it is quite fair to say that they do it very poorly,
but I do think, in conferring with General Gordon, that they clearly
intend, within their jurisdiction and their autonomous jurisdiction,
they intend to be program managers, and to be much more skilled
and dedicated to it, and I commend them for it, because it has not
been easy, when you get big projects, to find out that they end up
being on board in terms of the early estimates, how long it will
take to construct them, are there any real problems that were dis-
covered while you are building it.

Those are happening too much now, and you know, if we are
going to do a major building program, they are all very precise
buildings, and they are hard to get done, and they require a great
deal of effort on clearing the environment, clearing the commu-
nities and all, so I know they will be tough, but they have got to
do it.

I do not think we want to change that. It is just that I think
somebody has to program capacity to manage a $500 million a year
ongoing program, which we may end up with six, eight facilities
being constructed.
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Mr. GRAHAM. Sir, another thing that will be really helpful for
this is the new focus on developing future year budgets and pro-
grams. You know, having in the past operated on a year-to-year
budget basis, that might have underplayed the emphasis on some
of the long-term problems.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Well, it is part of the problem of the DOE-
DOD relationship. The DOD has a future years fiscal program that
goes over the next 6 years. The DOE has 1 year at a time, and
these two programs are supposed to be aligned when there is no
future years programs. It is one of the recommendations that the
panel has made, that we move in that direction.

Senator DOMENICI. I have one last question, Dr. Schlesinger. You
have been in a position where you had to experience the relation-
ship of nuclear weaponry, which is not in the Department of De-
fense, and the Defense Department and how they treat and relate
to the nuclear weaponry activity generally, all of those things that
General Gordon has.

Is the apparatus, and is it currently effective? That is, an appa-
ratus that makes sure that the Department of Energy, Defense
knows the needs of the Department of Energy and supports their
needs? Does that exist? Is there a way?

I sometimes wonder, as I work this appropriation bill, where
every year I almost have to go ask for additional money, because
nobody put it in the budget, and it does not seem like we have got
the chairman of the Chief of Staff even knowledgeable about this
problem, or at least not commenting—excuse me. Would you give
me your thoughts on that?

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Well, that is a complicated matter, Mr. Chair-
man. As you know, all of this comes out of the 050 account, which
is generally—for the Department of Defense the largest non-DOD
element is the DOE defense program. That includes, incidentally,
the cleanup operations of the Department of Energy.

That budget goes to the Office of Management and Budget for
approval. It is separate from the DOD, and I think that it is no se-
cret, and it has been the case this year that the OMB, in attempt-
ing to increase overall DOD expenditures, has been hard on certain
other agencies, including the DOE, so that the program that had
been put forward by the Clinton administration was cut back by
the OMB.

Now, there is nothing that the Department of Defense itself can
do about it. What we see is something that is out of alignment, and
I think that it is the responsibility of the OMB to see that those
are in alignment.

Senator DOMENICI. Dr. Schlesinger, I see it exactly the same
way, and I see the very large growth now and in the future of the
environmental cleanup account, which comes out of the Depart-
ment of Energy’s budget, big Department of Energy, and it goes
over to the 150, the DOE function. I see that as something the De-
fense Department might very well be concerned about. They do not
govern it, they do not guide it, they are not managing it, and yet
whatever it is comes out of their budget, and it is a very big
amount, and you have alluded to it as growing and growing.

In any event, I think we have to find some way to get OMB, the
Defense Department, more in line with the problems we are talk-
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ing about that are going to beset this program, and are now, and
this year’s budget does it again, and pretty tough, from what I
have seen. We cannot stay at that level. We have to do something
about it.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Well, that is up to the administration and the
Congress, but I repeat what I said at the outset. Every time we
make a public statement we say that the preservation of the nu-
clear deterrent is fundamental to the national military posture and
to the national interest, and those statements tend to hang out
there. When there is a reduced threat, as there is today, with the
collapse of the Soviet Union, we do not seem to see the same en-
ergy put into the preservation of that capability.

On that question of the cleanup, we discuss in here the problems
at Y-12 in particular, and what has happened is that certain facili-
ties were shut down at Y-12 in 1994. The result is that Y-12 has
not been able to handle the nuclear byproducts of its production
process, and they are just accumulating at Y-12.

That is the way you run into trouble. That is why we have prob-
lem