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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman LEVIN. Good morning, everybody. Today the Armed
Services Committee begins hearings on the New Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (START). I would like to welcome our witnesses:
Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of Defense
Robert Gates, Secretary of Energy Steven Chu, and Admiral Mi-
chael Mullen, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It’s a real
pleasure to have all of you with us this morning.

This, I think, is Secretary Chu’s first appearance before the com-
mittee. I believe it is. In any event, you get a special welcome for
that.

The New START that is before us today is an important treaty
that will, as Admiral Mullen said earlier this month, make our Na-
tion more secure and advance our core national security interests.
This treaty is in keeping with a long tradition of bilateral,
verifiable arms control agreements with Russia and its predecessor,
the Soviet Union, and it strengthens the United States’ commit-
ment to nonproliferation.

The U.S. Senate has previously approved 10 bilateral arms con-
trol agreements with Russia, and before that the Soviet Union with
overwhelming bipartisan majorities. Only 1 was opposed by more
than 6 votes and, in that case, there were 19 votes opposed to it,
and that was in 1993.

Three of these treaties were considered during some of the most
difficult days of the Cold War and yet they were all approved with
overwhelming support.

This New START supports a credible nuclear deterrent and
maintains the nuclear triad, while allowing both the United States
and Russia to reduce the total number of nuclear weapons. Be-
tween them, the United States and Russia have more than 90 per-
cent of the world’s nuclear weapons. While each nation clearly has
more weapons than needed, reductions will happen only through
treaties, as neither side wants to be unilaterally disarming.

This new treaty will help ensure that needed reductions continue
one measured step at a time. Reductions of both nations’ nuclear
inventories are also required by the Nuclear Nonproliferation Trea-
ty (NPT), and that is a treaty that we strive to have non-nuclear
nations adhere to.

This treaty continues the reductions started in the Moscow Trea-
ty, which President George W. Bush negotiated. Unlike the Moscow
Treaty, however, this treaty is a verifiable treaty with inspections
and other mechanisms that will ensure transparency in the nuclear
arsenals of each side. This treaty will continue, although with dif-
ferent mechanisms than the START I, the means to allow both the
United States and Russia to monitor each other’s nuclear systems.

This new treaty and the attention that President Obama has
brought to the threat from the proliferation of nuclear weapons and
nuclear materials are critically important. The proliferation threat
is real and includes the possibility that nuclear weapons and mate-
rials could fall into the hands of terrorists or others who wish to
threaten the use of or use nuclear materials. Through this treaty
and the related efforts to secure weapons-grade fissile materials,
these dangers will be reduced.
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Fundamentally, this treaty is a treaty that limits strategic offen-
sive nuclear arms. It does not limit anything else. Some might
want it to limit more. Some might fear that it does limit more. But
it does not. For instance, there have been statements made sug-
gesting that the treaty imposes constraints on our missile defense
plans and programs. That is simply incorrect. From the very begin-
ning of the negotiations, this administration has been very clear
this treaty limits strategic offensive nuclear arms, not missile de-
fenses.

A unilateral statement made by Russia concerning missile de-
fense does not limit or constrain our missile defense efforts. Indeed,
a U.S. unilateral statement makes it clear that “Our missile de-
fense systems are not intended to affect the strategic balance with
Russia,” and the United States missile defense systems would be
employed to defend the United States against limited missile
launches and to defend its deployed forces, allies, and partners
against regional threats. The unilateral statement that we made
also states that the United States intends to continue improving
and deploying its missile defense systems in order to defend itself
against limited attack and as part of our collaborative approach to
strengthening stability in key regions.

The unilateral statement of the United States will be made part
of the record at this point.

[The information referred to follows:]

United States Department of State

Bureau of Verification, Compliance,
and Implementation

Washingion, D.C. 20520
April 7, 2010

Statement by the United States of America Concerning
Missile Defense

The United States of America takes note of the Statement on
Missile Defense by the Russian Federation. The United States
missile defense systems are not intended to affect the strategic
balance with Russia. The United States missile defense systems
would be employed to defend the United States against limited
missile launches, and to defend its deployed forces, allies and
partners against regional threats. The United States intends to
continue improving and deploying its missile defense systems in
order to defend itself against limited attack and as part of our
collaborative approach to strengthening stability in key regions.

Chairman LEVIN. While the United States must maintain the
stockpile with or without this treaty, this treaty does bring re-
newed attention to that nuclear stockpile. This new focus on main-
taining the nuclear stockpile through increased scientific and tech-
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nical rigor ensures a credible nuclear deterrent and paves the way
to future reductions.

In the early days of the stockpile stewardship program, signifi-
cant strides were made in the ability of the nuclear weapons com-
plex to maintain nuclear weapons without testing. It has been al-
most 18 years since the last explosive nuclear weapons test was
conducted and still the stockpile remains safe, secure, and reliable.
In many ways, the scientists and engineers know more today about
nuclear weapons and how they function than they did in the days
of testing.

President Obama, Secretary Gates, Secretary Clinton, and Sec-
retary Chu have laid out a plan to increase funding for the nuclear
weapons complex and ensure a robust capability for the foreseeable
future. Linton Brooks, the former Administrator of the National
Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), has said that he would
have truly welcomed the budget as robust as this budget plan of
the Obama administration.

We look forward to a good discussion of all these issues with our
distinguished witnesses, and I call upon Senator McCain.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN McCAIN

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank our dis-
tinguished witnesses for their service to our country and for joining
us today to discuss the New START and its implications for our na-
tional security. In my years in the Senate I have supported pre-
vious bipartisan efforts to reduce our nuclear weapons in step with
the Russian Government, and I have been proud to do so. As we
evaluate the New START and consider how to vote on it, I think
there are three areas of concern that need to be resolved.

First, we need to be confident that the treaty is verifiable, and
we will have a better sense of that once Congress receives the new
national intelligence estimate.

Second, we need to be confident that the treaty in no way limits
the administration’s ability and willingness to deploy missile de-
fense capabilities, regardless of the statements made by the Rus-
sian government.

Finally, we need to be confident that any future reductions in our
nuclear stockpile will be accompanied by a serious long-term com-
mitment to modernizing our nuclear stockpile so we can have con-
fidence in its safety, security, and reliability.

On missile defense, as we are all aware, the concern that the
New START could constrain our capabilities is an issue of signifi-
cant importance. Secretary Gates, you have been quite clear “that
the treaty will not constrain the United States from deploying the
most effective missile defenses possible, nor impose additional costs
or barriers on those defenses.”

While such assurances are welcome, they don’t change the fact
that the treaty text, not just the preamble but Article 5 of the trea-
ty itself, includes a clear legally-binding limitation on our missile
defense options. Now, this might not be a meaningful limitation,
but it’s impossible to deny that it is a limitation, as the administra-
tion has said.

I continue to have serious concerns about why the administration
agreed to this language in the treaty text, after telling Congress re-
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peatedly during the negotiations that they would do no such thing,
and I fear it could fuel Russia’s clear desire to establish unfounded
linkages between offensive and defensive weapons.

I look forward to discussing the rationale behind the treaty’s ref-
erences to missile defense, and, as we do, I would reiterate my
long-held view that any notion of a Russian veto power over deci-
sions on our missile defense architecture is unacceptable, and we
should oppose any attempts by any administration to do so.

As part of the administration’s submittal of the New START to
the Senate, the National Defense Authorization Bill for Fiscal Year
2010 required a report on the plan for modernizing the nuclear
weapons complex and delivery vehicles. With respect to the nuclear
weapons complex, I am skeptical that the 10-year funding plan for
NNSA adequately addresses the recapitalization needs of the weap-
ons complex. The double counting of funds, combining those al-
ready planned for sustainment with the modernization effort,
paints a misleading picture. $80 billion over the next 10 years is
certainly a substantial sum. However, only a fraction of that
amount is actually above what would be allocated simply to sustain
the current stockpile.

Given the long-term neglect of the past decade, it is imperative
that our investment fulfills our immediate and future national se-
curity needs. The administration’s funding proposals establish an
adequate baseline and, while more funding is likely needed, afford-
ability must be closely scrutinized. A blank check is not the appro-
priate way to recapitalize our strategic deterrent. Modernizing our
nuclear delivery vehicles, enhancing missile defense, and devel-
oping conventional weapons to augment our nuclear force far ex-
ceeds the necessary cost for the weapons complex alone.

This future financial commitment is daunting, so we need to allo-
cate each and every dollar wisely and to the greatest benefit of our
national security, careful not to simply pass the funding burden on
to future administrations and Congresses. We must have a clear
understanding of these priorities from this administration, as well
as a commitment that such investments will be represented in
forthcoming budget requests.

Let me conclude by saying this treaty will have implications on
our nuclear force structure, and I look forward to hearing addi-
tional details on the composition of our strategic forces from our
witnesses this morning.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator McCain.

Now let me start with Secretary Clinton.

STATEMENT OF HON. HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON,
SECRETARY OF STATE

Secretary CLINTON. Thank you very much, Chairman Levin, Sen-
ator McCain, members of the committee. It’'s a great pleasure for
me to return to testify before a committee that I was very honored
to serve on.

We are here today, Secretary Gates, Secretary Chu, Admiral
Mullen, and myself, because we share a strong belief that the New
START will make our country more secure, and we urge the Senate
to ratify it expeditiously. Now, I know that some argue we don’t
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need a New START, but let’s be clear about the choice before us.
It is between this treaty and no obligation for Russia to keep its
strategic nuclear forces below an agreed level, and between this
treaty and no on-the-ground verification of Russia’s strategic forces.

As Secretary Gates and then, as you, Chairman Levin, have
pointed out, every previous President of both parties who faced this
choice has concluded that the United States is better off with a
treaty than without one, and the U.S. Senate has always agreed.

More than 2 years ago, President Bush began this process that
led to this treaty that we are discussing today. The New START
has already received broad bipartisan endorsement. As James
Schlesinger, the Secretary of Defense for Presidents Nixon and
Ford, and the Secretary of Energy for President Carter, declared
recently in his congressional testimony, “It is obligatory for the
United States to ratify.”

Now, why do so many people who have studied this issue over
so many years, coming from opposite ends of the political spectrum,
agree so strongly? Well, today I'd like to discuss briefly what the
New START is and also what it is not. This is a treaty that, if rati-
fied, will provide stability, transparency, and predictability for the
two countries with more than 90 percent of the world’s nuclear
weapons. It is a treaty that will reduce the permissible number of
Russian and U.S. deployed strategic warheads to 1,550, a level not
seen since the 1950s.

In addition, each country will be limited to 700 deployed stra-
tegic delivery vehicles and 800 deployed and nondeployed strategic
missile launchers and heavy bombers. These limits will help the
United States and Russia bring our deployed strategic arsenals,
which were sized for the Cold War, to levels that are more appro-
priate for today’s threats.

This is a treaty that will help us track remaining weapons with
an extensive verification regime. Now, this regime draws upon our
experience over the last 15 years in implementing the original
START. The verification provisions reflect today’s realities, includ-
ing the much smaller number of facilities in Russia compared with
the former Soviet Union. For the first time, we will be monitoring
the actual numbers of warheads on deployed strategic missiles.

By bringing the New START into force, we will strengthen our
national security more broadly, including by creating greater lever-
age to tackle a core national security challenge: nuclear prolifera-
tion. This will also demonstrate our leadership and strengthen our
hand as we work with others to hold irresponsible governments ac-
countable, whether in further isolating Iran and enforcing the rules
against violators, or in persuading other countries to implement
better controls on their own nuclear materials.

It makes clear that we are committed to real reductions, to up-
holding our end of the bargain under the NPT, which has already
brought about important benefits in my discussions with foreign
leaders about strengthening the nonproliferation regime and a
range of other topics.

I want to be also very clear that there are numerous things this
treaty will not do. As Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen will dis-
cuss more fully, the New START does not compromise the nuclear
force levels we need to protect ourselves and our allies. It does not
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infringe upon the flexibility we need to maintain our forces, includ-
ing bombers, submarines, and missiles, in the way that best serves
our own national security interests.

This treaty does not constrain our missile defense efforts. I want
to underscore this because I know there have been a lot of concerns
about it, and I anticipate a lot of questions. This is something this
committee recently reiterated in the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Bill for Fiscal Year 2011. Section 231 reads: “It is the sense
of Congress that there are no constraints contained in the New
START treaty on the development or deployment by the United
States of effective missile defenses, including all phases of the
Phased Adaptive Approach to missile defense in Europe and fur-
ther enhancements to the ground-based midcourse defense system,
as well as future missile defenses.”

Now, I worked with some of you on this committee when I had
the honor of serving in the Senate on behalf of a very strong mis-
sile defense system, so I want to make this point very clearly. Rus-
sia has, as the chairman said, issued a unilateral statement ex-
pressing its view, but that is not an agreed upon view, that is not
in the treaty. It’s the equivalent of a press release, and we are not
in any way bound by it. In fact, we’ve issued our own statement,
which is now part of the record, making clear that the United
States intends and, in fact, is continuing to improve and deploy ef-
fective missile defense systems.

The treaty’s preamble does include language acknowledging the
relationship between strategic offensive and defensive forces, but
that’s simply a statement of fact. It, too, does not in any way con-
strain our missile defense programs.

The treaty also includes language—and I think this is Senator
McCain’s reference to Article 5—prohibiting the conversion or use
of offensive missile launchers for missile defense interceptors, and
vice versa. In fact, we had no intention of doing that anyway. As
General O’Reilly, our missile defense director, has made clear in
testimony, we reached the conclusion it is actually cheaper to build
smaller, tailor-made missile defense silos than to convert offensive
launchers. I mean, we could have had a long list stating we’re not
going to launch from any moving vehicle like a car or a truck or
a cow. We could have said a lot of things that we’re not going to
do. The fact is, we weren’t going to do them, and we weren’t going
to do this either.

The treaty does not restrict us in any way from building new
missile defense launchers, 14 of which are currently being con-
structed in Alaska. I think the very facts on the ground undermine
and refute any argument to the contrary.

The Obama administration has requested $9.9 billion for missile
defense in fiscal year 2011. That is almost $700 million more than
Congress provided in fiscal year 2010.

Finally, the New START does not restrict our ability to mod-
ernize our nuclear weapons complex to maintain a safe, secure, and
effective deterrent. As Secretary Chu will discuss, this administra-
tion has called for a 10 percent increase in fiscal year 2011 for
overall weapons and infrastructure activities, in a time of very seri-
ous budget constraints. We've called for a 25 percent increase in di-
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rect stockpile work. During the next 10 years, this administration
proposes investing $80 billion in our nuclear weapons complex.

Let me just conclude by taking a step back and putting the New
START into a larger context. This treaty is one part of a broader
effort to reduce the threat posed by the deadliest weapons the
world has ever known, especially the potential intersection of vio-
lent extremism and nuclear proliferation. We have several coordi-
nated efforts that have been briefed to this committee, including
the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), the recently concluded Nuclear
Security Summit, and the NPT review conference, as well as exten-
sive bilateral engagements.

While a ratified New START stands on its own terms and, when
you look at the very real benefits it provides to our national secu-
rity, it is part of a broader strategy.

Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, members of the committee, we
stand ready to work with you as you undertake your constitutional
responsibilities with respect to this treaty, and we are ready to an-
swer any and all questions. We hope that at the end of your delib-
erations you will come to the same conclusion that we and many
others have reached, including many others who have sat in these
chairs and voted in the Senate chamber, that this treaty makes our
country more secure and merits the Senate’s consent to ratification.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Clinton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON

Chairman Levin, Senator McCain, and members of the committee, thank you for
the opportunity to appear before you. It is a pleasure to be back here, and a pleas-
ure to testify with Secretary Gates, Secretary Chu, and Admiral Mullen. We share
a strong belief that the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) will make
our country more secure, and we urge the Senate to ratify it.

I know that some argue we don’t need the New START. But let’s be clear about
the choice before us. It is between this treaty and no legal obligation for Russia to
keep its strategic nuclear forces below an agreed level, and between this treaty and
no on-the-ground verification of Russia’s strategic forces.

As Secretary Gates has pointed out, every previous President who faced this
choice has found that the United States is better off with a treaty than without one.
The U.S. Senate has always agreed. The 2002 Moscow Treaty was approved by a
vote of 95 to 0. The vote on the 1991 START treaty was 93 to 6.

More than 2 years ago, President Bush began the process that led to the treaty
we are discussing today. The New START treaty has already received broad bipar-
tisan endorsement. As James Schlesinger, the Secretary of Defense for Presidents
Nixon and Ford and Secretary of Energy for President Carter, declared recently in
congressional testimony, “It is obligatory for the United States to ratify.”

Today, I'd like to discuss what the New START treaty is, and what it isn’t.

This is a treaty that, if ratified, will provide stability, transparency, and predict-
ability for the two countries with more than 90 percent of the world’s nuclear weap-
ons.

It is a treaty that will reduce the permissible number of Russian and U.S. de-
ployed strategic warheads to 1,550—a level not seen since the 1950s. In addition,
each country will be limited to 700 deployed strategic delivery vehicles and 800 de-
ployed and nondeployed strategic missile launchers and heavy bombers. These lim-
its will help the United States and Russia bring our deployed strategic arsenals,
v;hich were sized for the Cold War, to levels that are more appropriate to today’s
threats.

It is a treaty that will help us track remaining weapons with an extensive
verification regime. This regime draws upon our experience over the last 15 years
in implementing the original START treaty. The verification provisions reflect to-
day’s realities, including the smaller number of facilities in Russia compared with
former Soviet Union. For the first time, we will be monitoring the actual numbers
of warheads on deployed strategic missiles.
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By bringing the New START treaty into force, we will strengthen our national se-
curity more broadly, including by creating greater leverage to tackle a core national
security challenge: nuclear proliferation.

It will demonstrate our leadership and strengthen our hand as we work with our
partners to hold irresponsible governments accountable—whether in further iso-
lating Iran and enforcing the rules against violators or in persuading other coun-
tries to implement better controls on their own nuclear materials. It makes clear
that we are committed to real reductions, and to upholding our end of the bargain
under the Nonproliferation Treaty—which has already brought important benefits
in my discussions with foreign leaders, about strengthening the nonproliferation re-
gime and a range of other topics. In my recent meetings with other NATO officials,
they expressed an overwhelmingly positive and supportive view of the New START
treaty.

There are also things that this treaty will not do.

As Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen will discuss more fully, the New START
treaty does not compromise the nuclear force levels we need to protect ourselves and
our allies.

It does not infringe upon the flexibility we need to maintain our forces, including
bombers, submarines, and missiles, in the way that best serves our national security
interests.

The treaty does not constrain our missile defense efforts. Those of you who
worked with me on this committee know my strong support of missile defense, so
I want to make this point very clearly.

Russia has issued a unilateral statement expressing its view. But we have not
agreed to this view, and we are not bound by it. In fact, we’ve issued our own state-
ment making clear that the United States intends to continue improving and de-
ploying effective missile defense systems.

The treaty’s preamble does include language acknowledging the relationship be-
tween strategic offensive and defensive forces. But this is simply a statement of fact.
It does not constrain our missile defense programs in any way.

The treaty also includes language prohibiting the conversion or use of offensive
missile launchers for missile defense interceptors, and vice versa. But as General
O’Reilly, our Missile Defense Director, has said, it is actually cheaper to build small-
er, tailor-made missile defense silos than to convert offensive launchers. The treaty
does not restrict us from building new missile defense launchers, 14 of which are
currently being constructed in Alaska.

The Obama administration has requested $9.9 billion for missile defense in fiscal
year 2011, almost $700 million more than Congress provided in fiscal year 2010.

Finally, the New START treaty does not restrict our ability to modernize our nu-
clear weapons complex to maintain a safe, secure, and effective deterrent. As Sec-
retary Chu will discuss, this administration has called for a 10-percent increase in
fiscal year 2011 for overall weapons and infrastructure activities, and a 25-percent
increase in direct stockpile work. During the next 10 years, this administration pro-
poses investing $80 billion in our nuclear weapons complex.

I want to conclude by taking a step back and putting the New START treaty into
a larger context. This treaty is one part of a broader effort to reduce the threat
posed by the deadliest weapons the world has ever known—especially the potential
intersection of violent extremism and nuclear proliferation.

We have several coordinated efforts—including our new Nuclear Posture Review,
the recently concluded Nuclear Security Summit and Nonproliferation Treaty Re-
view Conference, and extensive bilateral engagements. While a ratified New START
treaty stands on its own in terms of the national security benefits it brings to our
country, it is also part of this broader strategy.

Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, and members of the committee, thank you again
for having us here today. We stand ready to work with you as you undertake your
constitutional responsibilities, and to answer all your questions today and in the
coming weeks.

We are confident that at the end of this process, you will come to the same conclu-
sion that we and many others have reached—that the New START treaty makes
our country more secure and merits the Senate’s consent to ratification.

Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Secretary Clinton.
Secretary Gates.
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT M. GATES, SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE

Secretary GATES. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, and members
of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak today re-
garding the New START between the United States and Russia, an
agreement that reduces the strategic nuclear forces of our two na-
tions in a manner that strengthens the stability of our relationship
and protects the security of the American people.

America’s nuclear arsenal remains a vital pillar of our national
security, deterring potential adversaries and reassuring allies and
partners. As such, the first step of the year-long NPR was an ex-
tensive analysis which, among other things, determined how many
nuclear delivery vehicles and deployed warheads were needed. This
in turn provided the basis for our negotiation of New START. The
results of those studies give me confidence that the Department of
Defense (DOD) will be able to maintain a strong and effective nu-
clear deterrent while modernizing our weapons to ensure that they
are safe, secure, and reliable, all within the limits of the new trea-
ty.
The U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent will continue to be based on
the triad of delivery systems, intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and nu-
clear-capable heavy bombers, within the boundaries negotiated in
the New START treaty. These are an upper boundary of 1,550 de-
ployed warheads, up to 700 deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and
nuclear-capable heavy bombers, and up to 800 deployed and non-
deployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers
equipped for nuclear armaments.

Under this treaty, we retain the power and the freedom to deter-
mine the composition of our force structure, allowing the United
States complete flexibility to deploy, maintain, and modernize our
strategic nuclear forces in a manner that best protects our national
security interests. DOD has established a baseline force structure
to guide our planning, one that does not require changes to current
or planned basing arrangements. DOD will retain 240 deployed
SLBMs, distributed among 14 submarines, each of which will have
20 launch tubes. This is the most survivable leg of the triad.

Recognizing the need for flexibility in the bomber leg, we will re-
tain up to 60 deployed heavy bombers, including all 18 operational
B-2s. Finally, the United States will retain up to 420 deployed sin-
gle-warhead Minuteman III ICBMs at our current 3 missile bases.

Let me also address some of the things the treaty will not affect.
First, as Secretary Clinton has said, the treaty will not constrain
the United States from deploying the most effective missile de-
fenses possible, nor impose additional costs or barriers on those de-
fenses. I remain confident in the U.S. missile defense program,
which has made considerable advancements, including the testing
and development of the SM-3 missile, which we will deploy in Eu-
rope.

As the administration’s ballistic missile defense review and budg-
et plans make clear, the United States will continue to improve our
capability to defend ourselves, our deployed forces, and our allies
and partners against ballistic missile threats. As Secretary Clinton
has pointed out, our request for missile defense in the 2011 budget
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is $700 million over the enacted fiscal year 2010 number, and we
are looking at an increase beyond that of potentially up to another
billion dollars for fiscal year 2012. We have made all of this clear
to the Russians in a unilateral statement made in connection with
the treaty.

It is not surprising that Russia continues to object to our missile
defense program, as they have objected to all U.S. missile defense
efforts for decades. The Russians know that our missile defenses
are designed to intercept a limited number of ballistic missiles
launched by a country such as Iran or North Korea. Our missile
defenses do not have the capability to defend against the Russian
Federation’s large advanced arsenal. Consequently, U.S. missile de-
fenses do not and will not affect Russia’s strategic deterrent. To
build such a capability, a missile shield of the kind envisioned in
the 1980s, is technologically unfeasible, cost prohibitive, and desta-
bilizing. Therefore, we have no plans to do so.

Separately from the treaty, we are discussing missile defense co-
operation with Russia, which we believe is in the interests of both
nations. But such talks have nothing to do with imposing any limi-
tations on our programs or deployment plans.

Furthermore, the New START does not restrict our ability to de-
velop and deploy conventional prompt global strike capabilities that
could attack targets anywhere on the globe in an hour or less. The
treaty’s limit of 700 deployed delivery vehicles combined with the
ceiling of 1,550 deployed warheads accommodates the limited num-
ber of conventional warheads we may need for this capability. We
are also concurrently examining potential future prompt global
strike systems that would not be limited by this treaty.

In my view, a key contribution of this treaty is its provision for
a strong verification regime. While the Intelligence Community will
provide a detailed classified assessment, I would like to emphasize
some of the key elements of this regime, which will monitor Rus-
sia’s compliance with the treaty while also providing important in-
sights into the size and composition of Russian strategic forces.

The treaty allows each party to conduct up to 18 on-site inspec-
tions each year at operating bases for ICBMs, ballistic missile sub-
marines (SSBNs), and nuclear-capable heavy bombers, as well as
storage facilities, test ranges, and conversion and elimination facili-
ties. The agreement establishes a database, updated every 6
months, which will help provide the United States with a rolling
overall picture of Russia’s strategic offensive forces. Unique identi-
fiers for the first time will be assigned to each ICBM, SLBM, and
nuclear-capable heavy bomber, allowing us to track accountable
systems throughout their life cycle. The treaty provides for non-in-
terference with national technical means of verification, such as re-
connaissance satellites, ground stations, and ships. While telemetry
is not needed to verify the provisions of this treaty, the terms none-
theless call for exchange of telemetry on up to five launches per
year from each side.

I'm confident that the New START will in no way compromise
America’s nuclear deterrent. Maintaining a credible deterrent re-
quires an adequate stockpile of safe, secure, and reliable nuclear
warheads. This calls for a reinvigoration of our nuclear weapons
complex, that is our infrastructure and our science, technology, and
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engineering base. I might just add, I've been up here for the last
four springs trying to get money for this, and this is the first time
I think I have a fair shot of actually getting money for our nuclear
arsenal.

To this end, DOD is transferring $4.6 billion to the Department
of Energy’s (DOE) NNSA through fiscal year 2015. This transfer
will assist in funding critical nuclear weapons life extension pro-
grams (LEPs) and efforts to modernize the nuclear weapons infra-
structure.

The initial applications of this funding, along with an additional
$1.1 billion being transferred for naval nuclear reactors, are re-
flected in the President’s 2011 budget request, which I urge Con-
gress to approve.

These investments in the NPR for warhead life extension rep-
resent a credible modernization plan to sustain the nuclear infra-
structure and support our Nation’s deterrent.

Let me close with a final personal observation. I first began
working on strategic arms control with the Russians in 1970, 40
years ago, on a U.S. effort that led to the first Strategic Arms Limi-
tation Agreement with Moscow 2 years later. The key question
then and in the decades since has always been the same: Is the
United States better off with a strategic arms agreement with the
Russians or without it? The answer for successive presidents, as
Secretary Clinton has said, of both parties has always been with
an agreement. The U.S. Senate has always agreed. The same an-
swer holds true for New START. The United States is better off
with this treaty than without it, and I'm confident that it is the
right agreement for today and for the future. It increases stability
and predictability, allows us to sustain a strong nuclear triad, pre-
serves our flexibility to deploy the nuclear and non-nuclear capa-
bilities needed for effective deterrence and defense.

In light of all these factors, I urge the Senate to give its advice
and consent to ratification of the new treaty.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Gates follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. ROBERT M. GATES

Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, members of the committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to speak today regarding the new Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty between the United States and Russia—an agreement that re-
duces the strategic nuclear forces of our two nations in a manner that strengthens
the stability of our relationship and protects the security of the American people.

America’s nuclear arsenal remains a vital pillar of our national security, deterring
potential adversaries and reassuring allies and partners. As such, the first step of
the year-long Nuclear Posture Review was an extensive analysis which, among
other things, determined how many nuclear delivery vehicles and deployed war-
heads were needed. This in turn provided the basis for our negotiations of New
START. The results of those studies give me confidence that the Department of De-
fense will be able to maintain a strong and effective nuclear deterrent while mod-
ernizing our weapons to ensure that they are safe, secure and reliable, all within
the limits of the new treaty.

The U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent will continue to be based on the triad of de-
livery systems—intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers—within the boundaries negotiated in the
New START treaty.

Those are:

e An upper boundary of 1,550 deployed warheads;
e Up to 700 deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs and nuclear-capable heavy
bombers; and
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e Up to 800 deployed and nondeployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers,
and heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments.

Under this treaty, we retain the power to determine the composition of our force
structure, allowing the United States complete flexibility to deploy, maintain and
modernize our strategic nuclear forces in a manner that best protects our national
security interests. The Defense Department has established a baseline force struc-
ture to guide our planning, one that does not require changes to current or planned
basing arrangements.

e The department will retain 240 deployed submarine-launched ballistic
missiles, distributed among 14 submarines, each of which will have 20
launch tubes. This is the most survivable leg of the triad.

e Recognizing the need for flexibility in the bomber leg, we will retain up
to 60 deployed heavy bombers, including all 18 operational B—2s.

e Finally, the United States will retain up to 420 deployed single-warhead
Minuteman III ICBMs at our current 3 missiles bases.

Let me also address some of the things that the New START treaty will not affect.

First, the treaty will not constrain the United States from deploying the most ef-
fective missile defenses possible, nor impose additional costs or barriers on those de-
fenses. I remain confident in the U.S. missile defense program, which has made con-
siderable advancements, including the testing and development of the SM—3 missile,
which we will deploy in Europe.

As the administration’s Ballistic Missile Defense Review and budget plans make
clear, the United States will continue to improve our capability to defend ourselves,
our deployed forces and our allies and partners against ballistic missile threats. We
made this clear to the Russians in a unilateral statement made in connection with
the treaty.

It is not surprising that Russia continues to object to our missile defense program
as they have objected to all U.S. missile defense efforts for several decades. The
Russians know that our missile defenses are designed to intercept a limited number
of ballistic missiles launched by a country such as Iran or North Korea. Our missile
defenses do not have the capability to defend against the Russian Federation’s large,
advanced arsenal. Consequentially, U.S. missile defenses do not, and will not, affect
Russia’s strategic deterrent. To build such a capability—a missile shield of the kind
envisioned in the 1980s—is technologically unfeasible, cost prohibitive, and desta-
bilizing. Therefore we have no plans to do so. Separately from the treaty, we are
discussing missile defense cooperation with Russia, which we believe is in the inter-
est of both nations.

Furthermore, the New START treaty does not restrict our ability to develop and
deploy conventional prompt global strike capabilities that could attack targets any-
where on the globe in an hour or less. The treaty’s limit of 700 deployed delivery
vehicles, combined with the ceiling of 1,550 deployed warheads, accommodates the
limited number of conventional warheads we may need for this capability. We are
also currently examining potential future prompt global strike systems that would
not be limited by this treaty.

In my view, a key contribution of this treaty is its provision for a strong
verification regime. While the Intelligence Community will provide a detailed classi-
fied assessment, I would like to emphasize some of the key elements of this regime,
which will monitor Russia’s compliance with the treaty while also providing impor-
tant insights into the size and composition of Russian strategic forces.

e The treaty allows each party to conduct up to 18 on-site inspections each
year at operating bases for ICBMs, SSBNs and nuclear-capable heavy
bombers, as well as storage facilities, test ranges and conversion and elimi-
nation facilities.
e The agreement establishes a database, updated every 6 months, which
will help provide the United States with a rolling overall picture of Russia’s
strategic offensive forces.
e Unique identifiers for the first time will be assigned to each ICBM,
SLBM and nuclear-capable heavy bomber, allowing us to track accountable
systems throughout their life cycles.
e The treaty provides for noninterference with national technical means of
verification such as reconnaissance satellites, ground stations and ships.
o While telemetry is not needed to verify the provisions of this treaty, the
terms nonetheless call for the exchange of telemetry on up to five launches
per year, for each side.
I am confident that the New START treaty will in no way compromise America’s
nuclear deterrent. Maintaining a credible deterrent requires an adequate stockpile
of safe, secure and reliable nuclear warheads. This calls for a reinvigoration of our
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nuclear weapons complex—that is, our infrastructure and our science, technology
and engineering base.

To this end, the Department of Defense is transferring $4.6 billion to the Depart-
ment of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration through fiscal year
2015. This transfer will assist in funding critical nuclear weapons life-extension pro-
grams and efforts to modernize the nuclear weapons infrastructure. The initial ap-
plications of this funding along with an additional $1.1 billion being transferred for
naval nuclear reactors are reflected in the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget re-
quest, which I urge Congress to approve. These investments and the Nuclear Pos-
ture Review strategy for warhead life extension represent a credible modernization
plan to sustain the nuclear infrastructure and support our Nation’s deterrent.

I would close with a final observation. I first began working on strategic arms con-
trol with the Russians in 1970, 40 years ago, a U.S. effort that led to the first stra-
tegic arms limitation agreement with Moscow 2 years later. The key question then
and in the decades since has always been the same: is the United States better off
with a strategic arms agreement with the Russians, or without it? The answer for
successive presidents of both parties has always been, with an agreement. The U.S.
Senate has always agreed, approving each treaty by lopsided bipartisan margins.

The same answer holds true for New START. The United States is better off with
this treaty than without it, and I am confident that it is the right agreement for
today and for the future. It increases stability and predictability, allows us to sus-
tain a strong nuclear triad, and preserves our flexibility to deploy the nuclear and
non-nuclear capabilities needed for effective deterrence and defense.

In light of all these factors, I urge the Senate to give its advice and consent to
ratification on the new treaty.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Secretary Gates.
Secretary Chu.

STATEMENT OF HON. STEVEN CHU, SECRETARY OF ENERGY

Secretary CHU. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and
members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify
on the New START. New START is an important part of President
Obama’s nuclear security agenda. If ratified and entered into force,
the treaty will commit the United States and the Russian Federa-
tion to lower levels of deployed strategic nuclear weapons in a
transparent and verifiable way. This will increase stability between
1({}1}1)'Tcountries while demonstrating our joint commitment to the

Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen are tes-
tifying to the diplomatic and security advantages of this treaty. I
want to focus on how it will allow us to continue to modernize our
nuclear security enterprise and to maintain scientific capabilities
that ensure the safety, security, and effectiveness of our nuclear
deterrent.

The successes of our nuclear programs depend on the incredible
technical capabilities at DOE’s national laboratories. Our capabili-
ties enable us to assess the stockpile annually, to extend nuclear
weapon lifetimes, to assess other nations’ nuclear capabilities, and
to dismantle retired weapons. As the stockpile decreases in size,
the role of science, technology, and engineering in deterrence will
increase in importance.

The New START will enhance, not harm, our ability to maintain
the safety, security, and effectiveness of our nuclear weapons stock-
pile. This conclusion is based on three important considerations.
First, the treaty supports our modernization agenda. Yesterday, I
delivered a detailed stockpile stewardship and management plan
that provides a multi-decade investment strategy needed to extend
the life of key nuclear weapons systems, rebuild and modernize our
facilities, and provide for the necessary physical and intellectual in-
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frastructure. These modernization efforts provide a strong founda-
tion for the limits on deployed nuclear weapons under the New
START, and nothing in the treaty will constrain these efforts. None
of DOFE’s sites will be subject to inspection under the New START
and none of our operations will be subject to limitation. We will be
able to maintain and improve the scientific base of our nuclear
weapons activities.

Second, the United States will remain free to determine the size
of its inactive stockpile. The weapons in the inactive stockpile will
continue to be retired and dismantled consistent with DOD’s re-
quirements and presidential direction, and we remain on track to
meet our program’s requirement to dismantle all the retired war-
heads currently in the dismantlement queue by 2022. Nothing in
this treaty imposes any restrictions on this work.

Third, the treaty provides the explicit right of both parties to de-
termine the composition and structure of their nuclear forces with-
in the treaty’s overall limits. Further, the New START contains no
limitations that could constrain our warhead LEP options or work
to assess and correct any future warhead issue. As was made clear
in the NPR, this administration is committed to studying all op-
tions available for future LEPs, including reuse, refurbishment,
and replacement on a case by case basis.

We are committed to fully funding the ongoing LEP for the W76
submarine-based warhead for completion in 2017 and for the full
scope LEP study and follow-on activities for the B61 bomb to en-
sure first production begins in 2017. We will also participate in the
Nuclear Weapons Council on a study of the LEP options for the
W78 ICBM warhead. The New START does not place any limits on
any of these programs.

I believe these factors point to a treaty that enhances U.S. na-
tional security without jeopardizing the nuclear deterrent that
helps underwrite it. As you consider this treaty, you can be certain
that the Nation’s nuclear stockpile will remain safe, secure, and ef-
fective. To modernize our enterprise, we are investing in science,
technology, and engineering. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budg-
et request would increase science funding in the NNSA by more
than 10 percent. We are investing in the infrastructure we need.
The highest infrastructure priorities are the construction of major
new nuclear facilities for plutonium and uranium. We are investing
in human capital and creating an environment that can attract
highly trained and motivated personnel.

I should also depart and say that these personnel, over 150 of
them, for over 40 days and in large part 40 nights have been turn-
ing their attention to the Gulf spill, and it’s been remarkable to see
that work.

We have begun this work already, but it will take sustained lead-
ership from this Congress to see it through. The President’s fiscal
year 2011 budget request reflects a 13 percent increase over fiscal
year 2010 and includes more than $7 billion for weapons activities
and infrastructure. Over the course of the next decade, our plans
call for an investment of $80 billion. With Congress’ support, we
will transform from a Cold War capacity-based infrastructure to a
modern capabilities-based nuclear security enterprise. This will
provide the confidence and the tools that allow the United States
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to consider further nuclear reductions as we work toward a world
without nuclear weapons.

Thank you and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Chu follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. STEVEN CHU

Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and members of the committee, thank
you for the opportunity to testify on the treaty between the United States of Amer-
ica and the Russian Federation on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limita-
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms, known as “New START.”

In Prague last April, President Obama outlined a comprehensive agenda for ad-
dressing nuclear dangers in the 21st century. He pledged to take concrete steps to-
ward a world without nuclear weapons, while maintaining the safety, security, and
effectiveness of our arsenal as long as nuclear weapons exist. The President has
called for reducing the role of nuclear weapons in our national security strategy and
for building a new international framework for civil nuclear cooperation, and he has
promised to lead an international effort to secure all vulnerable nuclear material
around the world within 4 years.

Building on that commitment, the President’s Nuclear Posture Review put pre-
venting the spread of nuclear weapons to terrorists and to states that don’t already
possess them at the very top of our national security agenda. The danger of a nu-
clear weapon falling into the wrong hands is the greatest threat facing the Amer-
ican people. The President has laid out an unprecedented commitment to taking
real, practical and clear-eyed steps to keep the American people safe.

The New START treaty is an important part of this nuclear security agenda. If
ratified and entered into force, the treaty will commit the United States and Rus-
sian Federation to lower levels of deployed strategic nuclear weapons in a trans-
parent and verifiable manner. This will increase stability between our countries
while demonstrating our joint commitment to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.

Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen are testifying to the dip-
lomatic and security advantages of this treaty. I want to focus on how this treaty
will allow the United States to continue to modernize our nuclear security enter-
prise and to maintain the scientific capabilities that ensure the safety, security, and
effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent.

The success of our nuclear programs depends upon the incredible technical capa-
bilities at the Department of Energy’s national laboratories. We are proud to employ
some of our Nation’s brightest minds and to be home to some of the world’s most
sophisticated scientific equipment. This equipment includes the world’s fastest
supercomputers and the ability to conduct the most advanced investigations of self-
sustained nuclear reactions at the National Ignition Facility.

Our capabilities enable us to assess the stockpile annually, to extend nuclear
weapon lifetimes, to assess other nations’ nuclear capabilities, and to dismantle re-
tired weapons. As the stockpile decreases in size, the role of science, technology and
engineering in deterrence will increase in importance.

The New START will enhance, not harm, our ability to maintain the safety, secu-
rity, and effectiveness of our nuclear weapons stockpile. This conclusion is based on
three important considerations:

First, the treaty supports our modernization agenda. The Nuclear Posture Review
recognizes the importance of supporting “a modern physical infrastructure—com-
prised of the national security laboratories and a complex of supporting facilities—
and a highly capable workforce with the specialized skills needed to sustain the de-
terrent.” This month, I am delivering a detailed plan to Congress for transforming
today’s nuclear weapons complex into a modern, efficient and responsive 21st cen-
tury Nuclear Security Enterprise. This Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Plan provides the multi-decade investment strategy needed to extend the life of key
nuclear weapon systems, rebuild and modernize our facilities, and provide for nec-
essary physical and intellectual infrastructure.

These modernization efforts provide a strong foundation for the limits on deployed
nuclear weapons under the New START treaty, and nothing in the treaty will con-
strain these efforts. None of the Department of Energy’s NNSA sites—including our
production and national laboratory facilities—will be subject to inspection under the
New START treaty, and none of our operations will be subject to limitation. We will
be able to maintain and improve the scientific base of our nuclear weapons activi-
ties.

Second, the United States will remain free to determine the size of the inactive
stockpile. This inactive stockpile supports stockpile maintenance, surveillance and
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life extension activities, including component reuse. It is an important technical and
geopolitical hedge.

The weapons in the inactive stockpile will continue to be retired and dismantled
consistent with Department of Defense requirements and Presidential direction, and
we remain on track to meet our program requirement to dismantle all the retired
warheads currently in the dismantlement queue by 2022. Nothing in this treaty im-
poses any restrictions on this work.

Third, the treaty provides the explicit right of both parties to determine the com-
position and structure of their nuclear forces within the treaty’s overall limits. This
means that, should a problem arise with a particular warhead type, we will have
complete flexibility to restructure our deployments and upload weapons to other sys-
tems if necessary to compensate and ensure the sustainment of an effective deter-
rent.

Further, the New START treaty contains no limitations that would constrain our
warhead life extension program (LEP) options, or the work to assess and correct any
potential future warhead issue. The New START treaty will have no impact on any
decisions regarding warhead life extension.

As was made clear in the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), this administration is
committed to studying all of the options available for future LEPs—including reuse,
refurbishment, and replacement—on a case-by-case basis. This approach has been
endorsed by the Directors of our three National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) laboratories, who said, “The approach outlined in the NPR, which excludes
further nuclear testing and includes the consideration of the full range of life exten-
sion options ... provides the necessary technical flexibility to manage the nuclear
stockpile into the future with an acceptable level of risk.”

These decisions will be based on U.S. national security and stockpile require-
ments, informed by our best scientific judgment and consistent with the guidance
contained in the Nuclear Posture Review and the plans outlined in the Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Plan. Nothing in the New START treaty would limit
those options in any way.

We are committed to fully funding the ongoing LEP for the W76 submarine-based
warhead for completion in 2017, and the full scope LEP study and follow-on activi-
ties for the B61 bomb to ensure first production begins in 2017. We will also partici-
pate with the Nuclear Weapons Council on a study of LEP options for the W78
ICBM warhead. The New START treaty does not place any limits on any of those
programs.

I believe these factors point to a treaty that enhances U.S. national security with-
out jeopardizing the nuclear deterrent that helps underwrite it.

As you consider this treaty, you can be certain that the Nation’s nuclear stockpile
will remain safe, secure, and effective. I want to take a few minutes to elaborate
on some of the steps the Department of Energy and the NNSA are taking to mod-
ernize our enterprise.

e We are investing in science, technology, and engineering. The Nuclear
Posture Review concluded that we need increased investments to strength-
en an aging physical infrastructure and to sustain scientific and technical
talent at our Nation’s national security laboratories. This will allow us to
continue to assess and certify the stockpile without underground nuclear
testing utilizing advanced scientific capabilities. The President’s fiscal year
2011 budget request would increase science funding at NNSA by more than
10 percent.

e We are investing in the infrastructure we need. A successful stockpile
stewardship and management program requires a modernized infrastruc-
ture, including major long-term construction projects. The highest infra-
structure priorities are the construction of major new nuclear facilities for
plutonium and uranium. As Administrator Tom D’Agostino and I have stat-
ed, we must replace outdated 1950s-era facilities with modern, efficient,
cost-effective, and properly-sized facilities.

e We are investing in human capital. World-class laboratories and produc-
tion plants are sustained by the best and brightest minds. Through the re-
newed sense of urgency reflected in the President’s April 2009 Prague
speech and through the very challenging technical program that includes
LEPs and with national security challenges beyond directed stockpile work,
we are creating an environment that can attract highly-trained and moti-
vated personnel. We must bring new scientists and engineers into this field.

We have begun this work already, but it will take sustained leadership from this
Congress to see it through. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget request reflects
a 13 percent increase over fiscal year 2010 and includes more than $7 billion for
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weapons activities and infrastructure. The National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion’s Future Years Nuclear Security Program budget includes more than $36 billion
for these activities over the next 5 years. Over the course of the next decade, our
plans call for the investment of $80 billion.

With Congress’ support, we will transform from a Cold War capacity-based infra-
structure to a modern, capabilities-based Nuclear Security Enterprise. This will pro-
vide the confidence and the tools to allow the United States to consider further nu-
clear weapons reductions as we work toward a world without nuclear weapons.

In conclusion, the New START treaty will serve the interests of the United States
without jeopardizing our ability to sustain the safety, security and effectiveness of
the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile. Irrespective of the treaty, we need to invest in
modernizing our enterprise and extending the life of the nuclear weapons stockpile,
but we are up to this task. Together, we will ensure our ability to retain a safe,
secure, and effective nuclear deterrent for as long as nuclear weapons exist.

Thank you, and I look forward to answering your questions.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Secretary Chu.
Admiral Mullen.

STATEMENT OF ADM MICHAEL G. MULLEN, USN, CHAIRMAN
OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Admiral MULLEN. Chairman Levin, Senator McCain, and distin-
guished members of the committee, I am pleased to add my voice
in support of ratification of the New START and to do so as soon
as possible. We are in our 7th month without a treaty with Russia.

This treaty has the full support of your uniformed military.
Throughout its negotiations, Secretaries Clinton and Gates ensured
that professional military perspectives were thoroughly considered.
During the development of the New START, I was personally in-
volved, to include two face-to-face negotiating sessions and several
conversations, other conversations with my counterpart, the chief
of the Russian general staff, General Makarov, regarding key as-
pects of the treaty.

The Joint Chiefs and I also had time to review the analytic work
done in the NPR regarding the shape of future U.S. strategic nu-
clear forces. Its recommendations were transmitted as guidance to
the negotiating team in Geneva regarding the three central limits
on strategic systems and the warheads associated with them that
are contained in the treaty.

In short, the conclusion and implementation of the New START
is the right thing for us to do, and we took the time to do it right.
The chiefs and I believe the New START achieves important and
necessary balance between three critical aims. It allows us to re-
tain a strong and flexible American nuclear deterrent. It helps
strengthen openness and transparency in our relationship with
Russia. It also demonstrates our national commitment to reducing
the worldwide risk of a nuclear incident resulting from the con-
tinuing proliferation of nuclear weapons.

I firmly believe that the central limits established in this treaty
and the provision that allows each side the freedom to determine
its own force mix provides us with the necessary flexibility to field
the right future force to meet the Nation’s needs. We plan to retain
our triad of bombers, SSBNs, and land-based ICBMs in sufficient
diversity and numbers to assure strategic stability between our-
selves and the Russian Federation. We will also maintain sufficient
capability to deter other nuclear states.

In addition, the agreement provides for an array of important
verification measures that are critical to both sides in monitoring
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compliance with the new treaty, and those have been spoken to in
earlier statements.

This treaty is also a critical element in the President’s agenda for
reducing nuclear risks to the United States, our allies, and part-
ners and the wider international community. Our recently con-
cluded NPR acknowledges the continuing role for nuclear weapons
in the defense of America, while placing additional emphasis on
positive steps to prevent nuclear terrorism and the risks from nu-
clear proliferation.

In summary, this New START agreement is important in itself
and should also be viewed in a wider context. It makes meaningful
reductions in the U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear arsenals while
strengthening strategic stability and the United States’ national se-
curity. Coupled with the administration’s clear commitment to pru-
dently invest in our aging nuclear infrastructure and in warhead
life extension programs, this treaty is a very meaningful step for-
ward. I encourage the Senate to fully study the treaty. I believe
you will see the wisdom of ratifying it, and I sit before you today
recommending that you do so.

Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Mullen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY ADM MICHAEL G. MULLEN, USN

Chairman Levin, Senator McCain, distinguished members of the committee; I am
pleased to add my voice in support for ratification of the New Strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Treaty (START) treaty.

This treaty has the full support of your uniformed military. Throughout its nego-
tiation, Secretaries Clinton and Gates ensured that professional military perspec-
tives were thoroughly considered. During the development of the New START treaty
I was personally involved, to include two face-to-face negotiating sessions and three
telephone conversations with my counterpart, the Chief of the Russian General
Staff, General Makarov, regarding key aspects of the treaty.

The Joint Chiefs and I also had time to review the analytic work done in the Nu-
clear Posture Review (NPR) regarding the shape of future U.S. strategic nuclear
forces. Its recommendations were transmitted as guidance to the negotiating team
in Geneva regarding the three central limits on strategic systems and the warheads
associated with them that are contained in the treaty. In short, the conclusion and
implementation of the New START treaty is the right thing for us to do—and we
took the time to do it right.

The Chiefs and I believe the New START treaty achieves important and necessary
balance between three critical aims. It allows us to retain a strong and flexible
American nuclear deterrent. It helps strengthen openness and transparency in our
relationship with Russia. It also demonstrates our national commitment to reducing
the worldwide risk of nuclear incident resulting from the continuing proliferation of
nuclear weapons.

You should know that I firmly believe that the central limits established in this
treaty and the provision that allows each side the freedom to determine its own
force mix provides us with the necessary flexibility to field the right future force to
meet the Nation’s needs. We plan to retain our Triad of bombers, ballistic missile
submarines and land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles in sufficient diversity
and numbers to assure strategic stability between ourselves and the Russian Fed-
eration. We will also maintain sufficient capability to deter other nuclear states. In
addition, the agreement provides for an array of important verification measures
that are critical to both sides in monitoring compliance with the new treaty.

This treaty is also a critical element in the President’s agenda for reducing nu-
clear risks to the United States, our allies and partners, and the wider international
community. Our recently concluded NPR acknowledges the continuing role for nu-
clear weapons in the defense of America, while placing additional emphasis on posi-
tive steps to prevent nuclear terrorism and the risks from nuclear proliferation.

In summary, this New START agreement is important in itself, and should also
be viewed in wider context. It makes meaningful reductions in the U.S. and Russian
strategic nuclear arsenals while strengthening strategic stability and U.S. national
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security. Coupled with the administration’s clear commitment to prudently invest in
our aging nuclear infrastructure and in nuclear warhead life extension programs,
this treaty is a very meaningful step forward. I encourage the Senate to fully study
the treaty. I believe you will see the wisdom of ratifying it, and I sit before you
today recommending that you do so.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Admiral Mullen.

Because of the large number of Senators that are here this morn-
ing and because Secretary Gates must leave a few minutes after
11:30 a.m., we're going to having a first round of questioning that’s
going to be limited to 5 minutes, and then if there are additional
questions and there’s time after that first round, we will try to
have a second round, which might be a few minutes each.

Secretary Clinton, let me start with you. During the course of the
negotiations on the New START, were there any side agreements,
any informal agreements, any secret agreements with Russia that
are not included in the treaty relative to any limitations on U.S.
missile defenses or any other subject?

Secretary CLINTON. No.

Chairman LEVIN. Let me ask this of Secretary Gates. Article 5,
paragraph 3, of the treaty would prohibit the future conversion of
ICBM silos or SLBM launchers to be used for missile defense inter-
ceptors, and vice versa. Now, you've testified, I believe, that—I
think Secretary Clinton testified perhaps, maybe you did too—we
have no plans to do such conversions and that it would not make
any sense to do so because the cost is greater than a new silo for
the purpose of missile defense.

But there’s also a larger issue of the potential misunderstanding
or miscalculation, it seems to me, if either side could use silos of
one type for the other purpose. Would you agree, Mr. Secretary,
that it could be potentially destabilizing and dangerous if either
side were to launch missile defense interceptors from ICBM silos
or from SSBNs because such launches could appear to the other
side to be launches of ICBMs or SLBMs?

Secretary GATES. First, I would like to just reinforce Secretary
Clinton’s testimony to the effect that not only did we not have any
plans currently to transform or convert ICBM silos into missile de-
fense silos; as you said, it doesn’t make any sense from a financial
standpoint. It’s a lot cheaper to build missile defense silos on their
own, as we are doing at Fort Greeley, AK.

Yes, I think it would be destabilizing if you didn’t know what
was coming out of a missile silo. I think this is one of the chal-
lenges, frankly, that we face as we go forward with conventional
prompt global strike. Any of these things that are confusing to a
party on the other side, I think, needs to be dealt with very care-
fully.

Chairman LEVIN. You made a very brief reference in that com-
ment to what we’re planning to build at Fort Greeley in Alaska. I
believe that reference is to the plans to build eight spare silos
there. Does that not make it clear, even more clear than I think
it already is, that there is no constraint on our ability to build
those missile defense silos or even more if needed?

Secretary GATES. Yes. We are not only building out the second
site at Fort Greeley, but then there will be eight spare silos once
that work is complete.
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Chairman LEVIN. Admiral, let me ask you a question about the
verification issues. We don’t yet have a national intelligence esti-
mate on verification under New START, but is it your judgment
that this treaty is verifiable? Was the Intelligence Community in-
volved during these negotiations?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir, the Intelligence Community was in-
volved throughout, both obviously internally in our discussions, as
well as in our negotiations with the Russians. It is my judgment
that this treaty provides the necessary means to adequately verify,
consistent with previous treaties, even though some of the
verification means are different. Secretary Gates pointed out the
numbers of inspections. Something that is very specifically dif-
ferent is the agreement in the treaty to put unique identifiers on
every single weapon. Clearly, it continues to support the national
technical means and an ability to verify.

Speaking specifically of telemetry, while not required, the agree-
ment also included the exchange of telemetry on up to five launch
missile tests or launches every year. In totality, I'm very com-
fortable with the verification regime that exists in the treaty right
now.

Chairman LEVIN. As a matter of fact, is there not a concern from
an intelligence perspective as to the status quo; that there are no
verification provisions that currently exist, and there are no inspec-
tions that currently exist without this treaty?

Admiral MULLEN. Absolutely, absolutely. As I said, we’re in our
7th month right now with no treaty with the Russians. I will just
reemphasize what Secretary Gates said, that we are much better,
in my view, with it than without it.

Chairman LEVIN. Including from a verification perspective?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much.

Senator McCain.

Senator McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I thank the witnesses. Secretary Clinton, I understand we’ve yet
to receive requested data on Russian compliance and verification
singe 2005. When do we expect that data to be available to the Sen-
ate?

Secretary CLINTON. Senator McCain, that will be available short-
ly. We are moving as quickly as possible. I know how important
{:hat is for your consideration, and we will get it to you very short-
y.
Senator McCAIN. Thank you.

Both you and Secretary Gates have talked about Article 5, that
it would never be considered, that it would not be something that
we would ever plan on. Why is it in the treaty then?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, it’s in the treaty in effect, I would
argue, Senator, because there have been longstanding discussions
between the Russians and the United States that arose during the
implementation of START 1. Specifically, there were questions
asked about whether or not these silos that cover the countryside
in many of our States, that are no longer operative, were going to
be converted. We said no; we had no intention of continuing with
the conversion, and this would now be no longer a subject of con-
tinuing contention or discussion.
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It seemed to us to be a smart negotiating decision to put some-
thing in that frankly we never intended to pursue. There were a
number of issues that were very, very difficult to resolve in this
treaty. Just mentioning two of them, the kind of verification, along
with the numbers of visits and telemetry. In the course of the nego-
tiation, to state that we’re not going to do something we’re not
going to do seemed to be an appropriate position for us to take.

Senator MCCAIN. If we were going to state in a treaty everything
we were not going to do, it could be a very heavy document.

Here’s my fundamental dilemma that I think many of us face. At
the time of the signing of the treaty, the statement was made by
the Russians, “This treaty between the Russian Federation and the
United States of America signed at Prague on April 8, 2010, may
be effective and viable only in condition where there is no
qualititative or quantitative buildup in the missile defense system
capabilities of the United States of America.”

That is a strong statement at the time of the signing of the trea-
ty.
Then President Medvedev made the statement on April 12, in an
interview with George Stephanopoulos, where he said the two
countries negotiated a formula in the preamble of the New START
that states there is “an interconnection between the strategic offen-
sive arms and missile defense. So if these circumstances will
change, then we will consider it is a reason to jeopardize the whole
agreement.” That’s what President Medvedev said.

Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov said on March 30 in a press con-
ference after the G-8 foreign ministers meeting in Canada that
there are obligations regarding missile defense in the treaty text
and the accompanying interpretive text that constitute “a legally
binding package,” et cetera.

Now, I, for one, am going to have to get some kind of statement
from the Russians as to exactly what this treaty means in their
view. If the statement, the signing statement at the time that
states there’s an interconnection between this treaty and missile
defense systems, that clearly states that “only in condition that
there is no qualitative or quantitative buildup in the missile de-
fense capabilities of the United States of America,” that’s a pretty
clear statement.

President Medvedev has made the same statement. Foreign Min-
ister Lavrov has made the same statement. So Russian leadership
have all made the statement that this treaty is contingent upon the
United States not changing or undertaking qualitative or quan-
titative buildup in missile defense systems. That’s bound to be wor-
risome to anyone, particularly in light of the decision that was
made concerning the Polish and Czech missile defense systems’
cancellation or replacement with another system that was done
earlier in this administration.

It’s clear from many statements that Russian leadership has
made that there is a very different interpretation of this treaty
from what has been stated here concerning the connection to mis-
sile defense systems and that of the Russians. I'd be more than
happy to hear your response.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, thank you for giving us the
opportunity to respond. Let me start by saying that historically
there have been these kinds of unilateral statements made by the
Russians. In fact, in connection with the signing of the original
START, the Russians made similar statements that it would con-
sider U.S. withdrawal from the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty
as sufficient grounds for its withdrawal from START. However,
when the United States withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2001,
the Russia Federation, as the successor to the Soviet Union, did not
withdraw.

Second, these unilateral statements have no binding effect, no
legal effect. The agreement that Presidents Obama and Medvedev
signed is the treaty.

Third, as with many other arms control treaties, it provides that
either party, including obviously us, may withdraw from the treaty
if that party decides that extraordinary events have jeopardized its
security interests. Now, the Russian unilateral statement merely
reflects its current view that they disagree, as we've heard for
years, with our commitment to building up missile defense system
capabilities.

It is not in any way affecting us by undermining that commit-
ment. We remain committed, as you heard, in word and deed, most
particularly in financial ways.

Finally, what we read from President Medvedev in an April
statement—I'm not sure it’s exactly the same one that you quoted
from—when asked about the unilateral statements, said, “That
doesn’t mean that because of this, if the American side starts to
build up the missile defense, statement that the treaty would auto-
matically lose its power.”

Then he went on to say, “I would like to make sure that there
is no impression that any change in the U.S. missile defense sys-
tem would be a reason to abandon a signed agreement.”

I view the unilateral statement—and we have one of our own,
which is now in the record—as really a kind of press release, if you
will. Here’s our position, but we just signed a treaty which, as even
the President of the Russian Federation says, is truly the agree-
ment that we’re going to be following.

I understand the question, but I think that both historically and
substantively and then even in the words of President Medvedev,
this is not an issue that in any way constrains or limits our com-
mitment to missile defense.

Secretary GATES. I would just make two very quick comments.
First, to reinforce the point, the Russians can say what they want.
If it’s not in the treaty, it’s not binding on the United States.

Second, what’s interesting is, even in their own unilateral state-
ment, they hedged because, at the end of the statement, they say
about the buildup in missile defense capabilities, “such that it
would give rise to a threat to the strategic nuclear force potential
of the Russian Federation.” I said in my opening statement that we
have no intention of creating such a capability that would threaten
the strategic deterrent capability of the Russia rocket forces, so
even they basically gave themselves an out.

Senator McCAIN. Of course, that’s in the eye of the beholder. We
obviously have a situation here where the official statement of the
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Russian Government states unequivocally, and follow-up state-
ments by members of the Russian Government, that this treaty
would be directly affected “only in conditions where there is no
qualitative or quantitative buildup in the missile defense system
capabilities of the United States of America.”

It is at best an ambiguous situation.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain.

Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to all of
you for being here.

Let me begin with this statement. My own feeling is that if this
New START is ratified, it will be a small step forward for mankind,
but a long way, I'm sure you'd agree, from the dream that people
harbor of having a nuclear-free world. The sad fact is that the cur-
rent state of international relations, as well as human history, sug-
gests that we’re not on the verge of seeing a transformation of
human behavior to lead us to a point where we will have a nuclear-
free world.

As we take this small step forward in reducing the number of de-
ployed strategic warheads, it of course makes the status of our nu-
clear stockpile, somewhat smaller as a result of this treaty if it’s
ratified, even more important. I want to just state the observation
that there will be a lot of issues, some already raised here today,
about this treaty, but ultimately I think that whether or not the
New START is ratified will depend on Members of the Senate of
both parties having the confidence that the administration is com-
mitted to modernizing our current nuclear stockpile.

As you suggested, Secretary Gates, in an interesting way, in kind
of a twist of fate, the ratification of this arms control treaty may
actually enable you and the administration and the last adminis-
tration to receive the funding from Congress that you have been
asking for to modernize our current nuclear stockpile.

Let me begin with a baseline question. I assume that you’ve been
asking for this money because you feel that our current nuclear
stockpile is aging and in various ways is in need of modernization.
Secretary Gates?

Secretary GATES. Let me start and then ask Dr. Chu to chime
in. The short answer is yes. This has been an evident need for the
United States for some time. We are essentially the only nuclear
power in the world that is not carrying out these kinds of mod-
ernization programs. We have never claimed to want any new ca-
pabilities, but simply to be able to make our weapons safer, more
secure, and more reliable.

The Perry-Schlesinger study that was conducted and reported
here to Congress really laid out in considerable detail, I think, a
lot of the worries that we have, not about our stockpile today, but
about where we may be in 5 or 10 years, as both the human capital
and the components themselves age, both having to do with these
weapons systems. This is a long-term need on the part of the Na-
tion. We’ve needed it for quite some time.

Congress voted down the Reliable Replacement Warhead pro-
gram. There has been no progress toward providing any additional
funding for our nuclear weapons modernization programs since
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that time. I think you’ve put your finger on it, frankly, and just re-
alistically, I see this treaty as a vehicle to finally be able to get
what we need in the way of modernization that we have been un-
able to get otherwise.

Dr. Chu.

Secretary CHU. I would also add that, although we’re not seeking
any new military capability, we are seeking to make the weapons
safer, more secure, and more reliable. That means we are replacing
old electronics that we can’t even buy any more: tubes with inte-
grated circuits. We are going to insensitive high explosives, so it’s
much less likely that an accident, a fire, something of that nature,
could set these weapons off. We're increasing the surety, so that,
should any terrorists or anybody get hold of these, it would be im-
possible for them to set them off.

Modernization includes all these factors. We're actually improv-
ing the safety, security, and reliability of these weapons. No new
military capability, but that’s the program we’re engaged in.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I appreciate the answer from both of you.

A while ago, when the NPR came out, there was some language
in it that indicated there are three means to keep the stockpile se-
cure, reliable, and effective, which were reuse, refurbishment, and
replacement. The language in the NPR seemed to make it harder
even to replace parts, it sounded like, and I think, in the section
1251 report, which you provided to Congress, you clarified that. I
just wanted to ask you two questions.

One is the obvious one, which you’ve said, Dr. Chu, that there
are some parts that can’t be reused or refurbished, and you have
to replace those parts. While no one is asking for a replacement
warhead now, there’s nothing in the language in the treaty or in
any administration documents that essentially says to the sci-
entists who we rely on here: Don’t even think about it. In other
words, that the scientists 4 years from now, 6 years from now, if
they believe to protect our security we need to build a replacement
warhead, that they’re going to be free to make that recommenda-
tion.

Secretary CHU. That’s correct. If you look at the language both
in the treaty and in the NPR, the scientists at the national labs
are asked to look at all the scientific possibilities within the menu
of refurbish, replacement, and new designs. There is something
that says, okay, before you go to detailed engineering design, that
there’s a pause button. But, certainly to look at the scientific capa-
bilities; it would be very prudent to not hold them back on any of
those options, and that’s the position we’re taking.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you. My time is up.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Lieberman.

Senator Collins.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Clinton, you were very clear in answering the chair-
man’s first question about whether there was any secret agreement
or side deal associated with the negotiations of the New START
that would affect missile defense. You were very clear in saying
that, no, there was not.

There’s a press report that came out last night that claims that
the administration is secretly working with the Russians to con-
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clude an agreement that would limit U.S. missile defenses. It goes
on to say that the administration last month presented a draft
agreement to the Russians. Is this report accurate?

Secretary CLINTON. No. I'm not aware of the report, Senator Col-
lins, but, as Secretary Gates said, we have consistently told the
Russians that, if they wish to work with us on missile defense, we
are open to working with them. Maybe there is something lost in
the translation here because we have consistently reached out to
them. We would like them to be part of a broad missile defense sys-
tem that protects against countries like Iran, North Korea, both of
which they border, by the way, so it is in their interest.

But Secretary Gates mentioned that in his opening remarks, so
if I could ask him to just perhaps add onto what I said.

Senator COLLINS. Yes.

Secretary GATES. Well, I have just seen a reference to the news-
paper story that you described, and what I emphasized, what I
added, frankly, in my opening statement was that whatever talks
are going on are simply about trying to elicit their willingness to
partner with us along with the Europeans in terms of a regional
missile defense.

There is nothing in the approaches that have been made to the
Russians that in any way, shape, or form would impose any limits
whatsoever on our plans.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you.

Secretary Clinton, and perhaps Secretary Gates on this issue as
well, one of my chief concerns is that tactical nuclear weapons are
not addressed by this treaty. The Perry-Schlesinger commission
noted that Russia has some 3,800 tactical nuclear weapons. That’s
about 10 times what is in our inventory. My concern is not just
about the numbers, but study after study has pointed out that tac-
tical nuclear weapons are particularly vulnerable for theft and di-
version. The administration’s own NPR has noted the fear of nu-
clear terrorism.

If the administration believes that today’s most immediate and
extreme danger is nuclear terrorism—and I would agree with that
assessment—why doesn’t the New START address tactical nuclear
weapons at all, since they are by far more vulnerable to theft and
diversion?

Secretary CLINTON. Senator, we share your concern. The New
START was always intended to replace START I, and that was the
decision made by the Bush administration, which we then decided
to pursue in order to deal with strategic offensive nuclear forces.
But, we share your concern about tactical nuclear weapons, and we
have raised with the Russians our desire to begin to talk with
them, now that the New START has been negotiated, about tactical
nuclear weapons.

We have to do this in conjunction with our NATO allies because,
of course, our principal use of tactical nuclear weapons historically
has been in Europe, and that’s also where most of the Russian tac-
tical nukes are located, close to their border with Europe.

I raised this issue at the last NATO ministerial in Talinn, Esto-
nia, and received a very positive response from our NATO allies,
that we will work on our posture toward tactical nukes, because
there are some in NATO who wanted NATO unilaterally to begin
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to withdraw our own tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, and
it’s the Obama administration’s position that we will not do that,
that we will only pursue reductions in our tactical nuclear weapons
in concert with cuts in Russia’s tactical nuclear weapons. That was
well received by the majority of NATO allies.

Secretary GATES. I would just add the personal opinion that I
think any negotiation on tactical nuclear weapons with the Rus-
sians is going to be a very difficult one, and principally because
they have such a disproportionately larger number deployed than
we do in Europe, and a lot of them are forward deployed.

I think for the Russians, getting the Russians to agree to any-
thing that ends up providing an equitable status on both sides, if
you will, will be a very steep hill to climb. I would just add further
that, in terms of our own capabilities, that the F-35, including the
%%rcraft that we're selling to some of our allies, will be dual capa-

e.

Secretary CLINTON. If I could just add one more point, Mr. Chair-
man. I agree with Secretary Gates that negotiating with the Rus-
sians on tactical nuclear weapons will be difficult. But, I would un-
derscore the importance of ratifying the New START to have any
chance of us beginning to have a serious negotiation over tactical
nuclear weapons. I would add, it’s a point that Secretary Gates
made earlier: If you look at what we have done in reaching out to
our NATO allies, it is to prepare us to be able to have that discus-
sion within the context of our strategic concept review within
NATO, so that we can work toward a unified NATO position when
we begin having serious discussions with the Russians.

I would underscore the importance of ratifying this treaty in
order to have any chance of building the level of exchange with the
Russians that could lead to any kind of verifiable limits or reduc-
tions.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Collins.

Senator Ben Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you
to all of you for your service and for being here today.

I wanted to follow up a little bit on Senator Collins’ comment and
your response about working cooperatively with the Russians in
missile defense. In April, I hosted the U.S.-Russian Inter-Par-
liamentary Group, which is a combination of our U.S. Senate and
the Russian Federation Council. Our discussions, like those held in
many other meetings both in Moscow as well as here, have in-
volved the discussions about the prospects of missile defense co-
operation.

It seemed to be a very strong thought with the Federation Coun-
cil that they are interested from the parliamentary side, from the
legislative side, they’re clearly interested in working cooperatively
with us on missile defense. Now, I understand they come from
their own perspective and we come from ours, but at least they’re
talking, not only at their executive level with President Medvedev,
but now at the legislative side as well. I just thought I would men-
tion that.

I appreciate Senator Collins raising the question, because there
are going to be all kinds of rumors and discussions going on and



28

characterizations of those discussions that are not always as accu-
rate as we would hope that they might be.

Secretary Gates and Secretary Clinton, the question was raised
by Senator McCain that relates to an agreement as to whether or
not there’s a meeting of the minds on this treaty between the Rus-
sians and the United States, President Medvedev and President
Obama, on the question of what’s in the contract. It appears that
there’s a meeting of the minds within the contract, but some pos-
turing going on outside the contract.

Perhaps it would be helpful for us if you could, if not just today,
afterwards, submit something to show that this is nothing new,
that there is always posturing around the agreements and there
have been instances of posturing in the past, but we entered into
agreements and, as you say, even in spite of some of the comments
about whether or not we did certain things or didn’t do certain
things, they might do certain things.

Examples of that might be helpful in putting this to rest because
the question seems to be, is there a meeting of the minds? Let me
ask you just the question bluntly: Is there a meeting of the minds
in your opinion? Senator Clinton or Secretary Gates first?

Secretary GATES. Well, I would just make two comments. First
of all, I think that there is a meeting of the minds on the value
of New START between the two Presidents. Second point: There is
no meeting of the minds on missile defense. The Russians hate it.
They've hated it since the late 1960s. They will always hate it,
mostly because we’ll build it, and they won’t.

On the issue before the Senate, if you will, there is a meeting of
the minds. On the peripheral issue that is not part of the contract,
there is no meeting of the minds.

Senator BEN NELSON. Senator Clinton, can you be quite as can-
did as that?

Secretary CLINTON. Of course I can.

Senator BEN NELSON. Of course. [Laughter.]

Secretary CLINTON. I think Secretary Gates said it very well. We
have an agreement. We have a signed agreement. Somebody can
have a signed, enforceable agreement to buy and sell a car or buy
and sell a house, and then they can go out and make all sorts of
statements, but it has nothing to do with their obligations under
the agreement.

The only point I would add to what Secretary Gates has said is
that, historically in these agreements, the Russians have said
things like that. In my opening testimony, I talked about the origi-
nal START, where before it was signed the same kind of sequence.
The Russians said if the United States pulls out of the ABM Trea-
ty, we're pulling out of START. Well, the United States pulled out
of the ABM Treaty in 2001, and Russia didn’t pull out of START.

There is a history. We'll be happy to, for the record, give you
some additional information.

[The information referred to follows:]

On April 7, 2010, the Russian Federation made a unilateral statement on missile
defense, in which the Russian Federation recorded its view that the treaty may be
effective and viable only in conditions where there is no qualitative and quantitative
build-up in the missile defense system capabilities of the United States. The Rus-

sian Federation further noted its position that the “extraordinary events” that could
justify withdrawal from the treaty, pursuant to Article XIV, include a build-up in
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the missile defense system capabilities of the United States that would give rise to
a threat to the strategic nuclear forces potential of the Russian Federation.

The withdrawal standard in Article XIV contains language identical to the with-
drawal provisions in many arms control agreements, including the START treaty,
the INF Treaty, and the NPT. The withdrawal provision is self-judging in that each
party may decide when its supreme interests have been jeopardized by extraor-
dinary events related to the subject matter of the treaty. Accordingly the Russian
statement merely records that the circumstances described in its statement would,
in its view, justify such a decision on its part. The Russian statement does not
change the legal rights or obligations of the Parties under the treaty.

As a historical matter, the Soviet Union made a similar unilateral statement re-
garding withdrawal from the START treaty. In that statement, the Soviet Union
noted its position that the “extraordinary events” in the withdrawal provision in-
cluded U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. When the United States withdrew
from the ABM Treaty in 2002, however, the Russian Federation (as a successor
state to the Soviet Union) did not withdraw from the START treaty.

In sum, the Russian unilateral statement is not an integral part of the treaty and
it is not legally binding. The United States did not agree to the Russian statement.
It has the same legal status as the unilateral statement made by the Soviet Union
in connection with the signing of the original START treaty in 1991.

Secretary CLINTON. But we are very comfortable. I don’t think
the four of us would be here—and I think you know all of us—tell-
ing you how comfortable we are with where we believe the meeting
of the minds occurred and what this treaty means, and the fact
that, as Admiral Mullen now has said twice in this hearing, we
have no treaty, we have no verification going on at this moment.
Is it the perfect treaty? I don’t know that such a thing exists, but
in our very considered opinion, it is so much in America’s interest
to get on with entering into this treaty.

Senator BEN NELSON. Sort of a reminder of Contracts 101.

Secretary CLINTON. Yes. Well, as an old law professor, I couldn’t
resist.

The other thing I would say, Senator Nelson, is thank you for
participating in these inter-parliamentary activities. I have to con-
fess, when I sat behind the table I was not as aware of the impor-
tance to our counterparts that these parliamentary meetings hold.
I don’t know that we, in our Congress, appreciate the significance
of these and the potential opportunities that they offer to us.
Thank you.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.

Admiral MULLEN. Senator Nelson, if I can, just briefly back to
the meeting of the minds. As I both participated but also watched
these negotiations, the number of times that the two countries’
leaders personally engaged each other and in the details of this, I
thought was extraordinary. To the points that have been made in
terms of, within the bounds of the treaty, the meeting of the minds
was very evident to me right up to the end, through very difficult
negotiations.

Again, the commitment was extraordinary from my perspective
in terms of their both understanding, participation, and the nego-
tiations.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Nelson.

Senator Thune.

Senator THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Secretary Clinton, welcome back to the committee. Secretary
Gates, nice to have you. Admiral, thank you for your service. Sec-
retary Chu, welcome to the Armed Services Committee.

Secretary Gates, the administration’s factsheet on the section
1251, the report, explains that the U.S. nuclear force structure
under the treaty could comprise up to 420 ICBMs, 240 SLBMs, and
60 bombers. Since deployment at the maximum level of all 3 legs
of the triad under that explanation add up to about 720 delivery
vehicles, it is, of course, mathematically impossible for the United
States to make such a deployment and to be in compliance with the
treaty’s limit of 700 deployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.

Clearly, significant additional decisions are going to have to be
made with respect to U.S. force structure under the treaty. I would
be reluctant to cast a vote in favor of the treaty without being fully
briefed in more precise detail about the plans for our nuclear deliv-
ery force structure.

My question is, when can this committee expect to receive a more
precise outline of how the U.S. nuclear force posture will be made
to comply with this treaty’s limits of 700 deployed nuclear delivery
vehicles, and will the administration provide a classified briefing to
those of us who are concerned on the specific planned force struc-
ture for these deployed nuclear delivery vehicles?

Secretary GATES. Certainly we would be happy to provide a clas-
sified briefing in terms of the options that we have under consider-
ation. Let me say just from the outset that we do not anticipate
any changes in the force structure under this treaty that would af-
fect current basing either of aircraft or our missiles here in the
United States.

The reductions in the treaty do not need to be made until the 7th
year, and I'm going to ask Admiral Mullen to chime in here, but
I think our interests are best served as we watch the developments
of the next decade. My opening statement, as the factsheet did,
said here are the categories and the numbers that we are working
with, and frankly I see no reason for us to make final decisions
within those narrow frameworks until we have a better sense of
strategic developments with Russia and with other countries as
well, especially since we have all this time under the treaty.

I think that one key point of reassurance again is, of all of the
options that we’re looking at, the ones that we think we’re likely
to implement, that it would not involve closing any of our missile
bases or changing our basing of our bombers at this point.

Admiral?

Admiral MULLEN. Sir, I would just add that the uniformed lead-
ership feels very strongly about not making those decisions before
they are due. That’s really 7 years out. The strength of the treaty,
as represented in the 1251 report and the numbers that you de-
scribed, gives us some flexibility. Clearly, as we evolve, we're at the
beginning of looking at what the next submarine looks like in that
part of the triad. What we wanted was as much flexibility for as
long as we could have to make that decision, and we saw no need
to do that now.

I understand the math. I understand exactly where you are. But
it just was not needed. We felt very strongly we wanted to wait as
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long as we could to continue to assure the certainty of each leg of
the triad as it’s laid out in this treaty.

Senator THUNE. The press has reported that the administration
is going to spend about $100 billion over the next 10 years in nu-
clear delivery systems. About $30 billion of that would go toward
development and acquisition of a new strategic submarine and, ac-
cording to estimates by U.S. Strategic Command, the cost of main-
taining our current dedicated nuclear force is approximately $5.6
billion per year or about $56 billion over the decade.

That leaves roundly $14 billion of the $100 billion the adminis-
tration intends to invest, even less if you factor in inflation. That
$14 billion is not nearly sufficient to develop and acquire a next
generation bomber, a follow-on ICBM, a follow-on air-launched
cruise missile, and develop a conventional prompt global strike ca-
pability. So the question is, in light of those figures I just men-
tioned and the fact that you've yet to make additional moderniza-
tion decisions, why do you believe that $100 billion is sufficient in-
vestment in our delivery systems over the next decade?

Admiral MULLEN. From my perspective, Senator, the current in-
vestment is a projection of what we understand right now. We are
undertaking in DOD a very thorough look of what the future with
respect to the long range of the next generation bomber is, recog-
nizing that all the systems are going to go through some mod-
ernization over the next couple of decades.

From what I've seen inside DOD over time is, obviously, when
those decisions get made resources get made available to support
them. One of the big challenges and concerns right now is the next
generation missile submarine and, quite frankly, replacing it, con-
taining it, containing its costs, and making sure that we can, in the
long run, sustain that part of the leg as we look at how we’re going
to move ahead in the next generation bomber, as well as the next
generation ICBM.

I'm comfortable right now that the investment there certainly
supports us moving ahead, and we’ll have to make adjustments
over time based on where the triad goes specifically.

Secretary GATES. Senator, I would just say that with that figure
that you mentioned, there are placeholders for each of the mod-
ernization programs because no decisions have been made. They're
basically to be decided, and along the lines that Admiral Mullen is
just describing, those are decisions we’re going to have to make
over the next few years, in terms of we're going to have to mod-
ernize these systems, and we’re going to have to figure out what
we can afford.

Senator THUNE. At this point, we don’t know whether or not the
administration is going to pursue some of these programs? Is that
what you're saying?

Secretary GATES. I am saying that we have not yet made deci-
sions on how we are going to modernize long-range strike, how we
are going to modernize the ICBM force. We are in the process. We
have money in the budget for a new nuclear reactor for the Navy
for the next generation nuclear submarine, so we are on track in
that particular area of modernization.

Senator THUNE. I see my time has expired, Mr. Chairman. There
may be some questions I'd like to submit for the record.
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Senator UDALL [presiding]. So ordered. Thank you, Senator
Thune, for your thoughtful comments.

Chairman Levin has taken a much more dangerous step than his
support for ratifying this treaty. He’s deputized me to serve as the
chairman of the committee until he can return. I will recognize my-
self for 5 minutes.

I noted that Dr. Kissinger testified in front of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee last month about this treaty, and he said that it’s
an evolution of treaties that have been negotiated in previous ad-
ministrations of both parties, and its principal provisions are an
elaboration or a continuation of existing agreements. Therefore, a
rejection of them would indicate that a new period of American pol-
icy had started that might rely largely on the unilateral reliance
on its nuclear weapons and would therefore create an element of
uncertainty in the calculations of both adversaries and allies.

Would any of you like to comment on his statement? Maybe I'll
start with the Secretary of State.

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, we very much agree with that
assessment. Our Department has been briefing along with our col-
leagues from DOD, from the Joint Chiefs, and from DOE, a series
of former diplomats and DOD officials and DOE officials, including
Dr. Kissinger.

I think the overwhelming sentiment is that this treaty is in our
national security interests and that a failure to ratify this treaty
would have both foreseen and unforeseen consequences. One of the
foreseen consequences is a return to a period of instability and un-
predictability between the United States and Russia, which would
not be in our security interests because, given what we view as the
major threats we face today, nuclear war with Russia is not one of
them, thank goodness. That is an evolution, as Dr. Kissinger has
said, of political, strategic, and economic changes over the last
years since the Cold War.

Human nature being what it is, as Senator Lieberman said, if
you introduce instability and unpredictability, there is no way that
we wouldn’t have to be responsive. I think you’ll hear from all of
us that we think this treaty continues the tradition that other trea-
ties have exemplified of making it possible for us to have an under-
standing with, and legally binding agreements with, the Russians
that are very much to our interest as well as to theirs.

We are working with the Russians on a range of matters. I think
it would have been very unlikely a year ago that we would have
seen Russia supporting our sanctions in the United Nations
against Iran. We have been building confidence with Russia around
a range of important issues, and this negotiation over the New
START, especially as Admiral Mullen said, bringing in both of our
Presidents at a very high level probably a dozen times to hammer
out some of the particulars in the treaty, has really been to our na-
tional security interest.

So that is, I think, very much in support of what Dr. Kissinger
testified to.

Secretary GATES. I would just add one point. Secretary Clinton
in her opening statement talked about the contribution the treaty
provides in terms of transparency, predictability, and stability. One
of the strategic developments that we see going on that hasn’t been
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mentioned in this hearing is that the Russians are, over a period
of time, reducing their reliance on and reducing the size of their
conventional forces, for a variety of economic, demographic, and
other reasons.

As they reduce their size of their conventional forces, they are
particularly focused on the modernization of their strategic forces,
and particularly their nuclear capabilities. I think that, from our
national security standpoint, having this treaty that provides the
transparency, predictability, and stability in that kind of an evolv-
ing environment is very much in the interests of the United States.

Senator UDALL. Admiral Mullen, would you care to comment if
there’s any ramifications here for military-to-military relation-
ships?

Admiral MULLEN. Actually, I've worked this multiple times with
my counterpart and our staffs. I guess I'd characterize it the same
way as I did between the two countries’ leaders: very difficult, very
challenging, strong positions. Many of the issues that have been
raised here, the one of tactical nuclear weapons, the issues of mis-
sile defense, the issues of telemetry.

But, I was actually in the end very encouraged, though the nego-
tiations were difficult, with the willingness to move to a position
to get to this treaty from the Russian military perspective, obvi-
ously the two countries, but in particular the Russian military per-
spective. I am encouraged by that.

Part of that, I think, is also represented in the increased mili-
tary-to-military relationships across the board, this being a big
piece of it. For myself and my counterpart to say when we get
through with this, which we have, that this is indicative of the
kinds of things we can do in many other areas. Counterterrorism
is something that immediately comes to mind, counter-piracy. From
where we were to where we are over even the last couple of years,
it’s improved dramatically. This is a big piece of it.

Senator UDALL. My time has expired, and I'm going to recognize
Senator Brown next. Let me make two short final comments. It’s
a very powerful picture to have the four of you sitting here rep-
resenting a broad set of viewpoints supporting the treaty. Thank
you for taking your time to be here.

Second, I read with great interest and Secretary Clinton, Sec-
retary Gates, Admiral Mullen, and I think Secretary Chu as well,
you are aware of the Hagel-Hart commission work on our policy to-
wards Russia. They talk about a realpolitik that Dr. Kissinger, in
effect, is the leading practitioner of, and there are ways in which
they point out we can work with Russia, there are ways in which
we can’t, there are cultural and historical differences.

The points you make about expanding our relationship through
the approval of this treaty are really powerful ones. Thank you
again for being here.

Senator Brown, you’re recognized.

Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you to our panel. Secretary Clinton, thank you for your
leadership on this treaty and everything you've been doing, keeping
us informed, which is very helpful to me as the kind of new kid
on the block.
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I have a great concern about Iran, and I find that their nuclear
ambitions are more destabilizing than actually us getting a handle
on the U.S.-Russian relationship. I'm wondering, in your negotia-
tions with Russia, have you been able to broach that subject with
Russia? I can’t imagine that they would like a nuclear Iran to help
destabilize that region and potentially export their brand of ter-
rorism in many instances around the world and the region.

Any comment on that?

Secretary CLINTON. Thank you very much, Senator, and welcome
to this committee.

Senator BROWN. Thank you.

Secretary CLINTON. I think your concerns are very well placed.
Obviously, the four of us and many, many others in the govern-
ment spend a great deal of our time thinking about Iran and how
to prevent it from obtaining nuclear weapons. I believe that our
close cooperation with Russia on negotiating this New START
added significantly to our ability to work with them regarding Iran.

Three quick examples. Because we developed very good working
relationships, despite our disagreements on the New START, be-
tween our militaries and our civilian leadership, I think it gave us
just a better base on which to raise the concerns about Iran. It took
a while to make the case to the Russians that Iran indeed was pur-
suing not just a peaceful civil nuclear capacity, but, in our view,
poised to pursue nuclear weapons.

Once they became convinced that there was some concern there,
they began working with us. In the fall, we reached an agreement
with Russia and France to try to get Iran to demonstrate some
good faith by shipping out its low enriched uranium to outside of
Iran to be enriched and then returned, and the Russians stood with
us. They stood with us through all the ups and downs of that nego-
tiation.

Finally, the Russians have consistently made it clear that they
share our concerns now about a nuclear-armed Iran. It’s hard to
draw a straight line from the many ways we’ve been cooperating
with them, but I think in human relations, Senator, you do have
to build the relationship, and we’ve been doing that at the highest
levels between our presidents and then between our counterparts.
You saw the results with the United Nations Security Council vote.

You'll see President Medvedev coming here next week for a sum-
mit with President Obama, where we now have a very comprehen-
sive set of issues that we engage on very openly, candidly, not al-
ways in agreement, but nevertheless we feel like we've made a very
strong basis for further work on what we see as some of our major
threats, namely a country like Iran getting nuclear weapons, ter-
rorists getting access to nuclear materials, and Russia is now very
much working with us.

Senator BROWN. Well, thank you. I would encourage you to con-
tinue that relationship because I find it disturbing that, with all
the efforts we’re trying to do, Russia and France are still contrib-
uting greatly financially to the regime and allowing them to cir-
cumvent some of those sanctions. I would appreciate your contin-
ued leadership on that.
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Secretary GATES. Senator, I might just point out, because you’ve
just put your finger on a kind of schizophrenic Russian approach
to this.

Senator BROWN. I'm glad you said that. Thank you.

Secretary GATES. When I was in Moscow 3 years ago, then-Presi-
dent Putin told me that he considered Iran Russia’s greatest na-
tional security threat. Within the same timeframe, one of their dep-
uty prime ministers told me, he said, “You know, they don’t need
a missile to deliver a nuclear weapon to Russia.”

At the same time, the Russians are seeing this growth of ter-
rorism in the Caucasus that is a deep concern to them. Yet, they
have these commercial interests in Iran that go back more than 20
years. In 1992, I raised, when I visited Moscow as the first head
of CIA, this with my counterpart about their support for the nu-
clear reactor in Iran. We went back and forth, and finally he said,
“It’s all about the money.”

I think that it is this balancing act in Russia. They recognize the
security threat that Iran presents, but then there are these com-
mercial opportunities which, frankly, are not unique to them in Eu-
rope.

Senator BROWN. Thank you for that add-on, Mr. Secretary.

I have one final question, and that is, I'm always wrestling with
our reduction in the strategic nuclear warheads to 1,550 while the
Russians will continue to deploy at least 3,800 tactical nuclear war-
heads in addition to their strategic nuclear warheads. As a result,
the Russians maintain a 10 to 1 superiority in tactical nuclear
weapons and their tactical nuclear weapons will outnumber our
strategic nuclear weapons by 2 to 1.

I'm just trying to wrestle with that. How does that work in terms
of the numbers? Because you can deploy some of these weapons on
submarines, move close to our coast. I'm trying to get a handle on
how that’s creating nuclear stability—and I direct this to the Sec-
retary—and a favorable manner for us and our allies.

Secretary GATES. Well, it is a concern, obviously. The strategic
arms talks have always focused strictly on the strategic weapons,
ICBMs, SLBMs, and long-range heavy bombers. I would just say
the Europeans are clearly concerned about this. There is a huge
disparity in the number of those deployed weapons in Europe, as
you suggest.

I think that there is a general feeling on our part, and certainly
on the part of our European allies, that the next step needs to in-
volve—in our discussions on arms control with the Russians—and
needs to address this issue. I would just echo something Secretary
Clinton said earlier in the hearing. We will never get to that step
with the Russians on tactical nukes if this treaty on strategic nu-
clear weapons is not ratified.

Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired.

Chairman LEVIN [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Brown.

Just a quick comment if I can on something which was raised,
I think, and I came back in the middle of the answer, on the com-
mercial relationship between Russia and Iran. I understand—and,
Secretary Clinton, perhaps you can confirm this—that following the
U.N. resolution adoption of sanctions that Russia finally has actu-
ally cancelled the sale of the S—-300 to Iran. Now, there are dif-



36

ferent reports we get on that, the Russian sale to Iran of those
anti-air systems.

Do you know if that’s accurate?

Secretary CLINTON. I will check on this, Mr. Chairman. My recol-
lection is that they announced once again a postponement, an in-
definite suspension. I think we have to sort of separate it out. We
can get more information for both Senator Brown and the com-
mittee. Iran is entitled to civil peaceful nuclear energy.

Chairman LEVIN. We understand that.

Secretary CLINTON. The Russians have consistently been working
on the reactor at Bushehr, Iran, and providing such support. Until
the recent U.N. Security Council resolution, you could make an ar-
gument that Iran was also entitled to defensive weapons, which the
S—-300 are claimed to be. The Russians over the past 15 months,
in part I would argue because of our relationship-building, have
never delivered those and have consistently postponed it.

I will doublecheck. If they’ve cancelled the sale, I'm not aware of
it. But I am very much aware and supportive of their continuing
suspension.

Chairman LEVIN. It’s a very significant development if they not
only have postponed it, which they have regularly, and we’re very
happy they’ve done so because of the statement that that makes to
Iran. I think there was a report that they actually went beyond
that following the U.N. resolution.

Secretary CLINTON. Well, I think that what they said is they
would not deliver the system. So is that a cancellation or is that
an indefinite suspension? Either way it’s good news because they
will not deliver the security.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator Hagan.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Once again, thank you to all of you testifying today and certainly
for the work that you’re doing for our country. I think we all appre-
ciate that very, very much.

I wanted to talk just a minute about the recruitment and reten-
tion of nuclear scientists and engineers. Responsible stockpile stew-
ardship management requires modernized infrastructure and a
highly capable workforce to sustain the nuclear deterrent. Our labs
cannot anticipate potential problems and reduce their impact on
our nuclear arsenal without being appropriately resourced.

I'm concerned that our ability to recruit and retain nuclear sci-
entists and engineers is threatened by a lack of financial stability
in the stockpile stewardship and LEP, as well as the perceived lack
of importance. This has affected NNSA’s ability to recruit and re-
tain the best and the brightest.

Secretary Chu, could you describe, please, what the heads of Los
Alamos, Lawrence Livermore, and Sandia have said regarding the
negative impact budgetary pressures are having on their ability to
manage our nuclear arsenal without testing?

Secretary CHU. Certainly. Well, Senator, this is a very big con-
cern. When I became Secretary of Energy and looked at the frac-
tion of the NNSA budget that was devoted to the scientific and
technology programs that goes directly to what you speak of, the
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intellectual capabilities, that fraction of budget was declining and
was on a 10-year path to going in half.

I said we have to stop this, we have to reverse this. In the last
year, and in this budget for 2011, we’re on a path to rebuild that.
It’s vital because there is a population bulge that is nearing retire-
ment and we need the very best people in order to carry this stock-
pile stewardship program, the nonproliferation program, our obli-
gations to provide safe, secure, and reliable weapons going forward.

We believe we can do this in the proposed budget of 2011 and
in the out years. That’s the path we’re taking. There is also an
issue of the fact that, in order to recruit the best and brightest,
they have to be convinced that the Country cares about this. They
have to be convinced because essentially these people go black in
a certain sense. They disappear, and they can’t publish; a lot of
their best work cannot be published in the open literature.

If they are convinced that the United States does deeply care
about this, and it is such a vital part of our national security, we
can get those people. It also depends on the facilities. You have to
continue to maintain and modernize those facilities.

The plans in this budget go to all and speak to all those things.

Senator HAGAN. It’s also interesting, I was talking to some indi-
viduals with an energy company just recently and, due to the fact
that we haven’t been building nuclear power plants, there has been
a vacuum of nuclear engineers. This company is actually helping
to fund nuclear engineering programs at several universities be-
cause of the need for nuclear engineers and scientists.

Secretary CHU. That doesn’t directly impact the NNSA mission,
but certainly within the nuclear engineering side in another part
of DOE, the nuclear energy side, we have been consistently giving
out on the scale of $5 million to students for advanced degrees—
this is master’s and Ph.Ds mostly—and we’re looking to improve
that.

There’s certainly been—we anticipate there is now—a shortage,
and there will be an increasing shortage, as the world looks to nu-
clear energy as part of the solution to decreasing carbon emissions.

Senator HAGAN. Some experts indicate that if the Senate does
not ratify the New START it can potentially send conflicting mes-
sages about the administration’s emphasis and commitment to non-
proliferation and the NPT. Some experts add that ratifying the
New START will send a positive message in achieving consensus
with other countries on nuclear issues. In other words, if the two
nations that possess the most nuclear weapons, us and Russia,
agree on verification and compliance with nuclear weapons and are
committed to nonproliferation, it is possible to achieve consensus
with other countries.

It is important to encourage non-nuclear states to sign and abide
by the NPT. Ratifying this treaty will demonstrate our commitment
to nonproliferation, sending a message and isolating Iran. In April
2009 during a Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearing on the
New START, Dr. James Schlesinger indicated that at this juncture
for the United States to not ratify the treaty it would have a detri-
mental effect on our ability to influence other nations with regard
to nonproliferation.
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Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, if the Senate does not
ratify the New START, what implications will that have on gaining
international consensus on the NPT?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, I think your question really
summarized our concerns. We have seen positive response because
of our commitment to this treaty, because of President Obama’s
speech in Prague, because of our active involvement in the NPT re-
view conference, because we have been willing to work toward fur-
ther disarmament goals with Russia, that all has given a boost to
nonproliferation efforts globally.

Just speaking personally from my exchanges with my counter-
parts in NATO and elsewhere, it was a great boost to our leader-
ship in moving the nonproliferation agenda. I think we saw that in
getting an agreement out of the NPT Review Conference, which the
United States was not able to do in 2005, in the very positive re-
sponse from our NATO allies, many of whom still very clearly have
doubts about Russia, those in Eastern and Central Europe, and in
our conversations coming out of our NPR and the national security
statement that has recently been put out.

I think the premise of your question is absolutely the case, that
we have been able to obtain concessions and move this greater
agenda forward because of our work with Russia on this treaty.

Secretary GATES. I have nothing to add to that.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you.

My time is up. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Hagan.

Senator Chambliss.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

To the panel, thanks for what you do, not only on this particular
issu(}el, but your service to our country. We appreciate you very
much.

It’s pretty obvious that, based on the questions that have been
asked, there’s a real issue regarding not just missile defense, but
the comments that have been made by the Russians and, as Sen-
ator McCain said, that they've been so strong and so direct. I don’t
know whether there’s been any challenge to that on the part of the
administration to President Medvedev, but certainly he’s going to
be here, as you say, next week. He’s going to be meeting with the
President. He’ll also be meeting with some members on the Hill.
There will be an opportunity to clarify this. I hope the President
challenges him on it, because it is a key issue with respect to
where we go.

With that in mind, to Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, I
want to focus on what I see as relevant decision points with respect
to missile defense and what factors the United States will consider
when making these decisions. First of all, some of my colleagues
have stated that in the overall context of U.S. national security, the
issue of missile defense may be more important than any agree-
ment that the United States and Russia enter into regarding nu-
clear weapons. That’s because we’re much less likely, as both Sec-
retary Clinton and Secretary Gates have alluded to today, to face
a nuclear conflict with the Russians than we are to be attacked or
threatened by a rogue nation or a terrorist group that possesses
nuclear weapons.
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I agree with that perspective, and that’s why we need a robust
missile defense system, not to protect us from the Russians, but to
protect us from primarily rogue nations. Secretary Gates, I think
you even spoke to this issue directly in previous testimony.

Now to my question. In the 2020 timeframe, the United States
is currently planning to deploy the SM-3 Block 2B missile in Eu-
rope and, although it is intended to defend against launches from
the Middle East, the missile will have an ICBM intercept capability
and could represent under this treaty from the Russian perspective
a qualitative or quantitative improvement in U.S. missile defenses
that could provoke a Russian withdrawal from the treaty.

Assuming the threat to the United States and our European al-
lies still warrants deploying the SM-3 Block 2B missile around the
2020 timeframe, and assuming that you were in your current posi-
tion when that decision needed to be made, would you recommend
the Un?ited States deploy this system regardless of the Russian re-
sponse?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir, I would. I think that the kind of mis-
sile threat that we face from rogue states such as Iran and North
Korea is such a problem, and I think by 2020 we may well see it
from other states, especially if we’re unsuccessful in stopping Iran
from building nuclear weapons. I think you’ll see proliferation in
the Middle East of nuclear weapons and probably missiles. I think
that the need will be even greater perhaps by that time.

Fast forwarding 10 years, it seems to me that the plan that we
have laid out and the developments that we've laid out as part of
the Phased Adaptive Approach, plus keeping the ground-based
interceptors in Alaska and Vandenberg, and continuing to upgrade
those for the longer range missiles, would be absolutely essential.

I would say, there’s one other reason why I think we would need
to do this, and that is because one of the elements of the intel-
ligence that contributed to the decision on the Phased Adaptive Ap-
proach was the realization that if Iran were actually to launch a
missile attack on Europe it wouldn’t be just one or two missiles or
a handful; it would more likely be a salvo kind of attack, where you
would be dealing potentially with scores or even hundreds of mis-
siles. The kind of capability that we’re talking about with the SM—
3 Block 2B would give us the ability to protect our troops, our
bases, our facilities, and our allies in Europe.

For all those reasons, that would be my recommendation if, God
forbid, I were still in this job 10 years from now.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Mr. Secretary, you didn’t think you would be
there now, so who knows.

Secretary Clinton, I assume you concur with that?

Secretary CLINTON. Yes, I do, Senator, completely.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. What, with the “God forbid” part?

Secretary CLINTON. The whole thing, Mr. Chairman. [Laughter.]

Senator CHAMBLISS. Well, frankly, that makes it much more com-
forting. I assumed that that was the case, Mr. Secretary, but it is
much more comforting to us.

My time is up, so I don’t have time to get into the issue of rail
mobile launched weapons, which this treaty is silent on. We know
the Russians have a history of that. As I read the treaty, those
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would be exempt, would not be counted, and that could be a serious
issue for a number of us. I will submit a question for the record
to you relative to rail as well as sea- and air-launched ICBMs.

Lastly, just to comment, with the complexity of this issue and the
obvious determination on the part of the administration, as has
been expressed by each of you today, I don’t know whether you've
given any thought to doing a red team on this. With all the com-
plexities and the difficulties on this side, I would hope maybe you’d
give some thought to having a red team look at this, so that we
can be better prepared to move as quickly as what you folks obvi-
ously want us to move.

Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Chambliss.

Senator Burris.

Senator BURRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to add my thanks to these four distinguished Ameri-
cans for your service to the country. Admiral Mullen, I would just
like to ask you, was any of the wargaming done to determine
whether we still will be able to respond effectively to a provocation
if our nuclear arsenal is reduced to the level that’s indicated in the
treaty?

Admiral MULLEN. Actually, the analysis that was done prior to
and in support of the negotiations with respect to that from a mili-
tary capabilities standpoint was extensive. The uniformed leader-
ship, one, is aware of that; and two, certainly took that into consid-
eration as we arrived at our positions and comfort level with the
provisions that are in the treaty.

Senator BURRIS. Senator Chu, you just heard Senator Hagan
raise a question about the training and the talent pool of our sci-
entists and engineers. Are we really training enough at our univer-
sities, and do we have a role in—that is, DOE—in assisting in their
training process so that we can have the brain power to deal with
this new technology?

Secretary CHU. Well, I think the American research universities
that train the type of people that we seek in the NNSA and the
national labs are doing an excellent job. It’s really a matter of re-
cruiting the best of those, or some of the best of those people, into
service.

Senator BURRIS. Is money a problem, salaries?

Secretary CHU. No. I think the intellectual challenge, the impor-
tance of the work, the facilities you will have access to are the real
issues. If you were in it to look for money, you would not go into
science.

Senator BURRIS. Secretary Clinton, you said that the treaty will
reduce the number of nuclear weapons. I'm not one to really de-
pend on newspaper articles, but let me just see what your and Sec-
retary Gates’ thoughts are on this article that just came out yester-
day. It was an op-ed piece published in the Washington Times on
June 16, and Keith Payne comments that Russian strategic ana-
lysts have noted that the New START does not require any real re-
duction in the Russian nuclear arsenal. To quote him, he says:
“The new treaty is an agreement to reducing the American and not
the Russian strategic nuclear force. In fact, the latter will be re-
duced in any case because of the massive removal from the order
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of battle of obsolete arms and a one-at-a-time introduction of a new
system.”

Russian defense journalist Alexander Gaut also noted in the
Washington Times that Russia will “fulfill its pledge without elimi-
nating a single actual weapon.” The same is true regarding war-
heads.

Is there any truth to this article?

Secretary GATES. Well, let me start. It looks like three of us are
ready. I would just comment in very simplistic terms: The Rus-
sians, the number of their strategic nuclear delivery vehicles is in
fact below the treaty limits, but the number of warheads is above
the treaty limits. They will have to take down warheads.

Secretary CLINTON. That’s correct, Senator. We can give you ad-
ditional material to respond. You will find there are, unfortunately,
a number of commentators or analysts who just don’t believe in
arms control treaties at all and, from my perspective, are very un-
fortunately slanting a lot of what they say. This is a perfect exam-
ple of that, because, as Secretary Gates just pointed out, there
would be reductions on the Russian side.

Senator BURRIS. That’s very interesting, how they can have these
conflicting analyses of what really is there.

Secretary Gates, Secretary Clinton, you answered the question
on Iran. I'd like to raise one here. Iran and North Korea have been
pursuing the technology for nuclear weapons. Will the treaty
change if they manage to develop these nuclear weapons? Will
there be any changes in our treaty, New START, with Russia if
these two countries come up with nuclear weapons?

Secretary GATES. No. We think that the North Koreans already
have them. As we've talked earlier in the hearing, we clearly are
committed to preventing Iran from getting them, but it would have
no impact on this treaty.

Senator BURRIS. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Burris.

It’s now 11:30 a.m., and we’re going to have just maybe a couple
minutes each during a second round, Mr. Secretary, if you're able
to stay. If not, we understand that. Do you want to stay on for a
few more minutes?

Secretary Gates, is there any military need for a new nuclear
weapon at this time?

Secretary GATES. To the best of my knowledge, no.

Chairman LEVIN. Admiral?

Admiral MULLEN. Same answer.

Chairman LEVIN. I want to go back to this language in these uni-
lateral statements, because I went back and looked at the state-
ments in START I and they are incredibly similar, so much that
the opening words to the statement are exactly the same. On the
U.S.-Soviet negotiations, they said that “This treaty”—the Sovi-
ets—“may be effective and viable only under the conditions of com-
pliance with the ABM Treaty.”

They said: “The extraordinary events referred to in” such and
such an article, which is the supreme national interests allowing
withdrawal—“include events relating to withdrawal by one of the
parties.”
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We then issued our statement saying no, it doesn’t, basically. But
their statement has the same format, with the same opening
words, as a matter of fact, for each.

START I was negotiated by the first President Bush, is that cor-
rect, with the same kind of statements, unilateral statements, that
were made after the treaty was agreed to? I think you’ve all indi-
cated that either side has a right under that treaty to withdraw if
its supreme national interests indicate it, and under this pending
treaty; is that correct?

If the Russians, for whatever reason, decided their supreme na-
tional interest required them to withdraw, they can withdraw. If
they withdraw—and even if they don’t withdraw—we could with-
draw if our supreme national interests so indicated to us. Is that
correct, Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates?

Secretary CLINTON. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Can we take your nodding of the head?

Secretary GATES. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. I would hope that we would treat these kind
of unilateral declarations the same with the current administra-
tion, as was the case with the first President Bush. The analogies
are so close, they’re almost perfect. Nothing is quite perfect in this
life, but that’s about as close as you can come.

Finally, on the statement of Russia, cooperating with Russia in
terms of missile defense. The cooperation which youre talking
about to the Russians is the possible addition of information from
their radar to a missile defense system. They’re essentially joining
up to make more capable what we are going to proceed with in the
area of missile defense; is that correct?

Secretary GATES. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. It’s not a limitation on us; it’s a possible addi-
tion to the capability of our anti-ballistic missile system.

Secretary GATES. It would be an expansion.

Chairman LEVIN. An expansion or additional capability, which
would be a very powerful statement to Iran, just like the recent
sanction vote in the U.N. was a powerful statement to Iran. They
are more and more isolated, not just from people who have tradi-
tionally been very outspoken about the threat, but now even from
the Russians and the Chinese.

If we could negotiate something with the Russians for them to
expand and add capability to a missile defense system that was es-
sentially a defense against an Iranian threat, would you agree, Sec-
retary Gates, that collaboration would be an extraordinarily power-
ful statement to Iran about their tightening and tightening isola-
tion?

Secretary GATES. Yes, I do.

Chairman LEVIN. Do you agree with that, Secretary Clinton?

Secretary CLINTON. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, if I could, just on a follow-up to your last ques-
tions, which I very much appreciate. I want to ensure that the
record is clear on one additional point. Senator Collins raised a cer-
tain press report about a U.S.-Russia deal to limit U.S. missile de-
fenses, and 1 want to be as clear as I possibly can. Number one,
there is no secret deal.
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Number two, there is no plan to limit U.S. missile defenses, ei-
ther in this treaty or in any other way.

Number three, on that score, the story is dead wrong. I want to
be very clear about that because I don’t want anyone using what
is yet again another inaccurate story to argue against this treaty.
As Secretary Gates and I have both said, we will continue to ex-
plore missile defense cooperation with Russia, but the talks are not
secret and there is nothing on the table or even in the wildest con-
templation that would involve any limits on our missile defense. In-
stead, we're trying to see whether they can be expanded with addi-
tional capabilities for our security.

Chairman LEVIN. Which would then be an additional powerful
weapon against the great threat that is out there, which is Iran.

Secretary CLINTON. That’s correct.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator Brown.

Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I merely wanted to continue listening and learning. First of all,
I know the Secretary is under time restraints, and I know we'’re
going to have additional hearings. But I do want to just throw this
out there. For me, it’s also a trust and verification issue. In the
back of my mind I'm saying, yes, we’re going to do all these won-
derful things, but how can we actually verify and ensure that we're
not being misled.

I don’t have a question. I just want you to know that’s where my
head’s at. If you can reach out off line to let me know, that would
be wonderful.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your leadership in holding these
hearings.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Brown.

Now, Senator McCaskill has questions, but not of you, appar-
ently, Secretary Gates.

Senator McCASKILL. Well, I do.

Chairman LEVIN. Oh, you have to go, too, yes. I wasn’t going to
say it, but they are for you, Admiral.

So again, Secretary Gates, thank you so much. I know you stayed
beyond what you thought you would be able to.

Senator McCaskill, your timing, as always, is perfect.

Senator MCCASKILL. Thank you.

Thank you all for being here. I appreciate it. I have been fol-
lowing most of the hearing, even though I have not been here phys-
ically.

I know Secretary Gates said earlier that all 18 B-2s will be re-
tained, Admiral Mullen. Obviously this is of great concern because
we are proud to house all of the B-2 fleet in the 509th Bomb Wing
at Whiteman Air Force Base in Missouri. Talk a little bit about a
practical perspective. What should Whiteman expect in terms of in-
spections and verification visits from Russia, and how can I reas-
sure all the great folks at Whiteman that the technology and the
secrets that we have with the B—2 fleet will not be in any way com-
promised?

Admiral MULLEN. With respect to the future capability, the capa-
bility which you describe, is absolutely critical. One of the areas
that we looked very carefully at throughout the analysis and nego-
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tiation was the preservation of the three legs, and then in the fu-
ture what does that mean for the future force structure.

We don’t have to make any significant decisions with respect to
that until 7 years into the treaty. In terms of preserving the capa-
bility that we have, the technical capability that we have, there is
nothing, from my perspective, in this treaty in terms of verification
which would threaten that understanding. The treaty has a provi-
sion for 18 inspections a year, 10 of which are what I would call
operational kinds of inspections and 8 of which are administrative
kinds of inspections in support of the verification regime.

There are more in terms of verifying the number of warheads, if
you will. That’s a provision literally for each system. That’s, I
thénk, an important strength of this verification treaty on both
sides.

In terms of protecting our capability and the investment that
we’ve made in technology, systems, and people, this treaty will
more than do that. We do have a great, great group of people at
Whiteman, as we do in this enterprise, the nuclear enterprise,
throughout the military, and I don’t think they need to worry about
that at all.

Senator MCCASKILL. First, Secretary Clinton, let me reiterate
again for the record how proud you make our Country, the job you
do around the world. I think you reflect so well on our Nation, and
I think you’re doing masterful work under very difficult cir-
cumstances. We have so many places to worry about right now.

I would be curious to hear from you what you see as the con-
sequences of not ratifying the treaty, particularly as it relates to
the deterrence of the rogue extremists that we are dealing with
around the world. If you would speak to what happens if we can’t
get this done?

Secretary CLINTON. Well, Senator, I think you've really put into
words what our greatest fear is, because we believe that the con-
sequences of not ratifying this treaty would have very serious im-
pacts on our relationship with Russia and would frankly give aid
and comfort to a lot of the adversaries we face around the world.

With respect to the first, it would not only disadvantage us be-
cause we wouldn’t have the transparency, the verification regime,
to know what is going on inside Russia, but it would very much
undermine the relationship that President Obama has been leading
us to establish to provide more confidence between the United
States and Russia so that together we can tackle the threats posed
by Iran, North Korea, and networks of terrorists.

Second, it would, unfortunately, turn back our efforts to try to
unify the international community against those threats. We've
made progress with Russia, and Russia has influence with a num-
ber of other countries, to begin to recognize that the Cold War is
over, the standoff between the United States and the former Soviet
Union is a thing of the past. Thankfully, we can look for other
ways to build confidence and trust between us, which is imperative
given the very real threats of nuclear-armed rogue states and net-
works of terrorists.

At the nuclear security summit, which the President called and
led, for the first time we got more than 45 nations to come together
to acknowledge the obvious, that we all face the threat of these nu-
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clear materials falling into the wrong hands, and therefore we have
to come to some new understandings, work more closely together.
Ihthink Russia is an absolutely critical partner in our efforts to do
that.

Senator McCASKILL. What is the confidence level that we have
in terms of the Russian military, their ability to implement, espe-
cially if you look at the current economic state of Russia? Do we
have the kind of confidence we need to have in their ability to im-
plement within the Russian military?

Admiral MULLEN. Overall, yes, ma’am. I have watched from my
perspective since 2004, the evolution of the Russian military, both
when I was stationed in Europe and dealing with them more di-
rectly, literally from an operational force perspective, up to now.
They have, from my perspective, made a significant decision and a
shift to invest in their strategic forces. I've watched them mod-
ernize them, put the money in, conduct the training, where they
have certainly been challenged economically and fiscally in their
own defense budget.

This is an area that they continue to focus on and invest in. I've
seen it, and I've also had that reaffirmed by the head of their navy
when I was the head of our Navy, as well as when I was in Europe
in my Navy job and, certainly from the current and the last two
heads of the Russian general staff, in my current job.

They’re very committed to getting this done.

Secretary CLINTON. Senator, if I could just add something to
what Admiral Mullen said, because I think this is another very key
point. Secretary Gates referred to it. This treaty may seem modest
in scope, but given the changes in Russian military posture where
they are moving away from reliance on a large land-based army
and conventional weapons to focus what may be scarcer resources
on their strategic capacity, I think this treaty actually is more sig-
nificant, because as the Russian military makes these changes, our
relationship with them in this going on strategic nuclear offensive
weapons gives us actually more insight into what their future
plans are. It’s a look forward as opposed to a static look or a look
backwards.

Senator MCCASKILL. Well, I think this treaty represents yet an-
other opportunity where we have to talk about proving a negative.
That is, what happens if we don’t? What are we preventing by
doing it? That’s always tough, but I'm firmly convinced that this
treaty is so much preferable to the alternative, and I appreciate all
of you being here today and enduring. Secretary Chu, thank you
for all your good work. Maybe more so than the others on the
panel, you are wearing lots of different hats right now. So maybe
it’s a relief to not spend all morning talking about oil. We welcome
you, Hillary, and thank you all for your service to our country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCaskill.

Senator Brown had a question or a request.

Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm hopeful I could
submit some questions for the record a little later.

Chairman LEVIN. Absolutely. Those questions will be welcome,
and the witnesses are alerted that we would hope for prompt an-
swers.
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We're very grateful to all of you for again your service. We do
want to mention that, not just for being here today, but really for
your extraordinary service. I'm not going to go through that service
because we all want to probably get to lunch. But if you can delay
for a couple moments before you leave, Secretary Clinton, I have
something that I would like to talk to you about if we could.

Our hearing is adjourned. It was a very, very useful hearing. We
thank all our witnesses.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN
NO CONSTRAINTS ON MISSILE DEFENSE

1. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, will the New Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START) constrain the development or deployment of any
planned or programmed U.S. missile defense capabilities, including the phased
adaptive approach to missile defense in Europe, the Ground-based Midcourse De-
fense (GMD) system, or future missile defenses, or would the treaty allow the
United States to develop and deploy the most effective missile defenses to imple-
ment our missile defense policies and objectives without constraint?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The New START treaty (NST) will not
constrain the United States from developing and deploying the most effective mis-
sile defenses possible, nor does the NST add any additional cost or obstacles to our
missile defense plans. This includes the Phased Adaptive Approach in Europe, the
GMD system, and any future missile defenses.

PREAMBLE STATEMENT ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE FORCES

2. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Clinton, the New START contains a preamble that,
among other things, recognizes the interrelationship between strategic offensive
forces and strategic defensive forces. This is consistent with the July 2009 agree-
ment between President Obama and President Medvedev to include such an ac-
knowledgment of this factual relationship. Is this preambular statement in the trea-
ty a binding provision, or does it contain any binding obligations, relative to our
missile defenses?

Secretary CLINTON. The Preamble of the treaty contains a statement acknowl-
edging the interrelationship of strategic offensive and strategic defensive arms. This
statement does not establish any legally binding obligations.

3. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Clinton, did the START include a similar statement
in its preamble recognizing the relationship between strategic offensive and stra-
tegic defensive forces?

Secretary CLINTON. No. The Preamble to the START treaty refers to the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the ABM Treaty, and the Washington Summit Joint
Statement of June 1, 1990.

RUSSIAN UNILATERAL STATEMENT

4. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Clinton, Russia made a unilateral statement con-
cerning missile defense to accompany the New START. Is that unilateral statement
part of the treaty?

Secretary CLINTON. No. The unilateral statements are not integral parts of the
treaty, and they are not legally binding. The unilateral statement made by the Rus-
sian Federation reflects its current position that the “extraordinary events” that
could justify Russia’s withdrawal from the treaty include a build-up in the missile
defense system capabilities by the United States that would give rise to a threat
to the Russian strategic nuclear force potential. The United States did not agree to
Russia’s unilateral statement, and the statement does not change the legal rights
or obligations of the Parties under the treaty.

5. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Clinton, does the Russian unilateral statement have
any binding effect on the United States?

Secretary CLINTON. No. The Russian unilateral statement does not change the
legal rights or obligations of the parties under the treaty and is not legally binding.
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With regard to these types of unilateral statements, it is noteworthy that in 1991
in connection with the START treaty, the Soviet Union released a unilateral state-
ment on “the interrelationship between reductions in strategic offensive arms and
compliance with the treaty between the United States and the U.S.S.R. on the Limi-
tation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems,” which stated that the START treaty may
be effective and viable only under conditions of compliance with the ABM Treaty,
and further that the extraordinary events referred to in the relevant provision in
the START treaty also include events related to withdrawal by one of the Parties
from the ABM Treaty or related to its material breach. When the United States
withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002, however, the Russian Federation (as a suc-
cessor state to the Soviet Union) did not withdraw from the START treaty.

In both U.S. unilateral statements—made in connection with the New START
treaty and with the START treaty—the United States provided reasons why its ac-
tivities related to missile defense should not raise concerns for Russia (or, in the
case of START, the Soviet Union).

6. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Gates, does the Russian unilateral statement accom-
panying the treaty limit our missile defenses or change our missile defense policy,
plans, or programs?

Secretary GATES. No.

U.S. UNILATERAL STATEMENT

7. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Gates, the United States issued a unilateral state-
ment concerning missile defense in connection with the New START, noting the
Russian unilateral statement. The United States statement says, “United States
missile defense systems would be employed to defend the United States against lim-
ited missile launches, and to defend its deployed forces, allies, and partners against
regional threats. The United States intends to continue improving and deploying its
missile defense systems in order to defend itself against limited attack and as part
of our collaborative approach to strengthening stability in key regions.” Does the
U.S. unilateral statement still reflect U.S. policy, and is it an accurate indication
of what the United States plans to do with respect to missile defense?

Secretary GATES. Yes.

PROHIBITION ON CONVERSION OF SILOS FOR MISSILE DEFENSE

8. Senator LEVIN. Admiral Mullen, Article V, Paragraph 3, of the New START
would prohibit the future conversion of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM)
silos or submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers to be used for mis-
sile defense interceptors, and vice versa. Beyond the fact that we have no plans to
do such conversions, and that it would not make sense to do so, there is the larger
issue of potential misunderstanding or miscalculation if either side could use silos
of one type for the other purpose.

At the hearing, Secretary Gates agreed that it would be destabilizing if either side
were to launch missile defense interceptors from ICBM silos or from ballistic missile
submarines (SSBN), and that such launches could appear to the other side to be
launches of ICBMs or SLBMs. Do you agree?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, I agree with Secretary Gates testimony, “I think it would
be destabilizing if you didn’t know what was coming out of a missile silo.” This was
one of the primary considerations when the decision was made not to modify or con-
vert ICBM silos into missile defense silos. As Secretary Gates stated, “Any of these
things that are confusing to a party on the other side I think needs to be dealt with
very carefully.”

9. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, do you agree that the silo
conversion prohibition in Article V, Paragraph 3 of the treaty would avoid such de-
stabilizing miscalculation and risk, and thus serves our national security interests?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Keeping our ground-based interceptor
(GBI) silos geographically separated from our ICBM silos could reduce the risk of
miscalculation by Russia. The potential miscalculation would be an erroneous Rus-
sian assessment that a GBI for missile defense launched from within a known U.S.
ICBM field was a U.S. ICBM. It is difficult to assess the magnitude of this risk,
but mitigating the risk of any miscalculation related to missile launches serves our
national security interests.
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IMPACT ON MILITARY POLICY AND OPERATIONS

10. Senator LEVIN. Admiral Mullen, what impact would not ratifying the New
START have on how you think about military policy and operations?

Admiral MULLEN. The New START treaty achieves important and necessary bal-
ance between three critical aims. It allows us to retain a strong and flexible Amer-
ican nuclear deterrent. It helps strengthen openness and transparency in our rela-
tionship with Russia. It also demonstrates our national commitment to reducing the
worldwide risk of nuclear incident resulting from the continuing proliferation of nu-
clear weapons.

Without this treaty or other similar agreement, the uncertainly of Russian actions
with respect to their nuclear forces would result in U.S. planners having to conduct
worse case analyses thus forcing the United States to maintain higher numbers of
nuclear forces than would be necessary. Therefore, the purpose of the New START
treaty is to provide predictability and stability at lower force levels. Without such
this treaty there would still be stability but at much higher costs driven by the per-
ceived need for higher force structures.

Without a successor agreement to the START treaty, transparency and strategic
stability in the U.S.-Russian nuclear relationship would erode over time. The lack
of such an agreement would increase the probability of suspicion and misunder-
standing which would adversely affect the U.S.-Russian relationship.

As the NPR stipulates, the United States can—reduce the role of U.S. nuclear
weapons in our national security strategy, maintain strategic deterrence and sta-
bility at reduced nuclear force levels, strengthen regional deterrence and reassure
U.S. allies and partners, and sustain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal.

Finally, fundamental changes in the international security environment in recent
years—including the continuing improvement of U.S. conventional military capabili-
ties, major improvements in missile defenses, and the easing of the Cold War ri-
valry—enable us to fulfill our national security objectives at significantly lower nu-
clear force levels and with reduced reliance on nuclear weapons. Therefore, without
jeopardizing our traditional deterrence and reassurance goals, we are now able to
shape our nuclear weapons policies and force structure in ways that will better en-
able us to meet our most pressing security challenges.

MAINTAINING THE STOCKPILE

11. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Chu, from a technical perspective, do you and the
laboratory directors believe that the nuclear stockpile can be maintained safely, se-
curely, and reliably?

Secretary CHU. Yes. By pursuing sound stockpile stewardship and management
programs for extending the life of existing U.S. nuclear weapons, ensuring our sci-
entific and engineering capabilities, and making necessary infrastructure and mod-
ernization investments in the Nuclear Security Enterprise, we will be able to main-
tain the safety, security, and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.

The Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) describes the policies, and the Stockpile Stew-
ardship and Management Plan details the approach the United States will pursue
to extend the life of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile. The directors of the Los
Alamos, Lawrence Livermore, and Sandia National Laboratories determined that
the plan “provides the necessary technical flexibility to manage the nuclear stockpile
into the future with an acceptable level of risk.”

12. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Chu, what are the impacts on your ability to main-
tain the stockpile safely, securely, and reliably if there are substantial reductions
to the Department of Energy (DOE) National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) budget request for fiscal year 20117

Secretary CHU. Substantial reductions to the President’s request would have sig-
nificant, immediate and long-term implications for the ability of DOE/NNSA to
maintain the stockpile safely, securely, and effectively. Specific implications would
depend on the amount and target of any reductions, and determining how the re-
duced resources would affect the stockpile; science, technology, and engineering
(ST&E); and modernization milestones. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget pro-
posal initiates a multi-year investment plan with substantial budget increases to ex-
tend the life of the stockpile, redress shortfalls for stockpile surveillance activities
and stockpile certification through investments in the ST&E base, and maintain and
modernize the supporting infrastructure. The fiscal year 2011 budget request is nec-
essary and executable based on the requirements and the ability of the Nuclear Se-
curity Enterprise to “ramp up” efficiently within the constraints of time, capacity,
and capability to spend increased funds. However, we are still in the process of de-
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veloping a baseline budget for four significant budget drivers: the Uranium Proc-
essing Facility (UPF), the Chemistry and Metallurgy Replacement Facility (CMRR),
and the B61 and W78 life extension programs (LEPs). Thus, there is an expectation
for some of these numbers to change as we achieve more fidelity in the budget.

13. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Gates, from a Department of Defense (DOD) per-
spective, what is the impact on DOD if there are substantial reductions in the
NNSA budget request for fiscal year 2011?

Secretary GATES. Substantial reductions would be a serious setback to efforts to
modernize the nuclear weapons complex and address the requirements of stockpile
sustainment, both of which are key priorities of the NPR and essential to under-
writing the national interest as New START is implemented. To be more specific:
Substantial reductions in the NNSA budget would affect delivery of the W76-1 LEP,
which is currently in production and being delivered to the fleet. There will be more
W76-1 deployed weapons than any others in our strategic arsenal, replacing the
W76-0, which has already exceeded its original design life by at least a decade. It
would also affect completion of the Phase 6.2/2A study for the B61 LEP and threat-
en the needed delivery of the First Production Unit (FPU) in 2017, which could re-
sult in a gap in coverage for the extended deterrence mission. Substantial budget
reductions could also affect recent ongoing studies for replacing the W-78 ICBM
warhead. In addition, the Joint NNSA/DOD Surveillance Program, which has been
underfunded for the past several years, could also be threatened by substantial re-
ductions. We rely on the Surveillance Program to provide much of the data for an-
nual assessment of safety and reliability of all of the systems in the stockpile as
well as the determination of any need for an underground test. Finally, portions of
the NNSA fiscal year 2011 budget will be committed to the early design and devel-
opment of critical infrastructure projects, specifically the Chemical and Metallur-
gical Research Facility Replacement (CMRR) at Los Alamos, which is critical to fu-
ture plutonium operations, and the Uranium Processing Facility (UPF) at Oak
Ridge, which replaces Manhattan Project-era facilities that are increasingly expen-
sive to operate, secure, and update. Both of these facilities, as well as other NNSA
infrastructure, will be critical to upgrading the safety, security and effectiveness of
the stockpile for the 21st century.

NUCLEAR POSTURE REVIEW AND THE TREATY

14. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Chu, the NPR says that the full range of life exten-
sion options should be studied, but that in deciding which life extension option
should move to the engineering phase, the Nuclear Weapons Council (NWC) should
give “strong preference for refurbishment or reuse,” that is, refurbishing the nuclear
component or reusing existing nuclear components. Replacement of nuclear compo-
nents would be “undertaken only if critical Stockpile Management Program goals
could not be met, and if specifically authorized by the President.” Do the laboratory
directors feel constrained in their discretion to study options for life extensions by
the direction to the NWC?

Secretary CHU. No. While the NPR is clear that the United States will give pref-
erence to nuclear component refurbishment or reuse, it is equally clear that the full
range of options will be considered for each warhead LEP, including replacement
of nuclear components. The report entitled: “The New START Treaty Framework
and Nuclear Force Structure Plans,” submitted to Congress pursuant to section
1251 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, further ex-
plains that “[w]hile the NPR expresses a policy preference for refurbishment and
reuse in decisions to proceed from study to engineering development, the Laboratory
Directors will be expected to provide findings associated with the full range of LEP
approaches, and to make a set of recommendations based solely on their best tech-
nical assessments of the ability of each LEP approach to meet critical stockpile man-
agement goals (weapon system safety, security, and effectiveness).” Moreover, as
noted in their April 9, 2010, statement on the NPR, the Laboratory Directors af-
firmed that this approach “provides the necessary technical flexibility to manage the
nuclear stockpile into the future with an acceptable level of risk.”

15. Senator LEVIN. Secretary Gates and Secretary Chu, have you provided any
guidance to the laboratory directors that would limit the life extension options that
they study only to refurbishment or reuse?

Secretary GATES. No.

Secretary CHU. No; I have placed no such limitations on the laboratory directors.
To the contrary, as made clear in the report entitled: “The New START Treaty
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Framework and Nuclear Force Structure Plans,” submitted to Congress pursuant to
section 1251 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, “the
Laboratory Directors will be expected to provide findings associated with the full
range of LEP approaches, and to make a set of recommendations based solely on
their best technical assessments of the ability of each LEP approach to meet critical
stockpile management goals (weapon system safety, security, and effectiveness).”

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MARK BEGICH
HOMELAND DEFENSE

16. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, does the New START
limit the ability of the United States to defend the Homeland against current and
future Iranian and North Korean ICBM threats?

Secretary CLINTON and Secretary GATES. No. The New START treaty does not
constrain the United States from developing and deploying the most effective mis-
sile defenses possible, nor does the treaty add any additional cost or obstacles to
our missile defense plans.

17. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, does the New START
limit our hedge strategy against future ballistic missile threats by hindering comple-
tion of Missile Field 2 at Fort Greely, AK, or testing the two-stage ground-based in-
terceptor (GBI)?

Secretary CLINTON and Secretary GATES. No. The New START treaty does not
constrain any of our missile defense plans, including our ability to hedge against
future ballistic missile threats by completing missile field 2, testing the two-stage
GBI, and other steps as appropriate.

UNILATERAL STATEMENT

18. Senator BEGICH. Admiral Mullen, what is your assessment of Russia’s unilat-
eral statement regarding missile defense and the ability of the United States to de-
fend itself from threats in the near-, mid-, and long-term?

Admiral MULLEN. Russia has issued a unilateral statement on missile defense ex-
pressing its view. We have not agreed to this view and we are not bound by this
unilateral statement. In fact, we've issued our own unilateral statement making it
clear that the United States intends to continue improving and deploying our mis-
sile defense system and nothing in this treaty prevents us from doing so.

The United States is currently protected against limited ICBM attacks as a result
of investments made over the past decade in a system centered on GMD. Given un-
certainty about the future ICBM threat, including the rate at which it will mature,
it is important that the United States maintain an advantageous position. Accord-
ingly, the United States will:

e Deploy new sensors in Europe to improve cueing for missiles launched at
the United States

e Invest in further development of the Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) for future
land-based deployment as the ICBM threat matures

e Increase investments in sensors and early-intercept kill systems to help
defeat missile defense countermeasures

e Pursue a number of new GMD system enhancements, develop next gen-
eration missile defense capabilities, and advance other hedging strategies
including continued development and assessment of a two-stage ground-
based interceptor

Additionally, Russia has repeatedly expressed concerns that U.S. missile defenses
adversely affect their own strategic capabilities and interests. The United States
will continue to engage them on this issue to help them better understand the stabi-
lizing benefits of missile defense. A strategic dialogue with Russia will allow the
United States to explain that our missile defenses and any future U.S. convention-
ally-armed long-range ballistic missile systems are designed to address newly
%merging regional threats, and are not intended to affect the strategic balance with

ussia.

19. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, are there any types
of ballistic missile defense (BMD) activities or policies the United States plans to
avoid or delay to diminish the chances that the Russians will withdraw from the
New START?

Secretary CLINTON. No.



51

Secretary GATES. No.

JOINT MISSILE DEFENSE ASSESSMENT

20. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, in his speech in
Prague on April 8, President Obama said the United States and Russia would con-
duct a joint assessment of emerging ballistic missiles. Please describe this assess-
ment.

Secretary CLINTON and Secretary GATES. President Obama and President
Medvedev agreed at their July 2009 Moscow Summit that the United States and
Russia should undertake a joint assessment of ballistic missile challenges and
threats. The Joint Threat Assessment (JTA) is intended to identify our mutual un-
derstandings of the existing and emerging challenges and threats posed by ballistic
missiles. We hope that this exchange of information and assessments will provide
each other a better understanding of our respective perspectives on threats to the
security of the United States, Russia, and Europe. It is our hope that an improved
uﬁlderstanding of missile threats will inform how we can work together to address
them.

21. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, how will the joint
missile defense assessment with Russia affect U.S. policy towards missile defense?

Secretary CLINTON and Secretary GATES. The purpose of the Joint Threat Assess-
ment (JTA) is to increase our mutual understanding of the ballistic missile threat.
The JTA may also provide a potential basis for additional cooperative activities be-
tween our two nations—including, but not limited to, missile defense. However, the
results of the JTA discussions will not affect U.S. BMD policy, as described in the
2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report, nor will it determine our response to
the threat, which will be flexible, adaptable, and scalable to counter the evolving
ballistic missile threat from the Middle East and northeast Asia.

22. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, when will the joint
missile defense assessment be completed and available for Congress’ review?

Secretary CLINTON and Secretary GATES. Our goal is to complete this joint effort
this fall. We plan to brief the relevant congressional committees on the results of
this joint effort after it is completed.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROLAND W. BURRIS
VERIFICATION CHANGES

23. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Clinton, the New START addresses nuclear stock-
pile levels and the number of weapons each nation can maintain. What verification
changes have been made from past agreements to ensure both parties meet their
obligations?

Secretary CLINTON. The New START treaty’s verification regime, which includes
onsite inspections, a comprehensive database, a wide range of notifications, and
unique identifiers, as discussed below, is designed to permit verification of each par-
ty’s compliance with the treaty’s provisions, including the three central numerical
limits contained in Article II of the treaty, as well as the numbers and status of
treaty-accountable strategic offensive arms.

Onsite Inspections - The treaty provides that each party can conduct up to 18 on-
site inspections each year at operating bases for ICBMs, ballistic missile submarines
(SSBNs), and nuclear-capable heavy bombers, as well as storage facilities, test
ranges, and conversion and elimination facilities. These inspection activities con-
tribute to the verification of compliance with the treaty’s central limits by con-
firming the accuracy of declared data on the numbers of deployed and nondeployed
ICBMs, SLBMs, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers and on the warheads located
on or counted for them, as well as conversions and eliminations of strategic offensive
arms.

Comprehensive Database - A comprehensive database, which will be initially pop-
ulated 45 days after the treaty enters into force, will receive new data as notifica-
tions of certain changes in treaty data of the two parties are conveyed in accordance
with Treaty provisions. It will also be updated comprehensively every 6 months.
Thus, it will help provide the United States with a “rolling” overall picture of Rus-
sia’s strategic offensive forces.

Notifications - The treaty mandates numerous notifications which will help to
track the movement and changes in status of systems covered by the treaty.
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Unique Identifiers (UID) - Unique alpha-numeric identifiers assigned to each
ICBM, SLBM, and heavy bomber, when combined with required notifications and
the comprehensive database, will contribute to our ability to track the disposition
of treaty-accountable systems throughout their life cycles.

RUSSIAN PARLIAMENT

24. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Clinton, where is Russia in the ratification process
at this point?

Secretary CLINTON. The Russian Duma has begun to consider the treaty, includ-
ing conducting hearings. According to press reports, the Duma’s Committee on
International Affairs and the Duma’s Defense Committee have both recommended
that the full Duma approve the treaty. The upper house of the Russian Parliament,
the Federation Council, must also approve the treaty. Russian officials from both
the executive branch and legislative branch have consistently indicated a desire to
coordinate their ratification process with ours so that both countries consider and
vote on the treaty around the same time.

25. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Clinton, does it appear the Russian Parliament will
ratify the New START?

Secretary CLINTON. Russian officials from both the executive branch and legisla-
tive branch have consistently indicated a desire to coordinate their ratification proc-
ess with ours so that both countries consider and vote on the treaty around the
same time. I am very hopeful that the Russian Parliament will approve the treaty,
but tlhat, of course, will be a decision for the elected representatives of the Russian
people.

AFTER THE NEW START

26. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Clinton, President Obama has indicated that the
New START is only a first step and is meant to set the stage for further cuts. What
new issues do you see being addressed in a follow-on treaty, including levels of nu-
clear arms and tactical nuclear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON. As stated in the NPR, the President has directed a review of
post-New START arms control objectives to consider further reductions in nuclear
weapons.

Specifically, the U.S. goals in post-New START bilateral negotiations with Russia
will include reducing non-strategic/tactical nuclear weapons and nondeployed nu-
clear weapons, as well as deployed strategic nuclear weapons on ICBMs, SLBMs,
and nuclear-capable heavy bombers. Any specific U.S.-Russian discussions on U.S.
non-strategic/tactical nuclear weapons will take place in the context of continued
close consultation with U.S. allies and partners.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN
MISSILE DEFENSE IN NEGOTIATIONS

27. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, irrespective of threats from the Russians
to withdraw from the New START, is this administration committed to funding, de-
veloping, and deploying all elements of the phased adaptive approach for missile de-
fensg) in Europe as well as implementing the strategy as portrayed in the BMD re-
view?

Secretary GATES. Yes. As outlined during the announcement of the Phased Adapt-
ive Approach in Europe last September and in the Report of the 2010 BMD Review,
while further advances in technology or future changes in the threat could modify
the details or timing of later phases, we plan to deploy all four phases of the PAA
in Europe, including Phase Four.

28. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, in her prepared remarks before the Atlan-
tic Council in April, Under Secretary of State Ellen Tauscher stated that “Our Rus-
sian friends needed some assurances as it negotiated deeper reductions in the ab-
sence of an Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. The United States made a unilat-
eral statement to clarify that our missile defense systems are not intended to affect
the strategic balance with Russia ... ” Why was it necessary to provide such assur-
ances to Russia?

Secretary CLINTON. A number of public statements made by Russian leaders
about the treaty have shown that they considered such assurances necessary in the
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context of reaching agreement on the treaty. Under Secretary Tauscher’s statement
to the Atlantic Council was based on standing U.S. policy as articulated in the 2010
Ballistic Missile Defense Review that “while the GMD system would be employed
to defend the United States against limited missile launches from any source, it
does not have the capacity to cope with large scale Russian or Chinese missile at-
tacks, and is not intended to affect the strategic balance with those countries.”

The United States has made clear that U.S. missile defense efforts are not di-
rected against Russia. As Secretary Gates stated in his May 18 testimony before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee:

“Under the last administration, as well as under this one, it has been U.S.
policy not to build a missile defense that would render useless Russia’s nu-
clear capabilities. It has been a missile defense intended to protect against
rogue nations such as North Korea and Iran, or countries that have very
limited capabilities. The systems that we have, the systems that originated
and have been funded in the Bush administration, as well as in this admin-
istration, are not focused on trying to render useless Russia’s nuclear capa-
bility. That, in our view, as in theirs, would be enormously destabilizing,
not to mention unbelievably expensive.”

Russia has expressed concerns that U.S. BMD capabilities could eventually be a
threat to Russia’s nuclear deterrent; the United States, therefore, sought to convey
to Russia the underlying approach outlined by Secretary Gates. To this end, we
have provided, and will continue to provide, policy and technical explanations re-
garding why U.S. BMD capabilities such as the European-based Phased Adaptive
Approach do not and cannot pose a threat to Russian strategic deterrent forces.

29. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, did our negotiators receive assurances
from Russia that they will not object to the full deployment of all four phases of
the phased adaptive approach in Europe?

Secretary CLINTON. No; these negotiations were about strategic offensive arms,
not missile defense. This past April Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov characterized
the first two phases of the European-based Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA) as
“regional systems” that pose no threat to Russia’s strategic nuclear forces. On the
latter two phases, he noted that Russia would need to evaluate them should they
contain “strategic features.” We have provided, and will continue to provide, policy
and technical explanations regarding why U.S. ballistic missile defense capabilities
such as those to be deployed throughout all four phases of the EPAA will not pose
a threat to Russian strategic deterrent forces.

30. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, did our negotiators receive assurances
from Russia that they will not object to the potential need to increase the number
of GBIs in California and Alaska if the threat from North Korea or Iran material-
izes sooner than expected?

Secretary CLINTON. This issue was not discussed in the New START negotiations.
U.S. negotiators did not seek such assurances, but the United States made clear in
its unilateral statement that it intended to continue improving and deploying mis-
sile defense systems.

31. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Clinton, if we were going to offer assurances on
missile defense, why didn’t we demand similar assurances from the Russians on tac-
tical nuclear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON. The U.S. assurances on missile defense have been a reiter-
ation of standing U.S. policy as articulated in the 2010 BMD Review, and expla-
nations of the capabilities of current and planned systems. A more ambitious treaty
that addressed tactical nuclear weapons would have taken much longer to complete,
adding significantly to the time before a successor agreement, including verification
measures, could enter into force following START’s expiration in December 2009.
This approach was consistent with the bipartisan Strategic Posture Commission’s
recommendation to “pursue a step-by-step approach,” and to make the first step
“modest and straightforward.” President Medvedev has expressed interest in future
discussions on measures to further reduce both nations’ nuclear arsenals. We intend
to raise strategic and tactical weapons, including nondeployed nuclear weapons, in
those discussions.

RUSSIAN TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS

32. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, in written testimony before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger stated,
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“As strategic arsenals are reduced, the distinction between tactical and strategic nu-
clear weapons is bound to erode. The large Russian stockpile of tactical nuclear
weapons, unmatched by a comparable American deployment, could threaten the
ability to undertake extended deterrence. This challenge 1s particularly urgent given
the possible extension of guarantees in response to Iran’s nuclear weapons program
and other programs that may flow from it.” Given the significant interrelationship
between strategic and tactical offensive weapons, why does the treaty not address
the Russian and U.S. disparity?

Secretary CLINTON. From the outset the New START treaty was intended to re-
place the START treaty, which was about strategic offensive forces. The desire to
conclude the New START treaty quickly in light of the pending expiration of the
START treaty, combined with the need to consult closely with our allies before ad-
dressing tactical nuclear weapons, did not support broadening the scope of the New
START treaty to address tactical nuclear weapons. Deferring negotiations on tac-
tical nuclear weapons until after a START successor agreement had been concluded
was also the recommendation of the Perry-Schlesinger Congressional Strategic Pos-
ture Commission.

33. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Clinton, what leverage do we have to compel Rus-
sia to discuss reductions of its tactical arsenal in the future if we were to ratify the
New START?

Secretary CLINTON. The New START treaty sets the stage for further negotiations
with Russia on measures to reduce both our strategic and tactical nuclear weapons,
including nondeployed nuclear weapons. President Medvedev has expressed interest
in future discussions on measures to reduce both nations’ nuclear arsenals. We in-
tend to raise strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, including nondeployed nuclear
weapons, in those discussions.

Leverage for future negotiations will come from several directions. The Russians
are concerned with the totality of the U.S. nuclear stockpile, particularly the upload
capability of our strategic ballistic missiles, as well as U.S. tactical nuclear weapons
forward-deployed in NATO countries. Also, Article VI of the Nuclear NPT stipulates
that nuclear weapons states are to work toward achieving nuclear disarmament.
The Russians want to be seen favorably as working toward this goal.

FORCE STRUCTURE

34. Senator MCCAIN. Admiral Mullen, the 1251 Report, received by Congress in
conjunction with the New START documentation, outlined a baseline nuclear force
structure and specified retaining up to 420 deployed ICBMs after a cut of at least
30 silos; retaining up to 60 nuclear-capable bombers after a reduction of 34 bombers
from the current deployable force; and retaining all of the current 14 SSBNs with
no more than 240 SLBMs deployed at any time. Given the provided ranges in the
1251 Report account for 720 delivery vehicles, 20 above the deployed limit under
the New START, when does DOD intend to provide the Senate with its final force
structure?

Admiral MULLEN. The NPR assessed the appropriate force structure for each
Triad leg, namely the required numbers of strategic nuclear submarines (SSBNs)
and SLBMs, ICBMs, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers. DOD continues to study
the final force structure under New START and will announce the end state force
structure at the appropriate time. But the final force structure will allow for:

e Supporting strategic stability through an assured second-strike capability
o Retaining sufficient force structure in each leg to allow the ability to
hedge effectively against technical and geopolitical developments by pre-
serving our capability to upload all three legs of the Triad as well as change
our force posture as necessary
e Retaining a margin above the minimum required nuclear force structure
for the possible addition of non-nuclear prompt-global strike capabilities
(conventionally-armed ICBMs or SLBMs) that would be accountable under
the treaty.
Maintaining the needed capabilities over the next several decades or more, includ-
ing retaining a sufficient cadre of trained military and civilian personnel and ade-
quate infrastructure.

35. Senator MCCAIN. Admiral Mullen, have you yet estimated how the Russians
will configure their strategic forces under the New START?

Admiral MULLEN. The classified National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) drafted by
the Intelligence Community published on 30 June 2010 provides an analysis of how
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the Russian Federation will potentially configure their strategic forces under the
New START. In formulating the U.S. negotiating position and during treaty negotia-
tions, we looked at a wide array of how Russia could arrange its nuclear force struc-
ture. We are confident that the forces we deploy during the life of the treaty can
address any potential threat to U.S national security from Russian nuclear forces.

Additionally, the U.S. nuclear force structure, as articulated in the NPR, was de-
signed to account for possible adjustments in the Russian strategic force configura-
tion that may be implemented in response to New START. The configuration of U.S.
strategic forces in the Triad, and the administration’s continuing commitment to
maintaining U.S. forces in the Triad structure under New START, maintains stra-
tegic deterrence and stability, strengthens regional deterrence, reassures U.S. allies
and partners, and sustains a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal. NPR anal-
ysis focused on retaining sufficient force structure in each leg of the Triad to allow
the ability to hedge effectively against technical and geopolitical developments by
preserving our capability to “upload” our nuclear forces as well as change our force
posture as necessary.

36. Senator MCCAIN. Admiral Mullen, have you conducted a net assessment to de-
termine if the United States can carry out its deterrence mission under a likely
mixed Russian strategic and tactical nuclear weapons force structure? If so, please
provide details.

Admiral MULLEN. The base objectives for NPR analysis included reducing the role
of U.S. nuclear weapons in U.S. national security strategy while maintaining stra-
tegic deterrence and stability, strengthening regional deterrence and reassuring
U.S. allies and partners, and sustaining a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal.
The United States achieves deterrence vis-a-vis Russia through DOD’s Triad force
structure. The administration is committed to the Triad, namely maintaining the re-
quired numbers of strategic nuclear submarines and SLBMs, ICBMs, and nuclear-
capable heavy bombers. The administration firmly believes in retaining sufficient
force structure in each leg to allow the ability to hedge effectively by shifting weight
from one Triad leg to another if necessary due to unexpected technological or oper-
ational problems.

While Russia maintains a large stockpile of non-strategic (or “tactical”) nuclear
weapons, the United States has reduced non-strategic nuclear weapons dramatically
since the end of the Cold War and keeps only a limited number of forward deployed
nuclear weapons in Europe, plus a small number of nuclear weapons stored in the
United States for possible overseas deployment in support of extended deterrence
to allies and partners worldwide.

In support of U.S. extended deterrence goals, the NPR called for retaining the ca-
pability to forward-deploy U.S. nuclear weapons on tactical fighter-bombers and
heavy bombers, and proceed with full scope life extension for the B—61 bomb includ-
ing enhancing safety, security, and use control. Additionally, the United States will
continue to maintain and develop long-range strike capabilities that supplement
U.S. forward military presence and strengthen regional deterrence, and also con-
tinue, where appropriate, to expand consultations with allies and partners to ad-
dress how to ensure the credibility and effectiveness of the U.S. extended deterrent.

RUSSIAN VERIFICATION AND COMPLIANCE REPORTS

37. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, I understand that we have yet to receive
requested data on Russian compliance and verification since 2005 under START.
Please explain why this delay occurred.

Secretary CLINTON. The 2010 Report on Adherence to and Compliance with Arms
Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and Commitments, includ-
ing information on Russia’s compliance with START through the expiration of the
treaty, was submitted to Congress on July 1, 2010. This administration was com-
mitted to ensuring that Congress received a comprehensive report.

38. Senator McCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, when does the administration plan to
make START compliance and verification data available to the Senate?

Secretary CLINTON. Issues related to Russia’s compliance with verification and in-
spection procedures associated with the START treaty are addressed in the Report
on Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disar-
mament Agreements and Commitments that was provided to the Senate on July 1,
2010.
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NEGOTIATING RECORD

39. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, consistent with past practice on arms con-
trol treaties, including the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty and START,
when does the administration intend to provide the Senate with the negotiating
record of the New START, including all elements of the record dealing with missile
defenses, tactical nuclear weapons, and limiting prompt global strike?

Secretary CLINTON. So far as we are aware, Senators were not provided full access
to the negotiating record during Senate consideration of the START treaty. Nor was
the negotiating record provided to the Senate during its consideration of the ABM
Treaty. Rather, information from the negotiating record was provided to the Senate
in relation to a controversial interpretation of the ABM Treaty more than a decade
after the Senate had provided its approval and the treaty had entered into force.

As the Senate Foreign Relations Committee noted in its report on the treaty be-
tween the United States and the U.S.S.R. on the elimination of their Intermediate-
Range and Shorter-Range Missiles, “a systematic expectation of Senate perusal of
every key treaty’s ‘negotiating record’ could be expected to inhibit candor during fu-
ture negotiations and induce posturing on the part of U.S. negotiators and their
counterparts during sensitive discussions.” The committee report further noted that
regularly providing the negotiating record would ultimately “weaken the treaty-
making process” and “damage American diplomacy.”

Of course, Senators being asked to provide advice and consent to ratification of
a treaty should have a full understanding of what obligations would be undertaken
by the United States upon ratification of that treaty. Thus, when a treaty is sub-
mitted to the Senate by the President it is accompanied by a detailed article-by-arti-
cle analysis of the treaty. The analysis of the New START treaty transmitted to the
Senate by the President on May 13, 2010, is nearly 200 pages and provides informa-
tion on every provision of the treaty, Protocol, and Annexes. This analysis includes
relevant information drawn from the negotiating record. The treaty text and these
materials provide a comprehensive picture of U.S. obligations under the treaty.
Should you have any outstanding questions, we are committed to providing answers
in detailed briefings, in a classified session, if needed.

DUAL-CAPABLE JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER

40. Senator McCCAIN. Secretary Gates, the development of the dual-capable nu-
clear and conventional variant of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) to replace
aging dual-capable F-16s is a primary driver for the B-61 2017 deadline. How crit-
ical ;s the timely delivery of the dual-capable F-35 to the extended deterrence mis-
sion?

Secretary GATES. Timely delivery of a dual-capable F-35 is important to the ex-
tended deterrence mission, because U.S. F-16 dual capable aircraft (DCA) currently
performing the extended deterrence mission are expected to begin to reach service
life limits in the 2017 timeframe, and as such, need to be replaced.

It is important to note that the development of the F-35 is only one of several
drivers for the B61 LEP 2017 First Production Unit (FPU) requirement. Several
components of both the B61-3 and -4 non-strategic variants, and the B61-7 stra-
tegic variants are reaching end of life and need to be replaced to support both the
extended and strategic deterrence missions.

41. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, how confident are you that the dual-capa-
ble F-35 will be available as scheduled in 20177

Secretary GATES. Based on the recent F-35 program restructure and Nunn-
McCurdy breach, a new program baseline is currently in work and those results will
help inform the Air Force on any possible effects to the Dual Capable Aircraft
timeline.

INFRASTRUCTURE MODERNIZATION

42. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Chu, with the release of the NPR, Secretary Gates
announced that DOD would be transferring $5 billion over the next 5 years to DOE
to address infrastructure modernization needs. This increase is welcome, and abso-
lutely necessary, and must supplement significant long-term increases in DOE’s own
budget. How will DOD funding be utilized by NNSA?

Secretary CHU. The Department of Defense transferred almost $4.6 billion of top
line budget authority over the period of fiscal years 2011-2015 to the NNSA weapon
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activities for infrastructure modernization, LEPs, and enhanced stockpile steward-
ship. This transfer, if appropriated by Congress, would be utilized to support:
e Design and initial construction of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Re-
search Replacement Nuclear Facility;
e Design and initial construction of the Uranium Processing Facility;
e Creation of a sustainable plutonium pit manufacturing capacity at the
PF—4 facility;
e Completion of the ongoing LEP for the W76 warhead and the B61 bomb;
e Beginning LEP studies to explore the path forward for the W78 ICBM
warhead;
o Revitalizing the warhead surveillance effort and associated science and
technology support; and
o Protecting the human capital base at U.S. nuclear weapons laboratories—
including the ability to design nuclear warheads as well as development
and engineering expertise and capabilities—through a stockpile steward-
ship program that fully exercises these capabilities.

The Departments of Defense and Energy have agreed that their staffs will con-
duct and participate in the following reviews: semi-annual programmatic reviews by
the Nuclear Weapons Council and annual NNSA programming and budgeting re-
views.

In addition, the Department of Defense transferred another nearly $1.1 billion to
Naval Reactors over the period of fiscal years 2011-2015 for reactor design and de-
velopment.

43. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Chu, can you confirm that DOE will not reduce
its future years spending requests for NNSA as a result of DOD contribution?

Secretary CHU. That is correct. DOE will not reduce its request for NNSA’s Fu-
ture Years Nuclear Security Program as a result of the transfer of top line budget
authority from the Department of Defense. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget
proposal initiates a multi-year investment plan that includes substantial budget in-
creases to address shortfalls in stockpile surveillance activities and in the science,
technology, and engineering base that support stockpile certification, and to main-
tain and modernize the supporting infrastructure.

RUSSIAN RESOLUTION ON RATIFICATION

44. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, as you are aware, the Russian law passed
pursuant to START II ratification obligated in statute that Russia withdraw from
START 1II if the United States withdrew from the ABM treaty. Has the Russian
Resolution on Ratification for the New START been made public yet?

Secretary CLINTON. No.

45. Senator McCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, what is the projected timeline for the
Russian Resolution on Ratification to be made public, if at all?

Secretary CLINTON. We do not know, although we would anticipate that the reso-
lution may be made public when the Duma votes on it.

46. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Clinton, while START II never entered into force,
is there any reason to believe that Russia will not pass a similar statute with re-
spect to missile defense this time?

Secretary CLINTON. We have no information regarding what might be in the Rus-
sian resolution of ratification for the New START treaty.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE
TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS

47. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, the
2010 NPR concluded that “large disparities in nuclear capabilities could raise con-
cerns on both sides and among U.S. allies and partners, and may not be conducive
to maintaining a stable, long-term relationship, especially as nuclear forces are sig-
nificantly reduced.” Henry Kissinger stated on May 25, 2010, “The large Russian
stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons, unmatched by a comparable American deploy-
ment, could threaten the ability to undertake extended deterrence.” The Perry-
Schlesinger Strategic Posture Commission report notes, “The combination of new
warhead designs, the estimated production capability for new nuclear warheads,
and precision delivery systems such as the Iskander short-range tactical ballistic
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missile, open up new possibilities for Russian efforts to threaten to use nuclear
weapons to influence regional conflicts.” Senator Biden said in March 2003, “After
entry into force of the Moscow Treaty, getting a handle on Russian tactical nuclear
weapons must be a top arms control and nonproliferation objective of the United
States Government.” Why was limiting tactical nuclear weapons not an objective for
this agreement?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. We did not make lim-
iting tactical nuclear weapons an objective for this agreement because from the out-
set the New START treaty was intended to replace the START treaty, which was
about strategic offensive forces. The desire to minimize the time before a successor
agreement, including verification measures, could enter into force following START’s
expiration in December 2009, combined with the need to consult closely with our
allies before addressing tactical nuclear weapons did not support broadening the
scope of the New START treaty to address tactical nuclear weapons. Deferring nego-
tiations on tactical nuclear weapons until after a START successor agreement had
been concluded was also the recommendation of the Perry-Schlesinger Congressional
Strategic Posture Commission.

48. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
wasn’t the Senate told when it approved the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty
(SORT) or Moscow Treaty that the next treaty would finally make possible reduc-
tions in tactical nuclear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. Then-Secretaries
Powell and Rumsfeld made clear they intended to raise issues related to tactical nu-
clear weapons with their Russian counterparts. In 2002, the United States and Rus-
sia agreed to establish a Consultative Group for Strategic Security (CGSS) to serve
as the principal mechanism through which the sides could discuss a broad range
of international security issues. One of the priorities that the United States pursued
in the CGSS was transparency in tactical nuclear weapons. However, no progress
was made on developing an arms control agreement governing tactical nuclear
weapons.

As stated in the 2010 NPR, the President has directed a review of post-New
START arms control objectives to consider further reductions in nuclear weapons.
Specifically, the U.S. goals in post-New START bilateral negotiations with Russia
will include reducing non-strategic/tactical nuclear weapons and nondeployed nu-
clear weapons, as well as deployed strategic nuclear weapons on ICBMs, SLBMs,
and nuclear-capable heavy bombers.

President Medvedev has expressed interest in future discussions on measures to
further reduce both nations’ nuclear arsenals. We intend to raise strategic and tac-
tical nuclear weapons, including nondeployed nuclear weapons, in those discussions.

Of course, any specific U.S.-Russian discussions on U.S. non-strategic/tactical nu-
clear weapons will take place in the context of continued close consultation with al-
lies and partners.

49. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
what leverage will the United States have in the future to address this disparity
when we have only a couple of hundred tactical nuclear weapons in Europe while
the Russians have thousands?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. The New START
treaty sets the stage for further negotiations with Russia on measures to reduce
both our strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, including nondeployed nuclear
weapons. President Medvedev has expressed interest in future discussions on meas-
ures to reduce both nations’ nuclear arsenals. We intend to raise strategic and tac-
tical nuclear weapons, including nondeployed nuclear weapons, in those discussions.

Leverage for future negotiations will come from several directions. The Russians
are concerned with the totality of the U.S. nuclear stockpile, particularly the upload
capability of our strategic ballistic missiles, as well as U.S. tactical nuclear weapons
forward-deployed in NATO countries. Also, Article VI of the NPT stipulates that nu-
clear weapons states are to work toward achieving nuclear disarmament. The Rus-
sians want to be seen favorably as working toward this goal.

50. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
would the administration be willing to put missile defense on the negotiating table
to get reductions in Russian tactical nuclear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON. No. While it is certainly desirable to get reductions in Russian
tactical nuclear weapons, this administration has consistently informed Russia that
the United States will not agree to constrain or limit U.S. BMD capabilities.

Secretary GATES. No.
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Admiral MULLEN. No.

51. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
would the administration be willing to use our large hedge of nondeployed nuclear
warheads to get reductions in Russian tactical nuclear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON. Presidents Obama and Medvedev have expressed their inter-
est in future discussions on measures to further reduce both nations’ nuclear arse-
nals. We intend to raise the issue of strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, includ-
ing nondeployed nuclear weapons, in those discussions. It is premature at this stage
to discuss what our negotiating strategy might be.

Secretary GATES. The Department of Defense will carry out analyses to explore
the adequacy of various U.S. strategic and tactical nuclear capability levels—includ-
ing both deployed and nondeployed weapons—within the context of similar nuclear
force levels on the Russian side in preparation for the next round of nuclear arms
reduction negotiations.

Admiral MULLEN. In the NPR, the Obama administration stated its desire to en-
gage in a strategic dialogue with Russia to discuss steps it could take to allay con-
cerns in the West about Russia’s non-strategic nuclear arsenal. I would note that
this strategic dialogue is unrelated to DOD reasoning for maintaining our stockpile
of nondeployed warheads.

The United States maintains nondeployed nuclear warheads in the U.S. stockpile
to provide logistics spares, support the aging surveillance program, and hedge
against technical or geopolitical surprise. The nondeployed stockpile currently in-
cludes more warheads than would otherwise be required for these purposes, if not
for the limited capacity of the NNSA complex to conduct LEPs for deployed weapons
in a timely manner. Progress in restoring NNSA’s production infrastructure will
allow the U.S. to reduce its reliance on, and thus the supply of, reserve warheads.
It is only within this broader context that the U.S. would consider nondeployed war-
heads as part of any future negotiating strategy.

52. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
what impact will the disparity in tactical nuclear weapons have on the ability of the
United States to extend deterrence, or nuclear security guarantees, to allies that are
within the range of Russian tactical nuclear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. Extended nuclear de-
terrence will remain strong under the New START treaty, including for those within
range of Russian tactical nuclear weapons. A credible U.S. extended nuclear deter-
rent protecting allies and partners is provided by a combination of means—the stra-
tegic forces of the U.S. strategic Triad, non-strategic nuclear weapons forward de-
ployed in Europe, and U.S.-based nuclear weapons that could be deployed forward
quickly to meet regional contingencies.

53. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
could the Russians benefit, in terms of the influence they are able to exert over spe-
cific regions, due to their superiority in tactical nuclear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. U.S. extended deter-
rence and assurance will remain strong under New START. NATO retains a nuclear
capability and the United States retains a variety of capabilities to forward-deploy
nuclear weapons into other regions if the situation ever demands. The New START
limit on deployed nuclear warheads was made with consideration of the U.S. ability
to fulfill our deterrence commitments around the world.

54. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
what impact will this tactical nuclear weapon disparity have on the views of our
30 allies currently protected under the United States nuclear umbrella?

Secretary CLINTON. We have discussed our nuclear force reductions with our allies
and assured them that U.S. nuclear force reductions will be implemented in ways
that maintain the reliability and effectiveness of our extended deterrent for all of
our allies and partners.

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Traditionally, a credible U.S. “nuclear um-
brella” has been provided by a combination of means—the strategic forces of the
U.S. Triad, non-strategic nuclear weapons deployed forward in key regions, and
U.S.-based nuclear weapons that could be deployed forward quickly to meet regional
contingencies. The mix of deterrence means has varied over time and from region
to region.

Today, there are separate choices to be made in partnership with allies in Europe
and Asia about what posture best serves our shared interests in deterrence and as-
surance and in moving toward a world of reduced nuclear dangers. The U.S. and
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its NATO allies maintain forward deployed tactical nuclear weapons to enhance de-
terrence. Within the regional context, the United States relies on additional capa-
bilities to support extended deterrence and power projection, including: conventional
force capabilities, BMDs, allied capabilities, advanced technologies, and moderniza-
tion and maintenance of existing forces, to name a few. Finally, the United States
retains the capability to rapidly upload additional strategic nuclear weapons if nec-
essary.

During consultations during the development of the 2010 NPR and since the re-
lease of the NPR and the signing of New START, Allies have told us they are com-
fortable with our planned nuclear force posture, which is consistent with the NPR
recommendations and the New START treaty. Allied governments have noted that
future U.S.-Russian nuclear arms reduction negotiations should seek to reduce Rus-
sian tactical nuclear weapons.

Lastly, the United States will sustain safe, secure, and effective nuclear forces to
deter any potential adversary so long as nuclear weapons exist. U.S. nuclear force
reductions will be implemented in ways that maintain the reliability and effective-
ness of our extended deterrent for all of our allies and partners.

NONPROLIFERATION

55. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, Ad-
miral Mullen stated in his written testimony that this treaty demonstrates our na-
tional commitment to reducing the worldwide risk of nuclear incident resulting from
the continuing proliferation of nuclear weapons. How does this treaty reduce the
proliferation of nuclear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. U.S. leadership in re-
ducing its nuclear arsenal is essential to our efforts to bolster the nonproliferation
regime and reduce global nuclear dangers. The New START treaty positions the
United States to continue its international leadership role in advancing the goals
of the NPT regime. Having concluded this agreement with Russia strengthened the
U.S. position during the NPT Review Conference in May 2010, and helped aid our
efforts to conclude a consensus final document, which did not occur at the previous
Review Conference in 2005. The new treaty set the stage for engaging other nuclear
powers in fulfilling the goals of the NPT, and expanding opportunities for enhancing
strategic stability.

Enhanced cooperation between the United States and Russia in the nuclear arena
will contribute to the positive international environment needed to reinforce pro-
grams to secure and safeguard nuclear material stockpiles worldwide, and to
strengthen the NPT. More generally, improved U.S.-Russian relations will help in
pursuing critical U.S. foreign policy objectives related to U.S. security, including ef-
forts to address the nuclear programs of Iran and North Korea.

56. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, did
the Moscow Treaty aid in reducing proliferation when it was ratified?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. Yes. Like other stra-
tegic nuclear arms control agreements, the Moscow Treaty demonstrated U.S. lead-
ership in reducing its nuclear arsenal and contributed therefore to efforts to bolster
the nonproliferation regime and reduce global nuclear dangers.

57. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, how
does the New START stop other countries from continuing to develop or produce nu-
clear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. U.S. leadership in re-
ducing its nuclear arsenal is essential to our efforts to bolster the nonproliferation
regime and reduce global nuclear dangers. The New START treaty positions the
United States to continue its international leadership role in advancing the goals
of the NPT regime. Having concluded this agreement with Russia strengthened the
U.S. position during the NPT Review Conference in May 2010, and helped aid our
efforts to conclude a consensus final document, which did not occur at the previous
Review Conference in 2005. The new treaty set the stage for engaging other nuclear
powers in fulfilling the goals of the NPT, and expanding opportunities for enhancing
strategic stability.

Enhanced cooperation between the United States and Russia in the nuclear arena
will contribute to the positive international environment needed to reinforce pro-
grams to secure and safeguard nuclear material stockpiles worldwide, and to
strengthen the NPT. More generally, improved U.S.-Russian relations will help in
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pursuing critical U.S. foreign policy objectives related to U.S. security, including ef-
forts to address the nuclear programs of Iran and North Korea.

58. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, how
does the New START safeguard existing nuclear weapons and keep them out of the
hands of terrorists?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. New START is just
one element of a comprehensive strategy to implement the President’s nuclear secu-
rity agenda. The New START treaty reduces limits on deployed strategic nuclear
warheads and delivery vehicles in the U.S. and Russian arsenals. For almost 20
years, the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) Program has worked to
help eliminate strategic systems in Russia and other states of the former Soviet
Union. Past eliminations have been completed in accordance with applicable START
provisions, including the START Conversion or Elimination Protocol. Going forward,
%TR will complement New START, while continuing to operate under its own au-
thorities.

Together with Department of Energy nonproliferation programs, CTR has contrib-
uted to the upgrading of physical security systems at Russia’s nuclear weapons stor-
age sites, as well as provided training facilities for guard forces, equipped an emer-
gency response force, and helped the Ministry of Defense to establish a personnel
reliability program. In tandem with the eliminations under New START, these past
and continuing efforts will support the objective of keeping nuclear weapons and de-
livery systems out of the hands of terrorists.

RELATIONS WITH RUSSIA

59. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, you said during the hearing, “I would un-
derscore the importance of ratifying the New START to have any chance of us be-
ginning to have a serious negotiation over tactical nuclear weapons.” As you know,
START II never entered into force, but that did not stop the United States and Rus-
sia from concluding other treaties, such as the Moscow Treaty or the New START.
The Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) II was not ratified either. Why will
we not be able to negotiate tactical nuclear weapons reductions if this treaty does
not enter into force when history disproves that argument?

Secretary CLINTON. Our first order of business is to bring the New START treaty
into force. If we fail to do so, Russia could question whether we would be able to
bring a future treaty into force and therefore might be less inclined to negotiate one
in the near term. Regarding the historical examples you cite, it is important to note
that there was a 15-year gap between the time SALT II was concluded and START
entered into force; and there was a 9-year gap between the time START II was con-
cluded and the Moscow Treaty entered into force. We do not want to wait that long
to make progress on tactical nuclear weapons.

60. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, are U.S.-Russia relations so fragile after
more than a year of a reset policy that they would not recover if the Senate or the
Duma did not ratify the New START?

Secretary CLINTON. The relationship between the United States and Russia con-
tinues to improve, and the conclusion of the New START treaty reflects our growing
cooperation on matters of mutual interest, including top priorities like nuclear secu-
rity and nonproliferation. The treaty, by helping improve bilateral relations, has fa-
cilitated cooperation on other top priorities, including Iran, most recently with the
passage of UNSC Resolution 1929, which imposes new sanctions on Iran.

Failure to bring the treaty into force would be a setback for the relationship and
could make it more difficult to cooperate in areas of mutual interest, as well as to
engage productively on issues where we do not see eye to eye with Russia.

Moreover, without the New START treaty’s verification regime, including inspec-
tions, data exchanges and notifications, the United States and Russia would have
to rely solely on National Technical Means to monitor each other’s strategic forces.
Over time, this could lead to greater uncertainty regarding each other’s strategic
forces and could cause a decline in confidence, with potentially negative con-
sequences for strategic stability.

MISSILE DEFENSE

61. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, the
New START preamble recognizes “the interrelationship between strategic offensive
arms and strategic defensive arms, that this interrelationship will become more im-
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portant as strategic nuclear arms are reduced and that current strategic defensive
arms do not undermine the viability and effectiveness of the strategic offensive arms
of the Parties.” Article V, Section 3 of the treaty text places restrictions on con-
verting ICBM and SLBM launchers for placement of missile defense interceptors.
The unilateral statement issued by the Russian side on missile defense, released the
same day as the full agreed-upon the New START text in Prague on April 8, states
that the treaty “can operate and be viable only if the United States of America re-
frains from developing its missile defense capabilities quantitatively or quali-
tatively.” Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov stated, “We have not yet agreed
on this [missile defense] issue and we are trying to clarify how the agreements
reached by the two presidents ... correlate with the actions taken unilaterally by
Washington,” and added that the “Obama administration had not coordinated its
missile defense plans with Russia.”

When taken together, the New START preamble, Russian unilateral statement,
and pronouncements by senior Russian officials suggest the Russians believe there
is a linkage between certain U.S. missile defense activities and their adherence to
the treaty. While the Obama administration had made it clear that the treaty in
no way limits any U.S. missile defense activity, what is more important is what the
Russians think. One way to address this concern is by making it clear in the Resolu-
tion of Ratification that the United States will not be limited, in any fashion, in its
missile defense deployments by the New START. Are you aware of any agreements
reached between the two presidents concerning missile defense, whether in the con-
text of the New START or otherwise?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. Apart from the provi-
sions contained in the New START treaty, in the last year the Presidents have
issued two documents addressing BMD.

On July 6, 2009, the Presidents of the United States and the Russian Federation
issued at a summit in Moscow a Joint Statement on Missile Defense Issues. In that
joint statement, the Presidents instructed their experts “to work together to analyze
the ballistic missile challenges of the 21st century and to prepare appropriate rec-
ommendations, giving priority to the use of political and diplomatic methods.” Ac-
cordingly, the United States and Russia are conducting a Joint Threat Assessment
pursuant to the Joint Statement.

At that same Presidential summit on July 8, 2009, Presidents Obama and
Medvedev signed a Joint Understanding on concluding a new legally binding agree-
ment to replace the START treaty. They directed that the new treaty include a
number of elements, including a “provision on the interrelationship of strategic of-
fensive and strategic defensive arms,” which is reflected in the preamble of the New
START treaty.

Additionally, the April 7, 2010, U.S. Unilateral Statement by the United States
of America Concerning Missile Defense in response to Russia’s unilateral statement
makes it clear that the United States intends to continue to improve and deploy the
most effective missile defense capabilities possible. The administration has consist-
ently informed Russia that while we seek to establish a framework for U.S.-Russia
BMD cooperation, the United States cannot agree to constrain or limit our develop-
ment or deployment of the most effective missile defenses possible to protect our
homeland, deployed forces, and allies and partners.

62. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, are
you aware of any push by Russia for a renewed demarcation between theater mis-
sile defense and national missile defense?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. Russia has proposed
that we jointly discuss how to differentiate between strategic and non-strategic
BMDs. However, the administration’s view is that the evolution of BMD tech-
nologies has made such a distinction problematic, as some regional BMD systems
are capable of enhancing the protection of the U.S. homeland and could thereby as-
sume a strategic role. The administration’s view has been communicated to the Rus-
sian Government.

63. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
would an agreement between the United States and Russia on missile defense have
to be approved by the Senate?

Secretary CLINTON. The administration has consistently informed Russia that
while we seek to establish a framework for U.S.-Russian BMD cooperation, the
United States will not agree to constrain or limit our development or deployment
of the most effective missile defenses possible to protect our homeland, deployed
forces, and allies and partners. With respect to missile defense cooperation, the pre-
cise form of any potential agreement would depend on the specific content of such
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an agreement. We would, of course, work closely with the Senate to address any
concerns in this important area.
Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. We concur.

64. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, do
the United States and Russia have an agreement on what constitutes strategic mis-
sile defense?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. No. The administra-
tion’s view is that the evolution of BMD technologies has made such a distinction
problematic, as some regional BMD systems are capable of enhancing the protection
of the U.S. homeland and could thereby assume a strategic role. The administra-
tion’s view has been communicated to the Russian Government.

65. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, will
you pledge to the Senate that under no circumstances will the United States agree
to any geographic limitation sought by Russia as to where we can deploy our missile
defenses?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. The administration
has consistently informed Russia that while we seek to establish a framework for
U.S.-Russia BMD cooperation, the United States will not agree to constrain or limit
our development or deployment of the most effective missile defenses possible to
protect our homeland, deployed forces, and allies and partners.

66. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, will
you pledge that the United States will accept no limitation pertaining to our ability
to deploy national missile defenses?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. This administration
has consistently informed Russia that while we seek to establish a framework for
U.S.-Russia BMD cooperation, the United States will not agree to constrain or limit
current or planned U.S. BMD capabilities quantitatively, qualitatively, operation-
ally, geographically, or in any other way.

67. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates, when and where will the United States de-
ploy the early warning radar to support Phase I of the phased adaptive approach?

Secretary GATES. We are still in discussions with potential host nations for the
AN/TPY-2 radar at this time. We expect the 2011 deployment goal to be met.

68. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, will
you pledge to brief Senators and staff about any agreements related to missile de-
fense that come out of President Obama and President Medvedev’s discussions?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. Yes. The administra-
tion would brief relevant Senators and staff regarding any U.S.-Russian agreements
on missile defense.

69. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, will you share with us the memorandum
of conversations and cables that were produced during Under Secretary Tauscher
gni De;))uty Foreign Minister Ryabkov’s discussions on missile defense for the New

TART?

Secretary CLINTON. The treaty text, the detailed article-by-article analysis, and
testimony provided at hearings on the treaty all provide a comprehensive picture
of U.S. obligations under the treaty, including those obligations that relate to mis-
sile defense. However, should you have any additional questions we are committed
to providing answers in detailed briefings, in a classified session, if needed.

70. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen, will
you share with us any draft proposals for U.S.-Russia missile defense cooperation
provided by U.S. Government personnel to officials of the Russian Federation?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. The administration
will keep interested Members of Congress and staff informed about U.S.-Russian
discussions and proposals regarding BMD cooperation.

71.Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, do you agree with Secretary Gates that
there is not a meeting of the minds between the United States and Russia on mis-
sile defense?

Secretary CLINTON. Yes. I agree with Secretary Gates that there is not a meeting
of the minds between the United States and Russia on the general issue of missile
defense. Secretary Gates and I agree that there is a meeting of the minds between
the United States and Russia regarding all the provisions of the New START treaty.
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NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION APPROPRIATIONS

72. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Secretary Chu, given the criticality of
funding to modernize the weapons complex, is the President committed to ensuring
that NNSA receives the full $624 million increase as proposed in his fiscal year
2011 budget?

Secretary GATES. Yes.

Secretary CHU. Yes, and we are working closely with Congress to secure appro-
priations at the requested level.

73. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Secretary Chu, will you recommend that
the President veto any appropriation that does not meet his full request for the nu-
clear weapons complex?

Secretary GATES. I concur with Secretary Chu. I strongly support the full funding
for the nuclear weapons complex including in the President’s budget request, and
would advise the President accordingly.

Secretary CHU. I would not support an appropriation that did not allow the
United States to ensure the safety, security, and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear
weapons deterrent, and if asked by the President for my recommendation on this
matter, I would advise him accordingly.

74. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates, you said in the hearing, “I've been up here
for the last four springs trying to get money for this, and this is the first time I
think I've got a fair shot of actually getting money for our nuclear arsenal.” Why
do you think Congress, or at least one House subcommittee, has been unwilling to
provide these needed funds?

Secretary GATES. The House Energy and Water Development Appropriations sub-
committee has stated in reports over the past several years that the administration
had provided “no clear policy statements that articulate the role of nuclear weapons
in a post-Cold War and post-September 11 world. [and] no convincing rationale for
maintaining the large number of existing Cold War nuclear weapons.” While I be-
lieve the rationale for nuclear weapons complex investments that was provided dur-
ing my tenure to be more than adequate, I am hopeful that the combination of the
NPR, the section 1251 and section 3113 reports, including the 10-year spending
plans and 20-year stockpile roadmap—and extensive statements by senior leader-
ship of this administration on these issues and New START—will help us move for-
ward with these critical investments.

75. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Secretary Chu, should Congress consider
changing jurisdiction for nuclear weapons appropriations?

Secretary GATES. No.

Secretary CHU. No.

76. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Secretary Chu, Secretary Gates said in
the hearing, “this is a long-term need on the part of the Nation ... and there’s been
no progress toward providing any additional funding for our nuclear weapons mod-
ernization programs since that time.” How long is the process of modernization ex-
pected to take?

Secretary GATES. I agree with Secretary Chu that this multi-dimensional mod-
ernization of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile, and the nuclear weapons complex
that supports it, will extend over many years.

Secretary CHU. Modernization of the NNSA Nuclear Security Enterprise will be
a multi-year process, and different elements will mature at different times. Main-
taining the stockpile is an enduring NNSA commitment, and we will fully support
DOD requirements by extending the life of the stockpile as long as required. The
current LEP planning schedule contained in the Stockpile Stewardship and Manage-
ment Plan (SSMP) extends to 2030. Regarding infrastructure projects, both the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) and
the Uranium Processing Facility (UPF) are scheduled to complete construction in
2020 and begin full operations in 2022. Regarding other aspects of the process, such
as rebuilding the intellectual infrastructure and ensuring retention of critical skills,
the requirements in the NPR, and the details in the SSMP, provide challenging
work of national importance that will allow NNSA to attract and retain the skilled
workforce necessary to maintain a safe, secure, and effective stockpile as long as re-
quired. NNSA will continue to report modernization progress to Congress in future
submissions of the SSMP.
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77. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Secretary Chu, should Congress and the
administration take a fresh look each year as to how the nuclear enterprise mod-
ernization program is progressing and to make sure there is the appropriate appro-
priation of resources, especially as decisions are made about the warhead LEP and
delivery system replacement?

Secretary GATES. Yes, I concur with Secretary Chu.

Secretary CHU. Yes. Retaining the core nuclear weapons capabilities, while
transitioning to the more compact and agile infrastructure needed to ensure a safe,
secure, and effective deterrent, will require sustained attention and investment. We
would welcome Congress’s involvement and support.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY INVESTMENT

78. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Chu, the fiscal year 2011 budget plan for weapons
activities shows a very flat profile for the next 3 years with approximately $7 billion
each year. Apart from the $5 billion set aside for NNSA by DOD, there appears to
be no attempt to grow the budget and improve the infrastructure in the near term.
How does DOE plan to match its commitments with its proposed budgets?

Secretary CHU. The fiscal year 2011-2015 Future Years Nuclear Security Pro-
gram (FYNSP) was shaped by the NNSA’s assessment of the ability of the Nuclear
Security Enterprise to efficiently “ramp-up” within the constraints of time, capacity
and capability to spend increased funds to redress mission shortfalls. It balances re-
quirements with executability. Compared to the fiscal year 2010 appropriation, it in-
cludes a $624 million increase for fiscal year 2011, a $648 million increase for fiscal
year 2012, and a $698 million increase for fiscal year 2013. With the approval of
Congress, this increased funding over the next 3 years will be used for essential
planning, design, and development activities to support both life-extension of the
stockpile, including the W76, B61 and W78 LEPs, and modernization of the NNSA
infrastructure, including design activities for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Re-
search Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) and Uranium Processing Facility
(UPF) to establish validated baselines for future construction. Upon completion of
planning, design and development work, in the 2012—-2013 timeframe, as we achieve
more fidelity in the budget, there is an expectation for some of these numbers to
change. Additional funding will be required to ramp up production and construction
activities, which is reflected in the fiscal year 2014 and fiscal year 2015 portion of
the FYNSP, as well as the out-year funding requirements outlined in the report to
Congress made pursuant to section 1251 of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2010, entitled: “The New START Treaty Framework and Nuclear
Force Structure Plans,” and in the recently completed NNSA Stockpile Stewardship
and Management Plan. Validated baselines for major projects may drive a different
out-year view of requirements. The funding requirements identified to date, how-
ever, represent the most complete view of needs until these projects reach valida-
tion.

79. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Chu, will a flat weapons activities budget be able
to reverse declines or will it be absorbed by the problems at hand?

Secretary CHU. The fiscal year 2011-2015 FYNSP was shaped by the NNSA’s as-
sessment of the ability of the Nuclear Security Enterprise to efficiently “ramp-up”
within the constraints of time, capacity and capability to spend increased funds to
redress mission shortfalls. It balances requirements with executability. Compared to
the fiscal year 2010 appropriation, it includes a $624 million increase for fiscal year
2011, a $648 million increase for fiscal year 2012, and a $698 million increase for
fiscal year 2013. With the approval of Congress, this increased funding over the next
3 years will be used for essential planning, design, and development activities to
support both life-extension of the stockpile, including the W76, B61 and W78 LEPs,
and modernization of the NNSA infrastructure, including design activities for the
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) and
Uranium Processing Facility (UPF) to establish validated baselines for future con-
struction. Upon completion of planning, design and development work, in the 2012—
2013 timeframe, as we achieve more fidelity in the budget, there is an expectation
for some of these numbers to change. Additional funding will be required to ramp
up production and construction activities, which is reflected in the fiscal year 2014
and fiscal year 2015 portion of the Future Years Nuclear Security Program, as well
as the out-year funding requirements outlined in recent reports to Congress. Vali-
dated baselines for major projects may drive a different out-year view of require-
ments. The funding requirements identified to date, however, represent the most
complete view of needs until these projects reach validation. The administration’s
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submittal demonstrates a long-term, executable commitment to a safe, secure, and
effective nuclear deterrent.

80. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Chu, have the nuclear weapons laboratories or
other sites communicated to DOE any unfunded requirements from the fiscal year
2011 budget request?

Secretary CHU. The NNSA receives many field requests on an annual basis that
are evaluated and prioritized within a constrained budget. The priority list is devel-
oped using an evaluation process that considers mission requirements, regulatory
commitments, and risk. Management makes a resource allocation determination
based on a balancing of these priorities.

81. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Chu, are you confident there is sufficient capacity
in the complex to undertake the LEPs for the W76 and the B61 weapon systems,
to start the W78 weapon system, and to continue dismantlement?

Secretary CHU. Yes. The NNSA Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan
(SSMP) accounts for conducting multiple, phased LEPs at the same time. This in-
cludes completing by 2017 the ongoing LEP for the W76 warhead, completing a full
scope LEP study for the B61 bomb and beginning production in 2017, and com-
pleting, with the Nuclear Weapons Council, a study of LEP options for maintaining
the W78 ICBM warhead. While carrying out this work, NNSA will continue its dis-
mantlement activities at the Pantex Plant and Y-12 National Security Complex.

82. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Chu, if the United States decided to add an LEP
to the W80 weapon system, what would have to change in DOE funding to add that
requirement?

Secretary CHU. All warheads in the enduring nuclear stockpile will require some
level of technical attention in the next three decades to ensure their continued safe-
ty, security, and effectiveness. The LEP process determines the specific extent of
this activity appropriate to each weapon system. We have not at this time scheduled
or embarked upon a life extension activity for the W80 warhead, so it is difficult
to assess the scope of such an endeavor. We are confident that full implementation
of the SSMP through fiscal year 2030 will maintain our country’s nuclear weapons
safely, securely, and effectively without a need to resume underground nuclear tests.

MODERNIZATION

83. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Secretary Chu, our nuclear weapons av-
erage age is over 30 years and most are 15 or more years beyond design life. Sec-
retary Gates warned last October, “there is absolutely no way we can maintain a
credible deterrent and reduce the number of weapons in our stockpile without either
resorting to testing our stockpile or pursuing a modernization program.” The Perry-
Schlesinger Commission was unanimously alarmed by serious disrepair and neglect
of nuclear weapons stockpile and complex. Press reports indicate the administration
will invest $100 billion over the next decade in nuclear delivery systems. About $30
billion of this total will go toward development and acquisition of a new SSBN, leav-
ing about $70 billion. According to estimates by U.S. Strategic Command
(STRATCOM), the cost of maintaining our current dedicated nuclear forces is ap-

roximately $5.6 billion per year or $56 billion over the decade. This leaves roughly
514 billion of the $100 billion the administration intends to invest, which will be
even less if you factor in inflation. In light of these figures, and the fact that you
have yet to make additional modernization decisions, do you believe $100 billion
over 10 years is truly a sufficient investment in our delivery systems over the next
decade?

Secretary GATES. The Section 1251 report, “New START Framework and Nuclear
Force Structure Plans,” to Congress, which is the basis for the estimate of $100 bil-
lion costs over 10 years for delivery systems, included costs for which there are cur-
rently programs of record. As stated in the one page, unclassified summary of the
1251 report, the administration intends to invest well over $100 billion in modern-
izing strategic delivery systems. The Department of Defense is currently conducting
an Analysis of Alternatives for a possible follow-on air launched cruise missile, and
is assessing future heavy bomber requirements in a study of long-range strike that
will be completed in fall 2010. In addition, the Air Force is initiating a study of fu-
ture ICBM concepts and requirements. As these studies are completed, and subse-
quent decisions taken, the estimate for costs of strategic delivery systems in the
next decade will likely change.
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Secretary CHU. With regard to investments to revitalize the nuclear weapons com-
plex, the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget proposal initiates a multi-year invest-
ment plan with substantial budget increases to extend the life of the stockpile, re-
dress shortfalls for stockpile surveillance activities and stockpile certification
through investments in the science, technology, and engineering (ST&E) base, and
maintain and modernize the supporting infrastructure. This investment plan begins
with a significant increase of $624 million for fiscal year 2011 as compared with the
fiscal year 2010 appropriation. As outlined in the Section 1251 report and in the
recently completed NNSA Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan, the United
States plans to invest $80 billion over the next 10 years—a net increase of $10 bil-
lion—to sustain and modernize the NNSA Nuclear Security Enterprise. However,
we are still in the process of developing a baseline budget for four significant budget
drivers: the Uranium Processing Facility (UPF), the Chemistry and Metallurgy Re-
placement Facility (CMRR), and the B61 and W78 LEPs. Thus, there is an expecta-
tion for some of these numbers to change as we achieve more fidelity in the budget.

84. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Secretary Chu, what details can you
provide that show the administration’s intent to modernize our nuclear enterprise
with its laboratories, delivery platforms, and weapons, as well as maintain its intel-
lectual expertise?

Secretary GATES and Secretary CHU. The administration’s commitment to stock-
pile stewardship, modernization of the Nuclear Security Enterprise, and investment
in the human capital base is made clear through the programs and plans contained
in the NPR, the report to Congress made pursuant to section 1251 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, entitled: “The New START Treaty
Framework and Nuclear Force Structure Plans,” and in the recently completed
NNSA Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan. As outlined in those reports,
the United States plans to invest $80 billion over the next 10 years—a net increase
of $10 billion—to sustain and modernize the NNSA Nuclear Security Enterprise,
and over $100 billion in nuclear delivery systems to sustain existing capabilities and
modernize strategic systems.

VERIFICATION PROCEDURES

85. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, given
that the verification measures for this treaty have been simplified, does this make
it harder for our intelligence community to monitor Russian nuclear forces?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU. The verification meas-
ures for the New START treaty will contribute to our understanding of Russian nu-
clear forces. Please see the classified National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring
the New START treaty, which was provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

86. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, do
you expect the intelligence services in your departments or the intelligence commu-
nity as a whole will require more resources to ensure we are adequately monitoring
Russian nuclear force developments if the New START is ratified?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU. Please see the classified
National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the New START treaty which was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

87. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, are
you confident the intelligence community and your respective departments will have
sufficient resources and capability to monitor Russian nuclear forces over the dura-
tion of this treaty, if ratified?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU. Please see the classified
National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the New START treaty which was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

88. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, will
you need greater resources to monitor Russian nuclear forces because of the sim-
plification of verification and confidence building tools in the New START as com-
pared to START?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU. Please see the classified
National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the New START treaty which was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.
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89. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, Secretary Chu, and Ad-
miral Mullen, what statistical methodology was used to help guide U.S. negotiators
when they settled with the Russians on the number of inspections that would be
undertaken each year?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, Secretary CHU, and Admiral MULLEN. The
U.S. Government interagency assessed the number of Type One and Type Two in-
spections needed annually to meet U.S. inspection objectives as the nature of these
inspection types emerged during the New START negotiations. These assessments
ultimately concluded that an annual quota of 18 such inspections would be adequate
to meet U.S. inspection needs.

The New START treaty provides for an annual quota of up to 18 short notice, on-
site inspections to aid in verifying Russian compliance with its treaty obligations.
These inspections will provide U.S. inspectors with periodic access to key strategic
weapons facilities to verify the accuracy of Russian data declarations and deter
cheating. Although the new treaty provides for fewer inspections than the annual
quota of 28 permitted under the original START treaty, the number of inspectable
facilities in Russia under the New START treaty (35) is also significantly lower than
the declared number of such facilities in Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine—the former Soviet Union—when the START treaty entered into force (70).
Furthermore, some verification activities covered by two separate inspection types
under the START treaty have been combined into a single inspection under the New
START treaty.

The New START treaty annual inspection quota includes up to 10 Type One in-
spections of deployed and nondeployed strategic offensive arms, which will be con-
ducted at operating bases for ICBMs, ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), and nu-
clear-capable heavy bombers. The quota also includes up to 8 Type Two inspections
focused on nondeployed strategic systems, conversion or elimination of strategic sys-
tems, and formerly declared facilities. Type Two inspections will be conducted at fa-
cilities such as storage sites, test ranges, and conversion or elimination facilities, as
well as formerly declared facilities.

90. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, are
the 18 inspections per year sufficient, with high confidence, to detect cheating?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU, Please see the classified
National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the New START treaty which was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

91. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, what
is our confidence that we will know precisely how many missiles, including multiple
independently targetable reentry vehicle (MIRV) road-mobile missiles, Russia will
be building under the New START?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU, Please see the classified
National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the New START treaty which was
provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

92. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, if the Russians deploy rail-mobile, air-
launched, or ship-launched ballistic missiles during the life of this treaty, will they
count to the limitations of 700 or 800 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles?

Secretary CLINTON. Rail-mobile ICBMs would be subject to the treaty and would
count against the central limit of 700 for deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs and de-
ployed heavy bombers. Rail-mobile launchers would count against the central limit
gf 880 deployed and nondeployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers and heavy

ombers.

Existing types of ICBMs or SLBMs that were air-launched or launched from a
surface ship would also count against the central limit. There are no definitions or
provisions in the treaty pertaining specifically to new types of air-launched ballistic
missiles or to ship-launched ballistic missiles other than SLBMs. Whether such bal-
listic missiles, if developed, would be subject to the provisions of the New START
treaty would depend upon whether such missiles are considered to be a new kind
of strategic offensive arm. The treaty provides that the Bilateral Consultative Com-
mission shall resolve questions related to the applicability of provisions of the treaty
to a new kind of strategic offensive arm.

93. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, will the United States be able to inspect
any Russian ballistic missile using the inspections provided by the treaty?

Secretary CLINTON. The treaty establishes that both deployed and nondeployed
Russian ICBMs and SLBMs are subject to inspection. The right to conduct inspec-
tions to confirm the accuracy of data on deployed and nondeployed strategic offen-
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sive arms is contained in Article XI of the treaty. Inspection procedures for all exist-
ing types of strategic ballistic missiles covered by this treaty are contained in Part
Five of the Protocol. The specific procedures for how to conduct Type One and Type
Two inspections of such ballistic missiles are set forth in the Annex on Inspection
Activities.

94. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, did
our understanding of Russia’s nuclear forces increase or diminish under START?

Secretary CLINTON. Without question, our understanding of Russia’s nuclear
forces increased very significantly under the START treaty. The extensive exchange
of data and inspections conducted under START provided significant insights into
Russian strategic nuclear forces and operational practices. START’s comprehensive
verification regime provided the foundation for confidence, transparency, and pre-
dictability.

Building on START’s legacy, the New START treaty will provide significant trans-
parency and insights regarding each side’s strategic forces through its comprehen-
sive verification regime.

Secretary GATES. I concur.

Secretary CHU. I also concur.

95. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, will
our understanding of Russia’s nuclear forces diminish over the term of the New
START?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU. The verification meas-
ures for the New START treaty will contribute to our understanding of Russian nu-
clear forces. Please see the classified National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring
the New START treaty, which was provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

96. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu, is it
true that at lower levels of weapons, what might otherwise be minor cheating be-
comes more significant?

Secretary CLINTON. In general, as the number of strategic forces diminishes, the
military significance of cheating could be more significant. The United States would
view any deliberate effort by Russia to exceed the treaty’s limits or circumvent its
verification regime with great concern, especially if the cheating had military sig-
nificance. For that reason, it is important under any treaty that militarily signifi-
cant cheating can be detected in time to respond appropriately. Should there be any
signs of Russian cheating or preparations to break out from the New START treaty,
the Executive branch would immediately raise this matter through diplomatic chan-
nels, and if not resolved, raise it immediately to higher levels. We would also keep
the Senate informed.

Secretary GATES. I concur.

Secretary CHU. I concur.

97. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu,
under this treaty, and its limits on warheads and delivery systems, what specifically
will be considered militarily significant cheating under the new treaty?

Secretary CLINTON. I concur.

Secretary GATES. In response to questions from the Senate during the ratification
deliberations for the START treaty in 1992, the Bush administration defined a
“militarily significant violation” as “one which endangers the security of the United
States or its allies.” This remains an appropriate standard. In particular, the pri-
mary factor in determining whether cheating has military significance is its impact
on strategic stability, namely whether cheating would allow the Russian Federation
to eliminate the United States’ ability to execute a devastating second strike against
Russia.

Admiral Mullen, the Joint Chiefs, and I assess that Russia will not be able to
achieve militarily significant cheating or breakout under New START, due to both
the New START verification regime and the inherent survivability and flexibility of
the planned U.S. strategic force structure.

Secretary CHU. I also concur.

SECTION 1251 REPORT

98. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates, the anticipated funding directed to nuclear
weapons in the 1251 Report accompanying the New START is $80 billion for weap-
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ons and $100 billion for delivery vehicles. How much of the $80 billion over 10 years
will come from DOD?

Secretary GATES. The DOD has transferred $4.6 billion in top line budget author-
ity to NNSA for Weapons Activities/Nuclear Security Enterprise, and an additional
$1.1 billion for Naval Reactors. These transfers of budget authority from DOD to
NNSA are for fiscal year 2011 to fiscal year 2015. There are no plans for additional
transfers from DOD to NNSA beyond fiscal year 2015.

99. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates, what specific programs are anticipated to
be part of delivery vehicle modernization efforts and in what year will these pro-
grams commence?

Secretary GATES. The Navy has initiated research and development for the next
generation ballistic missile submarine. Funding began for the Ohio-class Replace-
ment SSBN in fiscal year 2010 with $495 million for research and development to
support the 2019 lead ship procurement. Continued Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation (RDT&E) investment is also included in the President’s fiscal year
2011 budget. The Navy’s annual long-range plan for construction of naval vessels
for fiscal year 2011 incorporates procurement of the Ohio-class Replacement into the
overall Navy shipbuilding strategy. Plans call for the design of the Ohio-class Re-
placement to begin in fiscal year 2015.

The Air Force plans to sustain the Minuteman III through 2030 as directed by
section 139 of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2007, and is initiating studies of possible ICBM follow-on systems over the next few
years. Similarly, the Air Force will retain the B-52 for nuclear mission require-
ments through 2035 and beyond and the B-2A for such missions over the coming
decades. The Air Force is currently conducting an Analysis of Alternatives for a pos-
sible follow-on air-launched cruise missile. The Department of Defense is assessing
future heavy bomber requirements in the Long-Range Strike Study that will be com-
pleted in the fall of 2010. As these studies are completed and subsequent decisions
taken, the estimates for costs of strategic delivery systems over the next decade will
likely change.

RELIABLE REPLACEMENT WARHEAD

100. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, when you were a member of the Senate,
this committee and several other committees supported the Reliable Replacement
Warhead (RRW) program. Do you still support the RRW, which you consistently
supported when you served in the Senate? If you no longer support RRW, please
explain why.

Secretary CLINTON. This administration has made clear that the United States
will maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal, and the President’s fiscal
year 2011 budget request for the NNSA, which contains approximately a 10 percent
increase in funding for weapons activities with better than 60 percent of this in-
crease focused on directed stockpile work, is indicative of this commitment. After
months of extensive analysis, the NPR, which was led by DOD and included the De-
partments of Energy and State, concluded that we can maintain the safety and reli-
ability of our nuclear arsenal through LEPs. RRW was a program to replace existing
nuclear warheads with designs that enhance safety, security, and reliability, begin-
ning with sea-based and air-carried systems. In contrast to that approach, the NPR
recommended a nuclear warhead LEP process under which our experts will study
options for ensuring the safety, security, and reliability of nuclear warheads on a
case-by-case basis, consistent with the congressionally-mandated Stockpile Manage-
ment Program. The full range of LEP approaches will be considered: refurbishment
of existing warheads, reuse of nuclear components from different warheads, and re-
placement of nuclear components. In any decision to proceed to engineering develop-
ment for warhead LEPs, the United States will give strong preference to options for
refurbishment or reuse. Replacement of nuclear components would be undertaken
only if critical Stockpile Management Program goals regarding safety, security, or
effectiveness could not otherwise be met and if specifically authorized by the Presi-
dent and approved by Congress. I wholeheartedly support the administration’s ap-
proach to nuclear warhead life extension.

MINUTEMAN III

101. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, the administration
has requested approximately $330 million in fiscal year 2011 to continue modifica-
tions to the Minuteman III and conduct technology development for a possible fol-
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low-on system. What are the key considerations to take into account with the Min-
uteman III and any follow-on system when contemplating lower U.S. nuclear forces?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The NPR concluded that the United
States should retain a nuclear Triad under the New START treaty. It examined pos-
sible “dyads” and determined that there was substantial value in retaining a diverse
Triad force structure to hedge against any technical problem or operational vulner-
ability in one leg. The NPR also concluded that the United States should “de-MIRV”
all Minuteman IIT ICBMs to a single warhead in order to enhance stability.

We will continue the Minuteman III LEP with the aim of keeping the missile in
service to 2030, as required by statute. We will also begin an initial study for a fol-
low-on ICBM in fiscal years 2011 and 2012. This study will consider a range of pos-
sible deployment options, with the objective of defining a cost-effective approach
that supports stable deterrence.

102. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, are you concerned
that, at lower nuclear force levels, the military will not be able to carry out its de-
terrence missions?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. We are confident that the U.S. military
will be able to carry out its deterrence missions under the New START treaty, with
support from Congress for planned investments in nuclear delivery systems and the
nuclear weapons complex.

103. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, has analysis been per-
formed to support another round of reductions after the one required by the New
START? If so, please share the analysis.

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. As stated in the NPR, the President has
directed a review of post-New START arms control objectives to consider further re-
ductions in nuclear weapons. That review will begin once New START enters into
force. As indicated in the NPR, the administration has set some specific goals in
post-New START bilateral negotiations with Russia, including reductions in non-
strategic/tactical nuclear weapons and nondeployed nuclear weapons as well as de-
ployed strategic nuclear weapons. Several factors will influence the magnitude and
pace of such reductions. First, any future nuclear reductions must continue to
strengthen deterrence of potential regional adversaries, strategic stability vis-a-vis
Russia and China, and assurance of our allies and partners. Second, the Stockpile
Stewardship Program and the nuclear infrastructure investments requested by the
administration are essential to facilitating reductions while sustaining deterrence
under New START and beyond. Third, Russia’s nuclear forces will remain a signifi-
cant factor in determining how much and how fast we are prepared to reduce U.S.
forces.

104. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what level of disar-
mament in each leg of the nuclear triad did DOD find unacceptable during the New
START negotiations?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The NPR considered a wide range of pos-
sible options for the U.S. strategic nuclear posture, and concluded that the United
States should retain a Triad of SLBMs, ICBMs, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers
under the New START treaty. Reductions that failed to maintain the viability of
each leg of the Triad, including the ability to hedge against both technical and geo-
political risk, and sustain technical expertise and operational excellence, would have
been considered unacceptable.

105. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, at what level of reduc-
tion would you begin to get concerned about the viability of the ICBM force?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. We are confident that the New START
treaty will allow the United States to sustain a viable and effective ICBM force. We
would be concerned about the viability of the U.S. ICBM force if it were too small
to support effective hedging against technical and political risk as part of a Triad,
or if it were so small that it was difficult to retain technical expertise and oper-
ational excellence.

106. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, when will we know
whether the Minuteman III can be extended to the 2030 timeframe?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The Air Force plans to sustain the Min-
uteman III through 2030 in accordance with Section 139 of the John Warner Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007. The U.S. Air Force is fully
committed to achieving that objective and has budgeted over $1.3 billion in invest-
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ments through the FYDP (fiscal year 2010—fiscal year 2015) to sustain the Minute-
man III weapon system through 2030.

107. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, when do you expect
to start examining options for a follow-on ICBM after the Minuteman III?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Although a decision on any follow-on
ICBM is not needed for several years, studies to inform that decision are needed
now. Accordingly, the Department of Defense will begin an initial study of alter-
natives in fiscal years 2011 and 2012. This study will consider a range of possible
deployment options, with the objective of defining a cost-effective approach that sup-
ports continued reductions in U.S. nuclear weapons while promoting stable deter-
rence.

108. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, how long does it take
to design and develop a new ICBM, based on prior experience?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Development time for a new ICBM is de-
pendent on the scope and complexity of the system, technology readiness levels, and
the state of the industrial base infrastructure required to support a new develop-
mental program. Development of the Minuteman began in 1958 with the first
version, the Minuteman I, being placed on alert in 1962. Subsequent versions, the
Minuteman IT and Minuteman III, took 4 years and 7 years, respectively, to design,
develop, and deploy, leveraging the knowledge and experience gained from the mis-
sile’s initial design and development. In contrast, the larger Peacekeeper ICBM took
over 14 years to design and develop prior to initial deployment.

109. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, will we maintain the
option of placing multiple warheads on our Minuteman missiles?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Yes. Although the United States will “de-
MIRV” the Minuteman III ICBM force to a single warhead to enhance the stability
of the nuclear balance as stated in the NPR report, the United States will retain
an ability to “upload” nondeployed nuclear warheads on existing delivery vehicles
as a hedge against technical or geopolitical surprise.

PAST RUSSIAN COMPLIANCE

110. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, Congress has not received the verification
and compliance reports for START from the Department of State (DOS) Verification,
Compliance, and Implementation Bureau since 2005. How many Russian compliance
issues were unresolved when START expired?

Secretary CLINTON. The 2010 Report on Adherence to and Compliance with Arms
Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and Commitments, includ-
ing information on Russia’s compliance with START through the expiration of the
treaty, was submitted to Congress on July 1, 2010. This administration was com-
mitted to ensuring that Congress received a comprehensive report.

Issues related to Russia’s compliance with START verification and inspection pro-
cedures are addressed in the classified version of the 2010 Compliance Report.

111. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, please describe in detail, in classified
form if necessary, all outstanding Russian compliance issues with START.

Secretary CLINTON. The 2010 Compliance Report was submitted to Congress on
July 1, 2010. The details of the issues related to Russia’s compliance with START
verification and inspection procedures are addressed in the classified version of the
2010 Compliance Report.

BRIEFING PAST OFFICIALS

112. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, you said at this hearing that the admin-
istration has been briefing “a series of former diplomats and Defense officials and
Energy officials, including Dr. Kissinger.” Please share the briefings you have been
providing them.

Secretary CLINTON. The administration has provided briefings on the New START
treaty to several witnesses who were called to testify before the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee. Those briefings drew from the various fact sheets that are read-
ily available to the public on the DOS’s web site (http:/www.state.gov/t/vci/trty/
126118.htm).
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RUSSIA AND IRAN

113. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, is Russia’s sale of the S-300 missile sys-
terri to l)ran prohibited by the new United Nations Security Council Resolution 1929
on Iran?

Secretary CLINTON. Russia has confirmed that it will comply with the conven-
tional arms transfer provisions of UNSCR 1929 and therefore will not deliver the
S-300 air defense missile system to Iran. We appreciate the restraint that Russia
has implemented over the course of several years in not transferring the S—-300 to
Iran. We hope that Russia’s restraint will serve to encourage other potential arms
suppliers to adopt a rigorous approach to implementing 1929’s provisions on conven-
tional arms transfers.

114. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, if Russia has agreed to freeze the comple-
tion of the S-300 missile system sale, has Russia communicated to the United
States for how long that freeze will last?

Secretary CLINTON. See response to question #113.

115. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, did Russia ask for the 123 Agreement be-
tween Russia and the United States to be resubmitted to Congress in exchange for
its support for Resolution 1929?

Secretary CLINTON. No. The decision to move forward with the 123 Agreement
was made on its own merits, in order to advance nonproliferation objectives.

116. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, did Russia ask for the United States to
pledge not to carry out any unilateral sanctions on Russian entities in the future
in exchange for its support on Resolution 1929?

Secretary CLINTON. There has been no quid pro quo with the Russian Government
on the issue of sanctions.

We believe that UNSC resolution 1929 will have a significant impact on Iran’s
ability to develop weapons of mass destruction and acquire conventional weapons.
The UNSC resolution puts international legal constraints on potential exports of
concern by entities in all U.N. member states, including Russia.

Nonproliferation is a high priority for the United States, and the Russian Govern-
ment 1s a key partner in this effort. We will continue to work cooperatively with
the Russian Government to prevent entities from contributing to weapons of mass
destruction, missile programs, or conventional weapons programs of concern. At the
same time, we will continue to implement U.S. nonproliferation penalties when ap-
propriate. We will continue to monitor the activities of Russian entities and will
make determinations consistent with existing legislation and other legal authorities.

117. Senator INHOFE. Secretary Clinton, does DOS have any evidence that Rus-
sian entities are selling refined petroleum products to Iran or otherwise doing busi-
ness in Iran? If it does, please provide a detailed list.

Secretary CLINTON. Iran is not a major trading partner for Russia, according to
official Russian statistics. Trade with Iran has never reached even one percent of
total Russian trade.

Russia has enjoyed a significant surplus in its trade with Iran since 2001 (and
before). Russian exports to Iran consist principally of consumer goods, oil and gas
equipment, and arms. Russian imports from Iran are dominated by agricultural
goods. Both countries produce oil and gas, so trade in those commodities has rep-
resented only a very small share of total trade, outside of the years 2003 and 2004
when Russian exports surged briefly.

In the first quarter of 2010, trade between Russia and Iran continued the down-
ward trend evident during 2009. Total trade of $724.1 million during that quarter
was 6.38 percent less than the $773.5 million recorded during the first quarter of
2009.

Russian Exports Russian Imports Total Trade Change from Trade with Iran Iran’s Ran‘k'
Year to Iran from lran US$ millions) Previous Year as percent of All | among Russia's
(U.S.$ millions) (U.S.$ millions) (percent) Russian Trade Trading Partners
2,785.1 202.8 2,987.9 ~15.92 0.77 27
3,177.0 376.8 3,553.8 9.69 0.57 30
2,894.7 345.1 3,239.8 83.42 0.69 27
1,535.4 230.9 1,766.3 ~10.34 0.50 35
1,870.0 100.0 1,970.0 3.24 0.71 29
1,844.3 63.9 1,908.2 49.17 0.93 26
1,231.0 18.2 1,279.2 73.65 0.88 29
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Russian Exports Russian Imports Total Trade Change from Trade with Iran Iran's Rank
Year to Iran from Iran (US.$ millions) Previous Year as percent of All among Russia’s
(U.S.$ millions) (U.S.$ millions) (percent) Russian Trade Trading Partners

702.3 343 736.6 ~13.35 0.63 32
8233 26.8 850.1 43.86 0.81 31

Source of Data: Global Trade Atlas®

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SAXBY CHAMBLISS
INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE EXEMPTIONS

118. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, the New START
does not define or limit rail-mobile, air-launched, or sea-borne ICBM launchers as
START did. Specifically, the definitions in START with respect to rail-mobile ICBMs
and rail-mobile launchers are completely absent in the New START. This seems to
be a significant departure from the last treaty, and appears to mean that the Rus-
sians could build an unlimited number of rail-mobile launchers that would not be
captured under the New START, as well as build a new ICBM to place on a rail-
mobile launcher that would not be counted under the treaty. In the case of both the
rail-mobile launcher and the new ICBM, the United States could appeal to the Bi-
lateral Consultative Commission to add the launcher and ICBM as new types recog-
nized by the New START, but the Russians could refuse to do so. Are you concerned
about this issue?

Secretary CLINTON and Secretary GATES. No. Rail-mobile ICBMs are not specifi-
cally mentioned in the New START treaty because neither party currently deploys
ICBMs in that mode. Nevertheless, the treaty covers all ICBMs and ICBM launch-
ers, and would include any rail-mobile system, should either party decide to develop
and deploy such a system.

119. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, if the United
States intended rail-mobile ICBMs and rail-mobile launchers to be limited under the
New START, why did the United States not press for those systems to be defined
in the treaty?

Secretary CLINTON and Secretary GATES. Rail-mobile ICBMs are not specifically
mentioned in the New START treaty because neither party currently deploys
ICBMs in that mode. Nevertheless, the treaty covers all ICBMs and ICBM launch-
ers, including a rail-mobile system, should either party decide to develop and deploy
such a system.

The New START treaty defines an ICBM launcher as a “device intended or used
to contain, prepare for launch, and launch an ICBM.” This is a broad definition that
would cover all ICBM launchers, including potential future rail-mobile launchers.

Under this definition, a rail-mobile launcher of ICBMs would be accountable
under the treaty. Although the previous definition of a rail-mobile launcher of
ICBMs in the START treaty (“an erector-launcher mechanism for launching ICBMs
and the railcar or flatcar on which it is mounted”) was not carried forward into the
New START treaty, the United States would nevertheless regard any launcher
meeting the START treaty definition of an ICBM launcher as constituting an ICBM
launcher subject to the New START treaty.

A rail-mobile launcher containing an ICBM would meet the treaty’s definition of
a “deployed launcher of ICBMs,” which is “an ICBM launcher that contains an
ICBM” and, along with any nondeployed rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs would fall
within the limit of 800 on deployed and nondeployed launchers of ICBMs and
SLBMs and deployed and nondeployed heavy bombers. Any ICBMs contained in
rail-mobile launchers would count as deployed ICBMs and therefore fall within the
700 ceiling on deployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers.

Separate from the status of the rail-mobile ICBM launcher, all ICBMs associated
with the rail-mobile system would be accountable as either existing or new types
of ICBMs and therefore be subject to initial technical characteristics exhibitions,
data exchanges, notifications, Type One and Type Two inspections, as appropriate,
and application of unique identifiers on such ICBMs and, if applicable, on their
launch canisters.

If a party chose to develop and deploy rail-mobile ICBMs, such missiles and their
launchers would be subject to the treaty and its limitations. Specific details about
the application of the above mentioned verification provisions would be worked out
in the Bilateral Consultative Commission (BCC). Necessary adjustments to the defi-
nition of “mobile launchers of ICBMs”—to address the use of the word “self-pro-
pelled” in that definition—would also be worked out in the BCC.
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120. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, if the United
States did not intend for the New START to limit rail-mobile, air-launched, or sea-
borne ICBM launchers, please explain why.

Secretary CLINTON and Secretary GATES. Given the treaty’s principle of flexibility
regarding the right of each party to determine its own force structure, it was not
considered necessary to extend the START treaty’s ban on deploying air-launched
ballistic missiles or ballistic missiles on surface ships. Neither party has ever oper-
ationally deployed such systems. Should either party develop and deploy such a sys-
tem, the United States and Russia would have the right to discuss, within the Bilat-
eral Consultative Commission, the emergence of such a new kind of strategic offen-
sive arm, including the applicability of provisions of the treaty to these new kinds
of strategic offensive arms.

Rail-mobile ICBMs are not specifically mentioned in the New START treaty be-
cause neither party currently deploys ICBMs in that mode. Nevertheless, the treaty
covers all ICBMs and ICBM launchers, including a rail-mobile system, should either
party decide to develop and deploy such a system.

The New START treaty defines an ICBM launcher as a “device intended or used
to contain, prepare for launch, and launch an ICBM.” This is a broad definition that
would cover all ICBM launchers, including potential future rail-mobile launchers.

Under this definition, a rail-mobile launcher of ICBMs would be accountable
under the treaty. Although the previous definition of a rail-mobile launcher of
ICBMs in the START treaty (“an erector-launcher mechanism for launching ICBMs
and the railcar or flatcar on which it is mounted”) was not carried forward into the
New START treaty, the United States would nevertheless regard any launcher
meeting the START treaty definition of an ICBM launcher as constituting an ICBM
launcher subject to the New START treaty.

A rail-mobile launcher containing an ICBM would meet the definition of a “de-
ployed launcher of ICBMs,” which is “an ICBM launcher that contains an ICBM”
and along with any nondeployed rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs would fall within
the limit of 800 on deployed and nondeployed launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs and
deployed and nondeployed heavy bombers. The ICBMs contained in rail-mobile
launchers would count as deployed ICBMs and therefore fall within the 700 ceiling
on deployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers.

Separate from the status of the rail-mobile ICBM launcher, all ICBMs associated
with a potential future rail-mobile system would be accountable as either existing
or new types of ICBMs and therefore be subject to initial technical characteristics
exhibitions, data exchanges, notifications, Type One and Type Two inspections, as
appropriate, and application of unique identifiers on such ICBMs and, if applicable,
on their launch canisters.

Because of these treaty provisions, if a party chose to develop and deploy rail-mo-
bile ICBMs, such missiles and their launchers would be subject to the treaty and
its limitations. Specific details about the application of the above mentioned
verification provisions would be worked out in the BCC.

VERIFICATION

121. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu,
under START, we were able to confidently count the number of mobile missiles, par-
ticularly because of our ability to monitor at Votkinsk, Russia. Additionally, the te-
lemetry we were able to obtain provided good intelligence on warhead, throw weight
capability, and good insight to ensure missiles did not test more warheads than the
Russians attributed to a missile. Without similar verification provisions in the New
START, how will our ability to verify Russian mobile missiles or any information
about new Russian systems capabilities be affected?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU. This topic is included
in a classified National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the New START treaty
that was provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

122. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu,
with the Russian’s stated goal of developing new missile systems and turning to-
ward more MIRV missiles, how can the United States be confident about the num-
ber of warheads a new Russian missile will be capable of carrying without telemetry
in the New START?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU. This topic is included
in a classified National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the New START treaty
that was provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.
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123. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu,
under START, warhead limits were constrained by the number of warheads a mis-
sile was actually capable of holding. Under the New START, only actual, deployed
warheads are counted. For example, the Russian SS-18 is capable of holding 10
warheads, but only the actual number of deployed warheads counts against the New
START limits. With the SS—-18, there is a possibility that the Russians could only
deploy one warhead per missile—which would count toward the limit—and then
have the remaining nine warheads stored nearby waiting to be loaded, if they chose
to, at a moment’s notice. How do the verification procedures prevent the Russians
from doing this?

Secretary CLINTON. I concur, and would add that the standard for the New
START treaty verification regime remains, as under the START treaty, “effective
verification.” As explained by Ambassador Paul Nitze in the context of the INF
Treaty ratification deliberations in 1988, effective verification means “we want to be
sure that, if the other side moves beyond the limits of the treaty in any militarily
significant way, we would be able to detect such violation in time to respond effec-
tively and thereby deny the other side the benefit of the violation.” This standard
was reaffirmed in the START treaty context by Secretary of State James Baker in
1992.

Secretary GATES. The treaty permits the Parties to structure their forces as they
see fit, a flexibility which benefits the United States. The treaty’s verification regime
is not intended to “prevent” such a scenario but would enable the United States to
detect large-scale Russian downloading of its SS-18 ICBMs or other ballistic mis-
siles. For additional information, please see the classified National Intelligence Esti-
mate on Monitoring the New START treaty which was provided to the Senate on
June 30, 2010.

Secretary CHU. I concur.

124. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu,
is there a way to confirm the actual number of warheads that the Russians have?

Secretary CLINTON. The New START treaty’s procedures for inspections of ICBM
and SLBM “reentry vehicles”—which count as warheads on deployed missiles—are
part of the treaty’s Type One inspections. These inspections will give U.S. inspectors
up to 10 opportunities each year to spot check the accuracy of declared data on the
numbers of warheads emplaced on selected deployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy
bombers. These inspections will help to confirm compliance with the Article II cen-
tral limit of 1,550 warheads on deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and nuclear war-
heads counted for deployed heavy bombers. The treaty does not include any limita-
tions on the number of nondeployed warheads a party may have. Nor are tactical
(non-strategic) nuclear weapons limited by New START. For more discussion of this
topic, please see the classified National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the
New START treaty, which was provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Secretary GATES. I concur.

Secretary CHU. I concur.

125. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, will there be an
incentive to deploy fewer warheads, so the Russians do not have to count all their
warheads under the New START limits?

Secretary CLINTON. New START was created with a view to maintain flexibility
by allowing each party to determine for itself how to structure its strategic nuclear
forces within the treaty’s limits. The treaty applies equally to both Parties.

New START has three central limits: the number of accountable deployed war-
heads (1,550); the number of deployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers (700);
and the number of deployed and nondeployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers,
and heavy bombers (800).

These three limits, while separate, are interrelated with respect to how they bal-
ance the choices each party can make with respect to its force structure.

For example, if the Russian Federation elected to increase the number of deployed
ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers within the limit, and Russia was already at the
treaty limit for deployed warheads, it would have to decrease the number of reentry
vehicles emplaced on deployed ICBMs or SLBMs in order to stay within the limit
for deployed warheads.

Secretary GATES. I concur.

126. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, the Russians do
not have to tell us where all their warheads are, just the number of deployed war-
heads. Our inspectors will be able to confirm the number of warheads that the Rus-
sians asserted they had on one missile during an inspection. Are we supposed to
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trust the Russians if they assert that they have less warheads deployed than the
missile is capable of carrying, given the other 1,549 warheads they are permitted?

Secretary CLINTON. The New START treaty’s procedures for inspections of ICBM
and SLBM “reentry vehicles”—which count as warheads—are part of the treaty’s
Type One inspections. These short notice inspections give inspectors up to ten op-
portunities each year to spot check the accuracy of declared data on the numbers
of warheads emplaced on selected deployed ICBMs and SLBMs. These inspections
will help to confirm compliance with the Article II central limit of 1,550 warheads
on deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and nuclear warheads counted for deployed
heavy bombers.

For more discussion, see the classified National Intelligence Estimate on Moni-
toring the New START treaty, which was provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010,
and the State Department’s Section 306 report which addresses the determinations
of the U.S. Government as to the degree to which the limits of the New START trea-
ty can be verified. The Section 306 report was published on July 12, 2010, and has
been provided to the Senate.

Secretary GATES. I concur. In addition, Admiral Mullen, the Joint Chiefs, the
Commander of U.S. Strategic Command, and I assess that Russia will not be able
to achieve militarily significant cheating or breakout under New START, due to
both the treaty’s verification regime and the inherent survivability and flexibility of
the planned U.S. strategic force structure. The survivable and flexible U.S. strategic
posture planned for New START will also help deter any future Russian leaders
from cheating or breakout from the treaty, should they ever have such an inclina-
tion.

127. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu,
given the number of inspection sites, and the fact the New START only allows for
a maximum of 10 warhead inspections a year, how confident are you that the
Hni;clet?l States will have a good accounting of the number of deployed Russian war-

eads?

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Secretary CHU. This topic is included
in a classified National Intelligence Estimate on Monitoring the New START treaty
that was provided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

128. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Secretary Chu,
what will verification of the number of warheads on one missile tell us, especially
when one missile is permitted to be deployed with any number of warheads?

Secretary CLINTON. The New START treaty’s procedures for inspections of ICBM
and SLBM “reentry vehicles”—which count as warheads—are part of the treaty’s
Type One inspections. During pre-inspection procedures for a Type One inspection,
the Russian Federation must declare the number of reentry vehicles emplaced on
each deployed ICBM or SLBM (which U.S. inspectors can correlate with the mis-
sile’s Unique Identifier) located at the ICBM base or submarine base at the time
pre-inspection restrictions are initiated. The Type One inspections provide ten op-
portunities annually for inspectors to spot check the accuracy of the declared data
on the numbers of warheads emplaced on designated, deployed ICBMs and SLBMs.

This topic is also included in a classified National Intelligence Estimate on the
Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor the New START treaty that was pro-
vided to the Senate on June 30, 2010.

Secretary GATES. I concur.

Secretary CHU. I concur.

DEPLOYED DELIVERY VEHICLES

129. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton, Secretary Gates, and Admiral Mullen,
much has been said about the New START further reducing the number of nuclear
weapons the United States and Russia have in their inventory. However, it is true
that, based on the counting rules—specifically in relation to bombers—this treaty
actually allows for a significant increase in deployed warheads over the previous
START. Also, given the fact that the Russians were already planning to reduce their
number of deployed systems and would have soon met these new limits even with-
out the treaty, only the United States has to make real reductions to our nuclear
forces to comply with the New START.

General Cartwright testified last year that he would be very concerned if we got
below 800 deployed delivery vehicles, and the New START would take us down to
700 deployed delivery vehicles. While I can agree that limits are good things, per-
haps even if they are high, I do not think we should be celebrating since the limits
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in the New START really only constrain the United States and, in fact, can be com-
plied with in ways that result in many more warheads being deployed. Please ex-
plain the reasoning behind why we agreed to 700 deployed delivery vehicles.

Secretary CLINTON, Secretary GATES, and Admiral MULLEN. The New START
limit of 700 deployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and nuclear-capable heavy bombers will allow
the United States to retain all 14 current SSBNs, while reducing the number of ac-
countable SLBMs by 96 relative to the previous START treaty’s counting rules (from
336 to 240). The United States will be able to do this, taking advantage of the trea-
ty’s provisions, by converting or eliminating 56 SLBM launchers and not deploying
SLBMs in an additional 40 launchers. In addition, the United States will convert
34 or more a subset of B-52H bombers to a conventional-only role, so that they are
no longer accountable under the treaty. By taking advantage of these treaty provi-
sions, the United States will have to eliminate or keep in a nondeployed status only
30 to 50 ICBM launchers of the 450 Minuteman III active silos today. In sum, the
decision to agree to a limit of 700 deployed strategic delivery vehicles resulted from
an updated assessment of U.S. force deployment options in the light of different
counting rules under New START. U.S. force structure plans under New START are
supported by General Cartwright, as well as by Admiral Mullen and the rest of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Commander, U.S. Strategic Command General Chilton, and
me.

130. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Gates, what has changed since last year when
General Cartwright indicated that 800 deployed delivery vehicles should be the bare
minimum?

Secretary GATES. The decision to agree to a limit of 700 deployed strategic deliv-
ery vehicles resulted from an updated assessment of U.S. force deployment options
in the light of different counting rules under New START. Gen Cartwright’s state-
ment was made in the context of the previous START treaty’s counting rules; subse-
quently, New START provisions were agreed. These include an agreement not to
count nondeployed ICBMs and SLBMs as part of the central limit on delivery vehi-
cles, not to count converted individual SLBM launchers on strategic submarines,
and not to count bombers that have been converted to conventional-only missions.
Because of these provisions, under the 700 limit of the New START treaty, the
United States will be able to retain all 14 current SSBNs, while reducing the num-
ber of accountable SLBMs by 96 (from 336 to 240). In addition, the United States
will convert 34 or more B-52H bombers to a conventional-only role, so that they are
no longer accountable under the treaty.

In sum, the treaty’s limits of 700 deployed strategic delivery vehicles will support
strategic stability by allowing the United States to retain a robust Triad of strategic
delivery systems.

131. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates, how do you re-
spond to the fact that the New START would permit a significantly larger number
of deployed nuclear warheads than previous treaties?

Secretary CLINTON. We would not characterize the New START treaty as permit-
ting a significantly larger number of deployed nuclear warheads than previous trea-
ties. The limit of 1,550 for warheads on deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and
counted for deployed heavy bombers is lower than the Moscow Treaty limit of 1,700—
2,200 strategic nuclear warheads, and lower than the START limit of 6,000 war-
heads attributed to ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers.

It is important to note that under each of these treaties, the method of counting
warheads differs, which can make attempts at direct comparisons somewhat mis-
leading. For example, under the expired START treaty, an attribution rule credited
each missile type with an agreed number of warheads, regardless of how many war-
heads were actually emplaced on that missile. Under the Moscow Treaty, each party
could determine for itself what counted against the limit on strategic nuclear war-
heads, with the result that the Parties did not use identical counting rules with re-
spect to this limit.

In the New START treaty, the treaty requires the parties to count the actual
number of reentry vehicles on each deployed ICBM and deployed SLBM, and to at-
tribute one warhead to each deployed heavy bomber.

As for the bomber counting rule under New START, this attribution rule was
adopted because on a day-to-day basis neither the United States nor the Russian
Federation maintains any nuclear armaments loaded on its deployed heavy bomb-
ers. If the counting approach adopted for deployed ballistic missiles had been ap-
plied to deployed heavy bombers, each deployed heavy bomber equipped for nuclear
armaments would have been counted with zero nuclear warheads. The New START
treaty approach strikes a balance between the fact that neither side loads nuclear
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armaments on its nuclear capable heavy bombers on a day-to-day basis and the fact
that these heavy bombers nonetheless have the capability to deliver nuclear arma-
ments that are stored in weapons storage bunkers on or near their air bases.

Secretary GATES. I concur. I would further add that New START procedures for
the inspection of deployed warheads are part of the treaty’s Type One inspections.
These short notice inspections are intended to spot check the accuracy of declared
data on the number of warheads emplaced on deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs
and heavy bombers designated for inspection.

LEVEL OF RISK

132. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, unlike the Rus-
sians, the United States has treaty obligations with at least 30 other nations. Are
you convinced that the United States can meet these treaty obligations and carry
out extended deterrence at the levels required by the New START?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Yes. Traditionally, a credible U.S. “nu-
clear umbrella” has been provided by a combination of means—the strategic forces
of the U.S. Triad, non-strategic nuclear weapons deployed forward in key regions,
and U.S.-based nuclear weapons that could be deployed forward quickly to meet re-
gional contingencies. The mix of deterrence means has varied over time and from
region to region.

Today, there are separate choices to be made in partnership with allies in Europe
and Asia about what posture best serves our shared interests in deterrence and as-
surance and in moving toward a world of reduced nuclear dangers. The United
States and its NATO allies maintain forward deployed tactical nuclear weapons to
enhance deterrence. Within the regional context, the United States relies on addi-
tional capabilities to support extended deterrence and power projection, including:
conventional force capabilities, BMDs, allied capabilities, advanced technologies, and
modernization and maintenance of existing forces, to name a few. Finally, the
United States retains the capability to rapidly upload additional strategic nuclear
weapons if necessary.

During consultations during the development of the 2010 NPR and since the re-
lease of the NPR and the signing of New START, Allies have told us they are com-
fortable with our planned nuclear force posture, which is consistent with the NPR
recommendations and the New START treaty. Allied governments have noted that
future U.S.-Russian nuclear arms reduction negotiations should seek to reduce Rus-
sian tactical nuclear weapons.

Lastly, the United States will sustain safe, secure, and effective nuclear forces to
deter any potential adversary so long as nuclear weapons exist. U.S. nuclear force
reductions will be implemented in ways that maintain the reliability and effective-
ness of our extended deterrent for all of our allies and partners.

133. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what is the as-
sumed level of risk to the United States defenses and its extended deterrence bene-
ficiaries to reach the New START levels?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The United States, and our Allies and
partners, will not assume any additional risk due to the United States being limited
to New START treaty force levels. The treaty will allow the United States to retain
a strong Triad, and will not constrain our conventional capabilities (including
prompt global strike), our missile defenses, or our ability to modernize our nuclear
weapons complex. The risk of misunderstanding and worst-case military planning
will be reduced by application of the treaty’s data exchange and verification provi-
sions.

NUCLEAR MODERNIZATION

134. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Chu, the issue of nuclear weapons moderniza-
tion as it relates to the New START is receiving lots of attention. First of all, as
some of my colleagues have commented, it does not appear that the proposed mod-
ernization plan represents much, if any, increase over what was already going to
occur. The plan submitted to Congress also discusses modernizing only one leg of
the strategic triad, the submarine leg, and the bulk of the funding in the plan is
to maintain current platforms rather than develop new ones.

I am also very concerned about the bias against the full spectrum of moderniza-
tion for our nuclear warheads. There is clearly a bias against replacement, which
requires special presidential and congressional authorization. From a national secu-
rity perspective, this is clearly unnecessary and works against our safety, security,
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and ability to ensure the security of our allies. It only makes sense from a domestic,
political perspective. As the leader of the nuclear weapons modernization and
sustainment complex, how will you instruct those who work for you when it comes
to considering the “full range of options” for modernization?

Secretary CHU. The path forward is articulated in the NPR and is further de-
scribed in the report submitted to Congress pursuant to section 1251 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 2010, entitled: “The New START Treaty
Framework and Nuclear Force Structure Plans.” Those documents make clear that
the Laboratory Directors, and for my purposes, all of those responsible for the tech-
nical work that lies behind the development and evaluation of life extension ap-
proaches, “will be expected to provide findings associated with the full range of LEP
approaches, and to make a set of recommendations based solely on their best tech-
nical assessments of the ability of each LEP approach to meet critical stockpile man-
agement goals (weapon system safety, security, and effectiveness).”

135. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Chu, will you empower the experts in DOE
to make their best technical and strategic recommendations for our nuclear enter-
prise, regardless of how they may be received politically, or are you going to commu-
nicate that, indeed, there is a bias against weapon replacement and discourage them
from recommending that option, even if replacement is the best option?

Secretary CHU. Not only are DOE and NNSA experts empowered to make their
best technical and strategic recommendations, they are and will continue to be ex-
pected to do so. As the report entitled: “The New START Treaty Framework and
Nuclear Force Structure Plans” makes clear, they “will be expected to provide find-
ings associated with the full range of LEP approaches, and to make a set of rec-
ommendations based solely on their best technical assessments of the ability of each
LEP approach to meet critical stockpile management goals (weapon system safety,
security, and effectiveness).”

136. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Chu, under what conditions would weapon re-
placement be the best option?

Secretary CHU. As described in the NPR, replacement of nuclear components will
be undertaken if critical Stockpile Management Program goals—that is, weapon sys-
tem safety, security, and effectiveness—cannot otherwise be met, and if specifically
authorized by the President and approved by Congress.

GOOD WILL

137. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Chu, in your testimony before this committee,
you reiterate that President Obama and the NPR “put preventing the spread of nu-
clear weapons to terrorists and to states that don’t already possess them at the very
top of our national security agenda.” The administration has also highlighted the
good will that the New START will create with the Russians and the international
community. Yet, the security of Russia’s nuclear materials remains a concern, and
we have seen criminals attempt to smuggle materials thought to have come from
Russia. Can you explain how the New START, and the good will it will allegedly
cref})te, will increase cooperation with the Russians on securing their nuclear mate-
rial?

Secretary CHU. Our renewed focus on improving our relations with Russia, includ-
ing the negotiations on the New START treaty, has led to a greater understanding
and increased cooperation between the United States and Russia in a number of
areas, especially toward the President’s goal of securing all vulnerable nuclear ma-
terials worldwide. This renewed relationship is a key factor as we work toward curb-
ing nuclear threats around the globe. The New START treaty demonstrates the con-
tinuing commitment of the United States and Russia to reduce our respective nu-
clear arsenals consistent with obligations under the Nuclear NPT. Enhanced co-
operation between the United States and Russia in the nuclear arena will contribute
to the positive international environment needed to reinforce programs to secure
and safeguard nuclear material stockpiles worldwide, and to strengthen the NPT.

Clearly, the responsibility for Russia’s implementation of the New START treaty
will belong to the Government of the Russian Federation. The U.S. Cooperative
Threat Reduction (CTR) program, in concert with the nonproliferation programs of
the Department of Energy, has historically played a very significant role in securing
Russian nuclear weapons and stocks of fissile materials. The role of these programs
will be, as it was throughout the implementation of the START treaty, to incentivize
the Russian Government to continue the excellent cooperation it has had with the
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United States in eliminating Russian strategic delivery systems and in enhancing
nuclear weapons storage and transportation security.

LEGAL FRAMEWORK

138. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Clinton and Admiral Mullen, you both stated
during the hearing that, without the New START, the United States would have
no treaty with the Russians that constrains our nuclear forces. Secretary Clinton,
you specifically stated that the choice before the Senate “is between this treaty and
no legal obligation for Russia to keep its strategic nuclear forces below an agreed
level.” I note that the United States and Russia are currently bound by the limits
in SORT, which sets a limit of 1,700 to 2,200 warheads by the end of 2012. In my
view, there is, in fact, a legal framework to govern the United States-Russia nuclear
relationship for the next 2.5 years. While it is true that the Moscow Treaty expires
after 2012, the limits are in force until it does. The Moscow Treaty also has no
verification provisions, but the United States and Russia have agreed to abide by
START verification provisions, even though START expired. Do you agree that the
Moscow Treaty provides a legal framework to limit U.S.-Russia nuclear warheads
until it expires at the end of 2012?

Secretary CLINTON. The Moscow Treaty (or SORT), which will remain in force
until December 31, 2012, unless superseded earlier by a subsequent agreement such
as the New START treaty, requires the United States and Russia to reduce and
limit strategic nuclear warheads to 1,700-2,200 for each party by December 31,
2012. The Moscow Treaty has no other limits, nor does it contain any verification
or transparency measures. While Presidents Obama and Medvedev issued a Joint
Statement on the eve of START’s expiration expressing “our commitment, as a mat-
ter of principle, to continue to work together in the spirit of the START treaty fol-
lowing its expiration,” there are currently no legally binding verification measures
in place with respect to the Moscow Treaty. In the absence of New START’s entry
into force, we have to rely solely on National Technical Means to monitor Russian
strategic forces.

Admiral MULLEN. The Moscow Treaty limit will remain legally-binding until its
expiration on 31 December 2012, unless it is superseded by entry into force of the
New START treaty. The United States and Russia have agreed to the provisional
application of select New START treaty provisions, in accordance with Part Eight
of the Protocol to the treaty. However, these provisions do not include verification
procedures and the United States and Russia did not agree to continue imple-
menting START verification procedures after START expired.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN THUNE
DELIVERY VEHICLE FORCE STRUCTURE

139. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, the NPR stated that it “conducted extensive
analysis of alternative force structures under the New START,” but so far you have
only detailed what the United States nuclear force structure will look like up to 720
deployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. Please share the NPR analysis con-
cluding that the United States can carry out its national security strategy and na-
tional military strategy with only 700 deployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles,
as would be required to comply with the New START central limits.

Secretary GATES. The NPR identified a priority goal for U.S. negotiators to ensure
that strategic delivery vehicles accountable under the previous START treaty but
no longer associated with deployed nuclear weapons not be counted under New
START. The achievement of this goal resulted in U.S. confidence that over 300 so-
called “phantom” strategic delivery vehicles accountable under the previous treaty,
including for example 96 launchers associated with conventional-only SSGNs, would
not be included under New START limits.

In considering acceptable New START limits after “phantom” delivery vehicles
were removed from consideration, the NPR focused on four considerations:

]:) 1Supporting strategic stability through an assured second-strike capa-

ility;

e Retaining sufficient force structure in each leg to allow the ability to
hedge effectively by shifting weight from one Triad leg to another if nec-
essary due to wunexpected technological problems or operational
vulnerabilities;

o Retaining a margin above the minimum required nuclear force structure
for the possible addition of non-nuclear prompt-global strike capabilities
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(conventionally-armed ICBMs or SLBMs) that would be accountable under
the treaty; and

e Maintaining the needed capabilities over the next several decades or
more, including retaining a sufficient cadre of trained military and civilian
personnel and adequate infrastructure.

First, the New START treaty enables us to continue to maintain a very effective
and survivable force structure that can assure the United States the ability to con-
duct a devastating second strike, even after an attempt by an opponent at a dis-
arming first strike, as well as to conduct more limited and discrete strikes.

The second criterion was met because the United States will be able to retain suf-
ficient capabilities in each leg of the Triad. As noted in the Section 1251 report,
“New START Framework and Nuclear Force Structure Plans,” the United States
plans to sustain 14 SSBNs with 240 deployed SLBMs, up to 420 deployed ICBMs,
and up to 60 deployed nuclear-capable heavy bombers. One of the specific force
structures evaluated in the NPR and deemed adequate, included 240 deployed
SLBMs, 400 deployed ICBMs, and 60 deployed nuclear-capable heavy bombers. Be-
cause the New START treaty allows the freedom to establish the desired mix of
strategic forces by the end of its 7-year implementation period, and change over
time, the United States does not need to decide the exact mix of strategic forces at
this time.

The third criterion was met because the treaty’s ceilings allow for a sufficient
margin to accommodate the deployment of a limited number of conventionally-
armed ICBMs and SLBMs, should the United States elect to deploy them, while ex-
cluding from accountability conventional B-1B and B-52H heavy bombers equipped
to deliver only non-nuclear armaments and SSGN submarines that are incapable of
launching SLBMs. The United States also stated during the negotiations that it
would not consider future, strategic range, non-nuclear systems that do not other-
wise meet the definitions of the treaty to be “new kinds of strategic offensive arms”
for purposes of the treaty.

Finally, the administration has proposed a robust plan to revitalize the nuclear
weapons complex in order to meet the fourth criterion.

140. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, please provide the analysis of alternative
force structures that would comply with the New START central limits.
Secretary GATES. Please see answers to questions #133 and #139.

SECTION 1251 REPORT

141. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, press reports indicate the administration
lans to invest $100 billion over the next decade in nuclear delivery systems. About
30 billion of this total will go toward development and acquisition of a new stra-

tegic submarine. According to estimates by STRATCOM, the cost of maintaining our
current dedicated nuclear forces is approximately $5.6 billion per year. This leaves
roughly $14 billion of the $100 billion the administration intends to invest. This $14
billion is not nearly sufficient to develop and acquire a next-generation bomber, a
follow-on ICBM, a follow-on air-launched cruise missile, and a conventional prompt
global strike capability. Why did you not make a decision to pursue these programs
in the 1251 Report accompanying the New START?

Secretary GATES. As stated in the one page, unclassified summary of the 1251 re-
port, the administration intends to invest well over $100 billion in modernizing stra-
tegic delivery systems. Alternatives for a follow-on bomber are being developed in
the ongoing Long Range Strike Study for consideration with the President’s fiscal
year 2012 budget. An Analysis of Alternatives on the follow-on nuclear-armed air-
launched cruise missiles (ALCM) is currently underway. Although a decision on any
follow-on ICBM is not needed for several years, studies to inform that decision will
begin in fiscal year 2011 and fiscal year 2012. The studies and development pro-
grams for these systems will consider a range of possible options, with the objective
of defining a cost-effective approach that supports continued reductions in U.S. nu-
clear weapons while promoting stable deterrence.

142. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, is there a chance you could decide against
a new bomber, air-launched cruise missile, or follow-on ICBM?

Secretary GATES. While I will not speculate regarding future decisions, as I have
stated numerous times, I support a strong Triad under the New START treaty, and
I am committed to making necessary investments for both delivery systems and the
nuclear weapons complex. It is worth noting that the investments needed to sustain
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the U.S. nuclear arsenal and nuclear weapons complex under New START and be-
yond will be the work of multiple administrations and Congresses.

143. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, how do we know the administration will
pursue these necessary programs, such as the bomber or follow-on ICBM?

Secretary GATES. The NPR clearly attests to the commitment of the executive
branch to sustain an effective nuclear deterrent for the long term-and New START
preserves our ability to do so. Today’s Minuteman III ICBMs will be sustained until
2030 as directed by Congress, nuclear-capable B-52Hs can be sustained to the
2030s, and B-2As to the 2040s. Analysis of any follow-on ICBM will start in 2011.
There is time to do this analysis, and given both the resources and military capabili-
ties involved, an imperative to make well-informed decisions at the appropriate
time.

144. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, according to the most recent briefs I have
seen, DOD expects the current nuclear bomber force to remain in service through
2040. Thirty more years is a long time for a bomber that was built 50 years ago.
Proponents of this plan say they can last that long with upgrades. However, phys-
ically remaining in service is significantly different than remaining survivable in a
future high threat combat scenario. Since the NPR recognizes the need for a nuclear
triad, what is your plan to replace the aging nuclear bomber force so that the nu-
clear triad stays survivable in the future?

Secretary GATES. The NPR determined that retaining all three legs of the Triad
will best maintain strategic stability at reasonable cost, while hedging against po-
tential technical problems or vulnerabilities. Accordingly, the Air Force will retain
the B-52 for nuclear mission requirements beyond 2020 and is investing more than
$1.2 billion over the next 5 years to modernize the B-52. In addition, DOD will in-
vest more than $1 billion over the next 5 years to support upgrades to the B-2
stealth bomber. These enhancements will help sustain its survivability and improve
mission effectiveness. The Department of Defense is examining alternative follow-
on bomber approaches in its ongoing Long Range Strike Study, which is to be com-
pleted this fall and will provide an important basis for the development of plans for
moving forward in this area.

145. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, my understanding is that an ICBM-based
prompt global strike platform would be counted against the 700 deployed delivery
vehicles. If we decide to develop that system, which of the three legs of the nuclear
triad would be further reduced to accommodate prompt global strike?

Secretary GATES. No decision regarding prompt global strike system has been
taken and cannot be taken before other decisions are made about what type of con-
ventional long-range strike capabilities are useful and available during the period
that the New START treaty (NST) is in force. A variety of prompt global strike sys-
tems are being assessed within the Long-Range Strike Study that is to be completed
this fall. As you know, NST provides flexibility to each party to determine its own
strategic force structure. As stipulated in the report submitted with the New START
treaty pursuant to Section 1251 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2010, the United States will pursue a future force structure under the NST
that will preserve adequate flexibility, including possible accountable conventional
prompt global strike systems currently under study by DOD. In addition, NPR anal-
ysis concluded that NST delivery vehicle and strategic warhead limits allowed re-
tention of a margin above the minimum required nuclear force structure for the pos-
sible addition of non-nuclear prompt-global strike capabilities (conventionally-armed
ICBMs or SLBMs) that would be accountable under the treaty.

If the United States decides to develop a prompt global strike system that would
be accountable under New START, the Joint Chiefs and I agree that it should in-
volve small numbers of strategic delivery vehicles. Under the baseline plan summa-
rized in the Section 1251 report, “New START Framework and Nuclear Force Struc-
ture Plans,” to Congress, the United States will retain 240 deployed SLBMs, up to
60 heavy bombers, and up to 420 deployed ICBMs under New START. Given the
7 year implementation period of the treaty, and each side’s freedom to select its de-
sired force structure and change it over time, decisions about changes involving
small numbers of the 700 allowed deployed strategic delivery vehicles should be
made after such a decision to deploy these systems.

146. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what is your estimate
of how the Russians will configure their strategic forces under the New START?
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Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. This topic is addressed in the National
Intelligence Estimate on monitoring the New START treaty, which was provided to
the Senate on June 30, 2010.

147. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what impact, if any,
would Russian configuration of their strategic forces in response to the New START
have on the way the President decides to configure our strategic forces?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The United States will continue to con-
figure and posture its forces to maintain the overall force’s combined qualities of
survivability, responsiveness, flexibility, and effectiveness for both large-scale and
limited contingencies. We do not anticipate significant alterations as being nec-
essary due to any Russian changes, because U.S. forces have been developed and
deployed to minimize their sensitivity to changes in other nations’ force postures.

DELIVERY VEHICLES

148. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, during testimony be-
fore this committee last July, General Cartwright expressed the view that he “would
be very concerned” about the viability of the nuclear triad if we got below 800 de-
ployed delivery vehicles. The New START establishes a level of 700 deployed stra-
tegic delivery vehicles. I note that General Cartwright stated his concern after the
NPR team had already conducted detailed analysis in spring 2009 to determine ne-
gotiating positions for the New START on an appropriate limit on strategic delivery
vehicles. What beneficial geopolitical developments have taken place in the interim
that compel reductions in the United States nuclear arsenal down to 700 deployed
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The decision to agree to a limit of 700 de-
ployed strategic delivery vehicles did not result from a change in the security envi-
ronment, but from an updated assessment of U.S. force deployment options in the
light of progress achieved in the negotiations. The testimony you refer to in your
question was delivered before the definitional difference between deployed and non-
deployed ICBM and SLBM launchers had been agreed, and before the sides had
agreed to the conversion of individual SLBM launchers on strategic submarines.
Thus, the “800 deployed delivery vehicles” figure referred to in the testimony would,
for example, have included U.S. strategic delivery systems that will now count as
nondeployed (e.g., two SSBNs in overhaul). Once these provisions were agreed, it
became clear that we could sustain a strong Triad and meet deterrence and hedging
requirements within a limit of 700 deployed ICBMs, SLBMs, and nuclear-capable
heavy bombers. The U.S. senior military leadership has stated its support for this
result.

149. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, why are the Joint
Chiefs not concerned by the New START, given the number of allowable deployed
delivery vehicles is 100 below General Cartwright’s comfort level?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. General Cartwright, as well as the rest
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Commander, U.S. Strategic Command, and both of us
support the New START treaty including the limit of 700 on deployed strategic de-
livery vehicles. The New START limit will allow the United States to retain all 14
current SSBNs, while reducing the number of accountable SLBMs by 96 relative to
the previous START treaty’s counting rules (from 336 to 240). The United States
will be able to do this by taking advantage of the treaty’s provisions by converting
or eliminating 56 SLBM launchers and not deploying SLBMs in an additional 40
launchers. In addition, the United States will convert 34 or more a subset of B-52H
bombers to a conventional-only role, so that they are no longer accountable under
the treaty. By taking advantage of these treaty provisions, the United States will
have to eliminate or keep in a nondeployed status only 30 to 50 ICBM launchers
of the 450 Minuteman III active silos today. In sum, the decision to agree to a limit
of 700 deployed strategic delivery vehicles resulted from an updated assessment of
U.S. force deployment options in the light of different counting rules under New
START.

150. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what were the as-
sumptions going into the New START negotiations that drove our level of accept-
ance to reduced deployed delivery vehicle numbers?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Please see the answer to question #149.



85

POTENTIAL CONFLICTING MESSAGES TO THE AIR FORCE

151. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, in an effort to build
up the nuclear enterprise, the Air Force recently accomplished an extensive restruc-
turing, which included, among other things, adding a new Global Strike Command,
adding an additional B-52 nuclear capable bomber squadron, and multiple changes
to procedures and testing. This was all part of a tremendous and ongoing effort to
reinvigorate the nuclear enterprise. However, by ratifying the New START, it would
seem we are providing conflicting guidance to our nuclear force and telling them we
want to draw down and scale back the nuclear mission. For example, this treaty
would specifically reverse the direction the Air Force was just given to build up the
B-52 nuclear capability by cutting the number of nuclear capable B-52s. Are you
at all worried about undercutting the Air Force’s improved emphasis on the nuclear
mission after the problems the Air Force had with the nuclear mission a few years
ago?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. No. The conclusion of the New START
treaty in no way reduces the emphasis the Department of Defense will place upon
continuing to strengthen the Air Force nuclear enterprise. As we reported in the
Section 1251 report, the United States plans to maintain up to 60 nuclear-capable
heavy bombers and up 420 silo-based Minuteman III ICBMs, each carrying a single
re-entry vehicle. Consequently, the Air Force will remain responsible for maintain-
ing the trained and ready force to man two of the three legs of the U.S. strategic
triad, an enduring obligation that will continue to require very strong emphasis on
the nuclear mission. Sustaining the U.S. Air Force’s nuclear enterprise is critical to
U.S. security, and we and Air Force Chief of Staff, General Norton Schwartz, are
confident that this objective can be met under the New START treaty.

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE REDUCTIONS TREATY

152. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, in your prepared remarks you asserted
that in considering the New START, the choice before the Senate “is between this
treaty and no legal obligation for Russia to keep its strategic nuclear forces below
an agreed level.” If the New START does not enter into force, won’t SORT govern
the nuclear security relationship between the United States and Russia?

Secretary CLINTON. While the Moscow Treaty (or SORT) would remain in force
until December 31, 2012, that treaty only requires the United States and Russia to
reduce and limit strategic nuclear warheads to 1,700-2,200 for each party by De-
cember 31, 2012. The Moscow Treaty has no other limits, nor does it contain any
verification or transparency measures.

153. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, if the New START does not enter into
force, wouldn’t extending SORT some time before December 31, 2012, as provided
for in Article IV(2) of SORT, be a choice?

Secretary CLINTON. In accordance with its terms, the Moscow Treaty (or SORT)
may be extended by agreement of the Parties or superseded earlier by a subsequent
agreement. However, as noted above, the Moscow Treaty contains no verification or
transparency measures.

REDUCTIONS OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

154. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, in your prepared remarks you asserted
that the completion of the New START “makes clear that we are committed to real
reductions, and to upholding our end of the bargain under the NPT.” The United
States has been reducing its nuclear weapons stockpile for 40 years, and that fact
is very well known. It did not take the declassification of our stockpile numbers at
the NPT Review Conference to demonstrate it. What benefits to the nonproliferation
regime can we expect to come from the particular reductions embodied in the New
START that have not come from the previous 40 years of U.S. nuclear reductions?

Secretary CLINTON. U.S.-Russian, and the earlier U.S.-Soviet strategic arms con-
trol agreements, provide a clear demonstration of our commitment to fulfilling our
obligations under Article VI of the NPT. The commitment of the nuclear weapons
states to pursue effective measures relating to disarmament is part of the basic bar-
gain inherent in the NPT, i.e., that the nuclear weapons states would commit to
move to nuclear disarmament and the non-nuclear weapons states would commit
not to pursue nuclear weapons capability. Ratification of New START provides de-
monstrable proof of our continuing commitment to that bargain. Failure to ratify
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New START would call into question our commitment to leadership of the non-
proliferation regime, and could undermine support for the nonproliferation regime.

RUSSIA’S SUPPORT FOR IRAN

155. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, during the hearing you explained Russia’s
continued support to Iran’s nuclear reactor program at Bushehr by asserting that
Iran is “entitled to civil, peaceful nuclear energy.” Whatever that right to peaceful
nuclear energy may be, surely it is not an unqualified right. The NPT makes clear
that the right to peaceful nuclear energy must be exercised “in conformity with” the
nonproliferation obligations of the NPT. Since Iran is in violation of these require-
ments, it is obviously detrimental to international security for Russia to continue
its nuclear cooperation with Iran while Iran remains in non-compliance with United
Nations Security Council resolutions. Before the Senate gives its consent to the New
START, please certify that either Russia has ceased nuclear cooperation with Iran
or Iran has come into compliance with its nonproliferation obligations.

Secretary CLINTON. Russia shares U.S. concerns regarding Iran’s nuclear and mis-
sile programs. To that end, Russia has supported all six United Nations Security
Council resolutions on this subject, four of which imposed sanctions on Iran. The
United States and Russia stand firmly with the rest of the international community
in supporting the development of peaceful, safe, safeguarded nuclear power, includ-
ing for the benefit of the Iranian people. Both former-President George W. Bush and
President Obama have confirmed that the United States recognizes and supports
the exercise of that right, and that responsibilities to ensure compliance with NPT
obligations are inextricably tied with those rights. Russia’s arrangement to supply
nuclear fuel for the entire period of Bushehr’s operation under IAEA safeguards con-
tinues to be a keystone in our statements that Iran does not need to enrich uranium
indigenously.

U.N. Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1737 (2006) exempted assistance and
fuel for Iranian light water reactors, such as Bushehr, from being included in the
list of prohibited actions/items. Following lengthy negotiations with Iran, Russia se-
cured very important nonproliferation measures in the Russia-Iran agreement,
namely just-in-time fuel delivery and spent fuel take-back. Russia has made clear
to Iran that IAEA safeguards are a requisite part of reactor operation. These meas-
ures have gone a long way in satisfying the immediate nonproliferation concerns we
would have had with the plutonium in spent fuel rods from Bushehr’s reactor.

MISSILE DEFENSE

156. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, in your opening statement, you were ada-
mant that the limitation on missile defense contained in Article V of the New
START is not a constraint on the United States system because we “had no inten-
tion” of converting offensive launchers for missile defense interceptor use in the fu-
ture. You went so far as to say we could have had a long list of things in the treaty
we weren’t going to do, to include that “we’re not going to launch [missile defense
interceptors] from . . . a cow.” If the Article V limitation is in the treaty at the in-
sistence of Russia, what did we get in return for that concession?

Secretary CLINTON. Paragraph 3 of Article V of the treaty prohibits the conversion
of ICBM or SLBM launchers to serve as launchers for missile defense interceptors
and the conversion of missile defense interceptor launchers to launch ICBMs or
SLBMs. The paragraph also “grandfathers” the five former ICBM silos at Vanden-
berg Air Force Base, California that were converted to house and launch the Ground
Based Interceptors (GBI) several years ago.

As stated in the Article-by-Article Analysis of the treaty, this statement has the
effect of ensuring that the paragraph’s prohibition does not apply to the five con-
verted former ICBM launchers at Vandenberg. It also resolves a long-standing am-
biguity that arose during implementation of the START treaty. Specifically, it en-
sures that these five previously converted ICBM silo launchers at Vandenberg Air
Force Base that now are used for missile defense interceptors will not be a con-
tinuing subject of dispute with Russia and will not count against the New START
treaty’s limit on nondeployed ICBM and SLBM launchers and heavy bombers
equipped for nuclear armaments.

This provision will have no operational impact on U.S. missile defense efforts. As
Lieutenant General O’Reilly has testified, the Missile Defense Agency has never had
any plans to convert additional ICBM silos to missile defense interceptor launchers.
Doing so would be much more expensive than building smaller GBI silos from
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scratch. Moreover, as Lieutenant General O'Reilly has also stated, newly-built GBI
silos are easier both to protect and maintain.

In regard to the conversion of SLBM launchers into missile defense interceptor
launchers, as Lieutenant General O’Reilly stated in his testimony, the Missile De-
fense Agency had examined earlier the concept of launching missile defense inter-
ceptors from submarines and found it an operationally unattractive and extremely
expensive option. He added that the United States already has a very good and sig-
nificantly growing capability for sea-based missile defense on Aegis-capable ships,
which are not constrained by the New START treaty.

Lieutenant General O'Reilly also noted that the New START treaty offers certain
advantages for development of the U.S. BMD system: “Relative to the recently ex-
pired START treaty, the New START treaty actually reduces constraints on the de-
velopment of the missile defense program. Unless they have New START account-
able first stages (which we do not plan to use), our targets will no longer be subject
to START constraints, which limited our use of air-to-surface and waterborne
launches of targets which are essential for the cost-effective testing of missile de-
fense interceptors against MRBM and IRBM targets in the Pacific area. In addition,
under New START, we will no longer be limited to five space launch facilities for
target launches.”

157. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, why didn’t we get a statement in the trea-
ty text on an issue of equal importance to us, such as at least some reference to
the myriad of issues raised by Russia’s massive numerical superiority in tactical nu-
clear weapons, which should be as concerning to us as stopping our missile defense
deployments is to Russia?

Secretary CLINTON. From the outset, the New START treaty was intended to re-
place the START treaty, which was about strategic offensive forces. The desire to
conclude the New START treaty quickly in light of the START treaty’s pending ex-
piration, combined with the need to consult closely with our allies before addressing
tactical nuclear weapons, did not support broadening the scope of the New START
treaty to address tactical nuclear weapons. Deferring negotiations on tactical nu-
clear weapons until after a START successor agreement had been concluded was
also the recommendation of the Perry-Schlesinger Congressional Strategic Posture
Commission.

158. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, at the hearing you compared the Russian
unilateral statement on missile defense to its previous unilateral statement with
START, but our unilateral statement in response this time was very different. In
START, as you know, Russia issued a unilateral statement saying U.S. withdrawal
from or breach of the ABM Treaty would constitute grounds for withdrawal from
START. We issued a unilateral statement in conjunction saying, “the full exercise
of the United States of its legal rights under the ABM Treaty . . . would not con-
stitute a basis for such withdrawal.” This time, on the other hand, we issued a feck-
less unilateral statement saying that we plan to continue to develop our missile de-
fense system to defend against limited attack. Since we lawfully withdrew from the
ABM Treaty, why didn’t we challenge the Russian unilateral statement, saying
there are absolutely no circumstances under which the development of our missile
defense systems constitutes adequate grounds for Russian withdrawal from the New
START, similar to our START unilateral statement?

Secretary CLINTON. The Russian unilateral statement does not change the legal
rights or obligations of the Parties under the treaty and is not legally binding. The
United States did not agree to Russia’s unilateral statement. The United States will
continue its missile defense programs and policies, as outlined in the BMD Review.
Russia’s unilateral statement has not changed our course, as laid out in the Review,
nor will it.

The New START treaty, as with many other arms control treaties, allows a party
to withdraw from the treaty if that party decides that its supreme interests are
jeopardized by extraordinary events related to the subject matter of the treaty.

The unilateral statement made by the Russian Federation merely reflects its cur-
rent position that the “extraordinary events” that could justify Russia’s withdrawal
from the treaty include a build-up in the missile defense system capabilities by the
United States that would give rise to a threat to the Russian strategic nuclear force
potential. We have continuously assured Russia, however, that the U.S. BMD Sys-
tem is neither designed nor intended to threaten the strategic balance with Russia.

President Medvedev explained the Russian view regarding the significance of the
Russian unilateral statement during a television interview in April 2010 in which
he said: “That does not mean that if the USA starts developing missile defense the
treaty would automatically be invalidated, but it does create an additional argument
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that binds us and that makes it possible for us to raise the question of whether
quantitative change to missile defense systems would affect the fundamental cir-
cumstances underlying the treaty. If we see that developments do indeed represent
a fundamental change in circumstances, we would have to raise the issue with our
American partners. But I would not want to create the impression that any changes
would be construed as grounds for suspending a treaty that we have only just
signed.” (Emphasis added)

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE ARMS

159. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, the New START preamble recognizes: (1)
the existence of the interrelationship between strategic offensive arms and strategic
defensive arms; (2) that this interrelationship will become more important as stra-
tegic nuclear arms are reduced; and (3) that current strategic defensive arms do not
undermine the viability and effectiveness of the strategic offensive arms of the Par-
ties. Why is the third clause in the preamble?

Secretary CLINTON. The treaty’s preamble records the shared view of the United
States and Russia that “current strategic defensive arms do not undermine the via-
bility and effectiveness of the strategic offensive arms of the Parties.” This
preambular statement indicates that Russia is not concerned that existing U.S.
BMD programs and other U.S. strategic defensive programs such as those for the
air defense of the U.S. homeland pose any threat to the survivability and effective-
ness of the Russian strategic deterrent. This statement in the preamble does not es-
tablish any legally binding obligations and creates no constraints regarding future
U.S. strategic defense programs, including those for any form of missile defense.

Russia has expressed concerns that future U.S. BMD capabilities could eventually
be a threat to Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent. There is no prospect of this oc-
curring within the timeframe of the New START treaty. In an effort to make this
clear to the Russians, we have provided, and will continue to provide, policy and
technical explanations regarding why U.S. BMD capabilities such as the European-
based Phased Adaptive Approach will not undermine Russia’s strategic nuclear de-
terrent. The United States has also offered to provide transparency and confidence-
building measures to demonstrate that existing and planned U.S. BMD programs
are not directed against Russia and do not threaten Russia’s strategic deterrent.

160. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, is the third clause of the preamble at our
insistence or the Russian’s?
Secretary CLINTON. See answer to question #159.

161. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, presuming we acceded to the inclusion of
the third clause at the insistence of the Russians, what did we get in return for that
major concession?

Secretary CLINTON. See answer to question #159.

162. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, what does “current” mean in the third
clause of the preamble?
Secretary CLINTON. See answer to question #159.

163. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, does “current” in the third clause allow
for the deployment of any land-, sea-, or space-based interceptor system the United
States may one day choose?

Secretary CLINTON. See answer to question #159.

164. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, as we build up our missile defense system
through all four phases of President Obama’s phased adaptive approach, do you
know if there is a potential for the Russians to consider this build-up grounds for
withdrawal from the New START?

Secretary CLINTON. The New START treaty, as with other arms control treaties,
allows a party to withdraw from the treaty if that party decides that its supreme
interests are jeopardized by extraordinary events related to the subject matter of
the treaty.

Each party must determine, based on its own criteria, when its “supreme inter-
ests” have been jeopardized to the point that it believes it must withdraw from the
treaty.

With respect to the New START treaty, the Russian Federation has provided a
unilateral, non-legally binding statement that reflects Russia’s current position that
a buildup in missile defense capabilities by the United States that threatens the
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Russian strategic nuclear forces potential could be one such basis for withdrawal
from the treaty.

To address Russia’s concerns, the United States has provided, and will continue
to provide, policy and technical explanations regarding why U.S. BMD capabilities
such as the European-based Phased Adaptive Approach will not undermine Russia’s
strategic nuclear deterrent.

Historically, the Russian Federation did not withdraw from the START treaty
when the United States withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002.

BILATERAL PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION

165. Senator THUNE. Secretary Clinton, at the July 2009 summit between Presi-
dents Obama and Medvedev, the two presidents agreed to create a bilateral presi-
dential commission with a working group on arms control and international security
issues. The working group was to be co-chaired by Sergei Ryabkov, Russian Deputy
Minister of Foreign Affairs, and Ellen Tauscher, U.S. Under Secretary of State for
Arms Control and International Security Affairs. Please provide details on the dis-
cussions in this forum involving missile defense.

Secretary CLINTON. Within the Arms Control and International Security Working
Group, the Obama administration has provided briefings to, and discussed U.S. mis-
sile defense (BMD) policy, plans, and programs with the Russian government. In ad-
dition to covering U.S. programs, we have used this diplomatic channel to discuss
the mutual benefits of BMD cooperation, BMD confidence-building and transparency
measures, and proposals to exchange data on a limited number of launches of bal-
listic missiles and space launch vehicles obtained from United States and Russian
early warning systems. Such briefings and discussions are also part of the adminis-
tration’s efforts to explain why U.S. missile defenses do not pose a threat to Russia’s
strategic deterrent.

PROMPT GLOBAL STRIKE

166. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, President Obama asserted in his NPR that
the United States could deter potential adversaries and reassure allies with a “re-
duced reliance on nuclear weapons,” partially due to “unrivaled U.S. conventional
military capabilities.” Conventional prompt global strike capabilities are obviously
part of U.S. conventional military capabilities. DOS points out those long-range con-
ventional ballistic missiles would count toward the New START delivery vehicle
limit, and conventional warheads on those missiles would count against the war-
head limit. The NPR further notes that DOD is exploring a range of technologies
in developing conventional military capability, some of which would not be account-
able under the New START, such as hypersonics. Please provide an overview of cur-
rent 1Work at DOD on developing and deploying long-range conventional ballistic
missiles.

Secretary GATES. Conventional prompt global strike (CPGS) concepts funded in
the fiscal year 2010 President’s Defense Budget request ($165.6 million) focus on the
development and demonstration of technologies that could lead to the eventual field-
ing of a CONUS-based operationally deployed CPGS system. Fiscal year 2010 fund-
ing supports technology application flight experiments by DARPA’s Hypersonic
Technology Vehicle 2, and the Army’s Advanced Hypersonic Weapon, and an “oper-
ationally-relevant” flight demonstration by the Air Force.

In addition, a study of long-range strike options, including those that would pro-
vide CPGS capabilities, is currently underway in the Department of Defense, and
will be completed in time to inform the fiscal year 2012 President’s budget. No deci-
sions have been made on which, if any, CPGS delivery systems to acquire or when
such systems would be fielded. However, based on analysis of alternative options,
the Department of Defense has concluded that any deployment of conventional war-
heads on ICBMs or SLBMs during the 10-year life of this treaty would be limited,
and could be accommodated within the aggregate limits of the treaty while sus-
taining a robust nuclear Triad.

167. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, has DOD assessed whether the study of
hypersonics is the most efficient use of resources in developing conventional military
g}ﬁ)ﬁﬁ%ﬁcy or is it merely to avoid counting toward the central limits in the New

Secretary GATES. The Conventional Prompt Global Strike (CPGS) Defense-Wide
Account (DWA), established by Congress for the development of promising CPGS
technologies, is considering hypersonic technologies. This program was directed by
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Congress to be established in 2008, prior to the start of the New START negotia-
tions in 2009.

Conventional strike concepts leveraging hypersonic technologies may offer some
advantages over other concepts. For example, such systems would have the advan-
tage that they could “steer around” other countries to avoid over-flight and have
flight trajectories distinguishable from an ICBM or SLBM.

A study of long-range strike options, including those that would provide CPGS ca-
pabilities, is currently underway in the Department of Defense, and will be com-
pleted in time to inform the fiscal year 2012 President’s budget. The cost effective-
ness of various types of systems, including hypersonics, will be one of the key cri-
teria for evaluation.

168. Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, what is DOD’s current assessment of the
viability of these exotic hypersonic technologies, given that the signal from the Fal-
con Hypersonic Technology Vehicle-2 was lost 9 minutes into the April 22, 2010, De-
fense Advanced Research Projects Agency test?

Secretary GATES. Preliminary review of technical data indicates the Minotaur IV
Lite launch vehicle successfully delivered the Falcon Hypersonic Technology Vehicle-
2 (HTV-2) to the desired separation conditions. The launch vehicle executed first
of its kind energy management maneuvers, clamshell payload fairing release, and
HTV-2 deployment. Three test ranges, six sea-based and two airborne telemetry col-
lection assets were employed and operational on the day of launch. Approximately
9 minutes into the mission, telemetry assets experienced a loss of signal from the
HTV-2. An engineering review board is reviewing available data to understand this
anomaly. Technical data collected during the flight will provide insight into the
hypersonic flight characteristics of the HTV—-2, and be applicable to other hypersonic
glide concepts.

LAND-BASED ICBMS

169. Senator THUNE. Admiral Mullen, the President announced in his NPR that
he would move to de-MIRV all our land-based ICBMs. Are you concerned that the
New START does not prevent Russia from shifting its force structure to large num-
bers of land-based MIRVs?

Admiral MULLEN. The New START treaty does not include limitations on the
number of warheads emplaced on ICBMs because the Parties sought to maintain
flexibility by allowing each party to determine for itself how to structure its stra-
tegic nuclear forces within the treaty’s limits. It preserves our ability to hedge
against technical and geopolitical developments while reducing U.S. and Russian
strategic forces. Within the New START treaty central limits there are no specific
obligations, prohibitions, or restrictions on the composition of the force structure.
For instance, the treaty does not limit the development of new types of missiles and
there are no constraints upon the technical characteristics of new missiles such as
their launch weight or throw-weight.

Russian strategic forces configuration in response to New START will not impact
U.S. strategic configuration. The configuration of U.S. strategic forces in the Triad,
and the administration’s continuing commitment to maintaining U.S. forces in the
Triad structure under New START, maintains strategic deterrence and stability,
strengthens regional deterrence, reassures U.S. allies and partners, and sustains a
safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal. NPR analysis focused on retaining suffi-
cient force structure in each leg of the Triad to allow the ability to hedge effectively
by shifting weight from one Triad leg to another if necessary due to unexpected
technological or operational problems.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DAVID VITTER
TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS

170. Senator VITTER. Secretary Clinton, have any of our allies expressed any con-
cerns to you or DOS about the New START and its failure to address tactical nu-
clear weapons?

Secretary CLINTON. No. Allies have not expressed concerns with New START. To
the contrary, the response from our Allies to the conclusion of the New START trea-
ty has been overwhelmingly positive, with many seeing it as an important step for-
ward in global nonproliferation efforts. For example, on behalf of NATO Allies,
NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen welcomed the agreement as an
important contribution to arms control and an inspiration for further progress.
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With regard to tactical/mon-strategic nuclear weapons, during consultations
throughout the development of the 2010 NPR and since its release and the signing
of New START, Allies have told us they are comfortable with our planned nuclear
force posture, which is consistent with NPR recommendations and the New START
treaty. More recently, at Tallinn in their initial discussions on the role of nuclear
weapons in NATO, Allied foreign ministers welcomed the principle of including non-
strategic nuclear weapons in any future U.S.-Russian arms control talks.

171. Senator VITTER. Secretary Clinton, why was the issue of tactical nuclear
weapons not addressed in the New START?

Secretary CLINTON. From the outset, the New START treaty was intended to re-
place the START treaty, which was about strategic offensive forces. The desire to
conclude the New START treaty quickly in light of the pending expiration of the
START treaty, combined with the need to consult closely with our allies before ad-
dressing tactical nuclear weapons, did not support broadening the scope of the New
START treaty to address tactical nuclear weapons. Deferring negotiations on tac-
tical nuclear weapons until after a START successor agreement had been concluded
was also the recommendation of the Perry-Schlesinger Congressional Strategic Pos-
ture Commission.

NUCLEAR PARITY

172. Senator VITTER. Secretary Gates, do you believe that the reductions in the
New START will incite other nuclear nations to increase their arsenals to attempt
to achieve parity with the United States or Russia?

Secretary GATES. No. The only nation that could potentially compete with the
United States or Russia in size of its nuclear weapons arsenal is the People’s Repub-
lic of China. The New START limits will permit the United States to maintain
forces well above China’s. Chinese spokesmen have stated that China does not seek
to attain numerical parity with Russia or the United States, and its nuclear arsenal
remains much smaller than the U.S. and Russian arsenals. As a declared nuclear
weapon state under the NPT, China’s restraint in its nuclear modernization is im-
portant to nuclear disarmament and global nonproliferation efforts. We look to
Chiﬂa to be more transparent about its strategic programs and to show restraint
in them.

[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the committee adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman LEVIN. Good morning, everybody, and a very warm
welcome to our witnesses. This morning we are going to explore the
impact of the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) on
the Nuclear Weapons Life Extension Program (LEP) and the ability
to maintain a safe, secure, and reliable, albeit smaller, stockpile of
nuclear weapons.

We have with us this morning four distinguished witnesses: Dr.
Roy Schwitters, the S.W. Richardson Professor of Physics at the
University of Texas-Austin, and the Chairman of the JASON Life
Extension Study Panel; Dr. Michael Anastasio, the Director of the
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL); Dr. George Miller, the
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Director of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL);
and Dr. Paul Hommert, the Director of Sandia National Labora-
tories (SNL).

JASON is an independent group of renowned technical experts
who perform studies for the Department of Defense (DOD), the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), and the Intel-
ligence Community (IC). The three national labs support the NNSA
in maintaining the nuclear stockpile and working to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons and technology. The labs also con-
duct a broad range of research and development activities for DOD
and the Department of Energy (DOE), as well as for a variety of
other Federal Government agencies.

The national laboratories are responsible for providing technical
management of the nuclear weapons stockpile. In order to ensure
that the stockpile remains safe, secure, and reliable in the future,
the laboratories must fully understand the status of the thousands
of parts and components in nuclear weapons and recommend how
these parts and components should be maintained.

The LEP was established to maintain the nuclear stockpile.
Under the LEP, there are three options to deal with maintaining
the weapons. Nuclear components can be replaced with rebuilt
parts similar to those being replaced; this is called refurbishment.
Nuclear components can be replaced with parts from other weap-
ons; this is called reuse. Or nuclear components can be replaced
with newly designed nuclear components, and this is called replace-
ment.

We will talk more today about these three Rs: refurbishment,
reuse, or replacement. Today we’ll also explore how the labs go
about understanding the status and reliability of the nuclear weap-
ons and making technical recommendations to sustain them.

Beginning in the early 1990s, DOE has made significant invest-
ments in experimental tools and facilities and led the world in de-
veloping computational capability in order to sustain nuclear weap-
ons without underground nuclear testing. This 18-year experience
has provided the laboratories with the technical knowledge to be
able to have confidence with the right support from the administra-
tion and Congress to maintain the nuclear stockpile in a safe, se-
cure, and reliable status for the foreseeable future.

Under the New START treaty, the number of deployed nuclear
weapons will be reduced, which will also result in a smaller overall
stockpile. The ability to confidently maintain a smaller stockpile is
an important underpinning of the New START. With the increased
funding in the fiscal year 2011 budget request and long-term sup-
port for the labs, maintaining the stockpile should be achievable.

I look forward to discussing with our witnesses the challenges as-
sociated with maintaining a nuclear stockpile that is safe, secure,
and reliable and what is needed, in their judgment, to ensure the
Nuclear Weapons LEP is a success.

Now, we're going to begin this hearing in open session and then
we will move to a closed session in room SVC-217 of the Capitol
Visitor Center. I understand that there’s a vote at 11 o’clock, so it’s
perhaps possible that we can complete the open session by 11
o’clock or shortly thereafter. If not, we will come back here to com-
plete it.
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Senator McCain.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN McCAIN

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank our dis-
tinguished witnesses for joining us today and the outstanding work
that they do.

The purpose of this hearing, as the chairman mentioned, is to
discuss the New START treaty and evaluate the current and long-
term ability of the national nuclear security laboratories to sustain
the nuclear weapons stockpile. Given the many years of neglect,
the weapons complex is in dire need of investment in both its intel-
lectual and physical infrastructure. This investment is critical and
long overdue, and without it further reductions to the stockpile
could significantly undermine the effectiveness of our strategic de-
terrent.

Our strategic posture, how we design, manufacture, field, and
evaluate the nuclear arsenal, becomes increasingly important as we
reduce the size of our stockpile. If ratification of the New START
treaty is to serve rather than undermine our national security, we
need adequate resources and a consistent long-term commitment to
modernize the weapons complex, address its crumbling infrastruc-
ture, and stem its impending brain drain.

At the request of Congress, the administration provided an $80
billion, 10-year plan for modernizing the nuclear weapons complex.
However, the plan raises questions as to its adequacy for meeting
our full recapitalization and missile modernization needs. Of the
administration’s commitment to provide $80 billion over the next
10 years, more than $70 billion of it represents funding needed
simply to sustain the nuclear weapons complex at today’s capa-
bility.

Assuming that out-year budgets will continue to support full
funding of the 10-year modernization plan, about $1 billion per
year is allocated for modernization needs, hardly what many would
consider a meaningful or robust reinvestment. I understand that
prior to the release of the fiscal year 2011 budget the national lab
directors reportedly requested a significantly greater investment
than what the administration ultimately proposed.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses why they felt more
was needed, if they perceive potential funding shortfalls, and how
they believe the forthcoming budget request will address, among
other issues, our critical physical and intellectual infrastructure
needs.

During this committee’s hearing on the Nuclear Posture Review
(NPR), concerns were raised about the administration’s decision to
discourage LEPs involving the replacement of warheads. Counter
to the recommendations of the bipartisan Perry-Schlesinger Stra-
tegic Posture Commission, the NPR seems to undermine a prag-
matic approach to the life extension of our weapons, while threat-
ening our ability to recruit the best and brightest next generation
of talent.

All modernization options that are achievable without testing or
the establishment of a new military characteristic—including re-
placement, which in some cases may be the best option, should be
encouraged and pursued. As General Kevin Chilton, Commander of
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U.S. Strategic Command (STRATCOM), told the House Armed
Services Committee in March: “We should not constrain our engi-
neers and scientists in developing options on what it will take to
achieve the objectives of the stockpile management program, and
let them bring forward their best recommendations for both the
President and Congress to assess as to what is the best way for-
ward.”

I'd be very interested to hear from our lab directors whether a
policy that encourages refurbishment and reuse over replacement
could be detrimental to our ability to provide the safest, most se-
cure, and most reliable deterrent.

I've been a supporter of previous bipartisan efforts to reduce our
nuclear weapons in step with the Russian Government. Many of us
have concerns about the New START treaty’s methods of
verification, its constraints on ballistic missile defense, and the ac-
companying plan for modernization of our nuclear stockpile. It’'s my
hope that over the course of our hearings and through further dia-
logue and negotiation with the administration, Congress will re-
ceive both the assurances and the funding commitment to address
these concerns.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator McCain.

Dr. Schwitters, we're going to begin with you.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROY F. SCHWITTERS, Pu.D., CHAIRMAN,
JASON DEFENSE ADVISORY GROUP, AND S.W. RICHARDSON
FOUNDATION REGENTAL PROFESSOR OF PHYSICS, UNIVER-
SITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN

Dr. SCHWITTERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator McCain.
I very much appreciate this opportunity to report to you on the
2009 JASON review of the LEP. I've prepared remarks, which I've
presented to the committee. I'll try to summarize those briefly here.

The impetus for our study was a request from the House Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces to the NNSA administrator for a
technical review of LEP strategies for maintaining the nuclear de-
terrent analogous to the 2007 study on the Reliable Replacement
Warhead (RRW) program which we performed for NNSA.

Chairman LEVIN. Could you tell us what—I think we know what
your acronyms mean, but—

Dr. SCHWITTERS. Yes, sir.

Chairman LEVIN.—“LEP” is the Life Extension Program.

Dr. SCHWITTERS. “LEP” is the Life Extension Program, and your
introductory remarks are a very good summary of the detailed
work that goes into that program.

Chairman LEVIN. That last acronym that you used?

Dr. SCHWITTERS. The last acronym is “RRW” and that indicated
Reliable Replacement Warhead, which was another important con-
cept that was considered for securing the stockpile.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Dr. SCHWITTERS. With respect to RRW, a concern has always
been, of course, the maintenance of an aging stockpile, no question
about that. That’s where we come in and work with the labs to un-
derstand the technical details of this.
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An important question that was brought to us immediately in
last year’s study of LEPs was the question of the build-up of aging
effects and how they affect the security and reliability of the stock-
pile. The first finding in the study was that there is no evidence
that accumulation of changes incurred from aging and life exten-
sion activities have increased risk to certification of today’s de-
ployed nuclear warheads. We can go into detail on the meaning of
that.

The second finding is that the lifetimes of today’s nuclear war-
heads could be extended for decades with no anticipated loss in
confidence by using approaches similar to those employed in LEPs
to date. Now, this is an important point and I want to explain the
basis for it. The reason that we find confidence in the ability to ex-
tend the lifetimes of the current stockpile is based on the tremen-
dous investment that the country has made in science-based stock-
pile stewardship since the end of the Cold War.

When we say methods similar to what has been done in the past,
we're talking about the science, the new tools, the new computing
capabilities, the experimental facilities, and the detailed work by
the folks in the laboratories that have given us the present con-
fidence we have. This is an important investment, and I think the
message, if you will, the lesson that we’ve seen in the LEP, life ex-
tensions, to date is the fact that the system—the full power of
these people and tools—has learned a lot about the current stock-
pile that we didn’t know entirely before and are able to apply it in
excellent ways to provide the stockpile that we need.

Our study followed on a series of studies for the past several
years on technical aspects of the nuclear weapons program. I want
to just point out that JASON, of course, relies on the laboratories
for information. We probe their people, look at the experiments, try
to consider the results from a technical point of view.

I want to acknowledge, first of all, that our group finds the work
to be excellent in quality and we have had total cooperation as we
explore these details. Their folks come down to our briefing ses-
sions and get quite an onslaught of questions, and we just assure
them that we treat ourselves just as tough as we treated them in
this process. So it’s really, for me personally, an exciting and im-
portant give-and-take of the highest scientific caliber.

Now, you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, in your opening remarks
the three Rs. We looked in detail at, again, the technical dif-
ferences and whether special issues come up depending on whether
you’re refurbishing a system, replacing systems, or reusing systems
in different ways in the stockpile. I think the lesson we found is
that, while this terminology is useful, that in fact the history of
LEPs to date is such that good, sensible applications of all three
Rs go into the LEPs that have already successfully been completed.

For example, the ongoing LEP on a system called the W76 is
mainly of the refurbishment type. It includes, in my view and the
view of our group, very sensible cases where some components have
been rebuilt and replaced with new technologies. So we’ve seen the
ability of the enterprise to understand issues that come up in an
aging stockpile and to manage surprises in the system that you in-
evitably find in complex technical systems like these. The LEPs
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performed to date have been excellent, but don’t really strictly map
onto one of three Rs.

The key in our view for the technical validation of these ideas,
however, is strongly dependent on the process—which is going on—
of reviewing any proposed changes, be they refurbishment, the
reuse, or the replacement, against a very strict set of technical
guidelines relating: (1) to the original nuclear underground test
database; (2) and this is so important—to our better and new un-
derstanding of how these systems work; and (3) to a host of non-
nuclear experiments which can be carried out to greater or lesser
degrees depending on the particular systems.

In our study, rather than sticking with the sort of generalities
of the three Rs, we went in detail, case-by-case, of the systems that
have been examined and those soon to go into LEP to reach our
conclusions.

Let me emphasize one technical point in this that I'd like to
make, and then I'll tell you a little bit about our recommendations.
In making stockpile assessments, it’s always important to compare
the estimated value of a performance margin with the cor-
responding uncertainty. In a system as complicated as a nuclear
weapon there are several margins that matter a lot. However, it’s
important to recognize that margin by itself is not all that you need
to know. This is the great advance of the science-based stockpile
stewardship: that we now have understanding of the uncertainties
in the estimation of those performance margins. That’s new. That
is good news, and at least now, as the program goes forward, and
certainly as JASON examines these systems and their changes, we
emphasize comparing margin always to uncertainty.

Suppose you start to design a new system, and go down a path
quite a ways toward implementation. If the uncertainty in perform-
ance grows faster than the margin that you gain, one has to re-
evaluate the design. This is a very important detail as you get into
the nitty-gritty on these systems.

Let me just close with a brief comment on our first two rec-
ommendations. The first is: determine the full potential of refur-
bishment, as exemplified by the LEPs executed to date. This rec-
ommendation is possible largely because of the investment and the
knowledge we have of those systems.

The second and related recommendation is to quantify the poten-
tial benefits and challenges to life extension strategies that may re-
quire reuse and replacement to prepare for the possibility of future
requirements, as for example reduced yield or enhanced surety sys-
tems. Our proposed strategy we believe is, first of all, not a refur-
bishment-only strategy; it is a prudent strategy where we try to le-
verage the knowledge gained in these complex systems against the
changing needs of the stockpile. That was the basis for those rec-
ommendations.

I think with that I should stop and I'd be more than pleased to
answer your questions. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Schwitters follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DR. ROY SCHWITTERS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee:
I appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you the findings and recommenda-
tions of the 2009 JASON report on the NNSA Lifetime Extension Program (LEP).
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The impetus for our study was a request from the House Subcommittee on Strategic
Forces to the NNSA Administrator for a technical review of LEP strategies for
maintaining the U.S. nuclear deterrent “analogous to” the 2007 JASON review of
the Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) program.

In brief, our study found (and I quote): “no evidence that accumulation of changes
incurred from aging and LEPs have increased risk to certification of today’s de-
ployed nuclear warheads” and that “lifetimes of today’s nuclear warheads could be
extended for decades, with no anticipated loss in confidence, by using approaches
similar to those employed in LEPs to date.”

Our main conclusion that the aging U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile can be main-
tained through LEPs without explosive nuclear testing fundamentally depends on
the knowledge and experience gained from our Nation’s substantial post-Cold War
investment in science-based stockpile stewardship, notably through advanced sim-
ulation tools, major new experimental facilities, the discipline of quantification of
margins and uncertainties (QMU), and excellent work by scientists and engineers
in the nuclear weapons program. But the future credibility of our nuclear deterrent
faces technical risks and challenges, which we address in the report.

As mentioned, the LEP study followed on our review of the RRW, which was part
of a series of JASON studies going back several years sponsored by NNSA that also
included assessments of pit lifetimes, verification and validation of nuclear weapons
simulation codes, and the physics of boost. In all of these studies, members of
JASON were provided excellent cooperation and access to laboratory technical ex-
pertise on a continuing basis.

NNSA specified its definitions of “refurbishment,” “warhead component reuse,”
and “warhead replacement” in the study charge. We consider this terminology to be
convenient shorthand for the type of LEP under consideration, but it is not indic-
ative of the certification challenges facing life-extension of any particular weapon
type—it implicitly assumes a clear distinction exists between the options, where, in
fact, the reality is more complicated. For example, the currently ongoing W76-1
LEP mainly involves component refurbishment, but includes significant component
reuse and replacement.

In any specific LEP, it is critical to assess each modification to the warhead on
the basis of its effect on our confidence to certify the modified weapon for deploy-
ment without benefit of underground explosive tests in accord with U.S. national
policy. The benchmarks for assessing proposed modifications are:

e Existence of data from previous underground tests (UGT) or non-nuclear
performance trials, which can be compared to predicted performance char-
acteristics of the modified system. We used these criteria to assess certifi-
cation challenges of past ongoing and planned LEPs on a case-by-case basis
for all current stockpile systems,

o Scientific understanding of relevant phenomena, which provides guidance
for comparing predictions with experiment and for estimating uncertainties,
e Results of non-nuclear experiments, which assist in validating nuclear
simulations, improving scientific understanding, and qualifying non-nuclear
systems.

We used these criteria to assess certification challenges of past, ongoing, and
planned LEPs on a case-by-case basis for all current stockpile systems.

Considerable attention was given to assessing risk that might be associated with
“accumulation of changes” during the lifetime of a warhead. We identify four types
of changes that can take place following the underground tests of a currently stock-
piled weapon: (1) component aging, (2) differences between tested devices and stock-
pile warheads, including the differences introduced at the time of manufacture and
differences introduced when LEPs (and ALTSs) were performed, (3) variations among
production units, and (4) changes in understanding of actual performance character-
istics compared to original design expectations. The different categories of changes
call for different responses.

In making stockpile assessments, it is important to compare the estimated value
of the performance margin (M) to its associated uncertainty (U) through the ratio
M/U; short of a predictive theory of weapons performance, a particular value of M
without reference to U is not meaningful. Indeed, comparing M to U is the essence
of what is meant by QMU and forms the basis of our (understated) finding: Quan-
tification of Margins and Uncertainties (QMU) provides a suitable framework for as-
sessment and certification. Producing new weapons systems with increased margin
is a possible mitigation strategy should M/U fall below levels considered adequate
as long as the corresponding uncertainty doesn’t grow in equal or greater propor-
tion. These considerations—documented in our report—support our first two find-
ings I stated at the outset.
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Our first two recommendations are:

e Determine the full potential of refurbishment, as exemplified by LEPs ex-
ecuted to date, for maintaining or improving the legacy stockpile.

¢ Quantify potential benefits and challenges of LEP strategies that may re-
quire reuse and replacement, to prepare for the possibility of future require-
ments such as reduced yield or enhanced surety.

This proposed LEP strategy seeks to leverage to the extent possible the invest-
ments already made in the program, especially in the knowledge of and experience
with certifying weapons already in the stockpile.

There is broad agreement across the nuclear weapons community, JASON, and
various review bodies that stockpile surveillance and retention/renewal of key
science, technology, engineering, and production facilities and manpower are areas
of critical importance to stockpile stewardship needing attention now. Secretary Chu
testified to this committee on June 17 that “the New START treaty contains no limi-
tations that would constrain our warhead life extension program options, or the
work to assess and correct any potential future warhead issue.” This commitment
to future science-based stockpile stewardship is critical to maintaining confidence in
our nuclear deterrent.

I would like to comment on reactions to our LEP report and its executive sum-
mary, which was released publicly by NNSA in November 2009. The classified re-
port details our assessments of the certification challenges associated with LEP
strategies for all the systems in the enduring stockpile; the executive summary pro-
vides verbatim the complete list of findings and recommendations contained in the
classified report. As to comments made by the laboratory directors in letters sent
to Ranking Member Turner of the House Subcommittee on Strategic Forces earlier
this year, I hope I have made clear that we do not propose a refurbishment-only
strategy for future LEPs.

Regarding Director Anastasio’s suggested strategy of “preemptively increasing
margins,” we offer two cautionary observations: (1) many past stockpile issues would
not be addressed by additional margin, and (2) uncertainty is just as important as
margin in establishing confidence. Director Miller’s letter raises the concern over ad-
ditional risk from “accumulation over time of small changes” for which JASON
found no objective evidence, after careful study of the details. We note that: (1)
changes induced from component aging can be erased by a LEP, and (2) changes
introduced by LEPs are carefully chosen and assessed—they are not random—so
that each LEP to date has produced a warhead with higher confidence factors than
the original. Former director Hunter correctly points out that the JASON study fo-
cused on certification of nuclear components for which full performance testing is
not possible; we agree that non-nuclear components can be substituted with greater
flexibility as long as they are thoroughly tested.

We were concerned that some of the commentary on our work implied an incon-
sistency between the classified report and its unclassified executive summary. We
discussed these concerns with Administrator D’Agostino in April. Subsequently,
NNSA forwarded to its staff and laboratory leadership a statement that concludes:

“NNSA has reviewed the JASON LEP report including the question of
consistency between the unclassified executive summary of the report and
the full classified version of the report JASON submitted to us. The two
documents are consistent. Both versions support NNSA’s commitment to
maintaining the safety, security, and reliability of the Nation’s nuclear
weapons stockpile under the terms of the (Nuclear Posture Review).”

JASON considers it a privilege to have the opportunity to examine important
technical aspects of the Nation’s nuclear weapons program. A healthy technical give-
and-take between knowledgeable people is crucial to the future of science-based
stockpile stewardship.

I shall be pleased to answer any questions you have.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

I am a professor of physics at The University of Texas at Austin and a member
of the JASON study group. I have participated in all the recent JASON studies re-
lated to stockpile stewardship.

JASON comprises mainly university researchers—scientists and engineers—who
conduct studies on technical issues related to national security for agencies of the
U.S. Government. Currently, I chair the JASON steering committee and, as such,
am the public spokesman for JASON. The steering committee is the executive body
of JASON; among other functions, it is responsible for selecting study leaders and
approving the terms-and-conditions for all studies.
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Professors Marvin Adams of Texas A&M University and Dan Meiron of Caltech
led the 2009 LEP study and have briefed the classified report to congressional staff,
NNSA staff, interagency officials, and weapons lab scientists and engineers. Three
active nuclear weapons scientists from the labs joined us as expert consultants on
the LEP study—they provided essential knowledge and insight, but JASON’s find-
ings and recommendations are, of course, solely our responsibility.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Dr. Schwitters. The Na-
tion owes you and your colleagues at JASON a great debt of grati-
tude. You are really independent and distinguished and recognized
for both of those characteristics. We're grateful to you all.

Dr. SCHWITTERS. Thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Let’s continue now with Dr. Anastasio.

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL R. ANASTASIO, Pu.D.,
DIRECTOR, LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY

Dr. ANASTASIO. Thank you, Chairman Levin and Ranking Mem-
ber McCain and other members of the committee. I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you today. I'm Dr. Michael Anastasio.
I'm the director of LANL, and it’s a real honor to be here.

I've devoted the bulk of my career to the nuclear weapons enter-
prise, since 2006 as director at LANL, but originally as a weapons
designer at LLNL, before becoming director there in 2002.

In the President’s April 2009 Prague speech and the recently re-
leased NPR, the administration has directly linked reductions in
nuclear weapons to the maintenance of the nuclear arsenal, both
supporting its overall goal to reduce the global nuclear danger.

Secretary of Energy Steven Chu testified recently that as the
stockpile decreases in size the role of science, technology, and engi-
neering in deterrence will increase in importance. The reductions
proposed in New START highlight the importance of the labora-
tories’ mission and the need for a healthy and vibrant science, tech-
nology, and engineering base.

There are three points I'd like to emphasize for you today, and
you do have my written testimony that goes into more detail. First,
the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program (SSMP) cre-
ated by Congress in the mid-1990s has had many successes that
were by no means assured when we started that program. We've
maintained a safe, secure, and effective stockpile for the Nation
without resorting to nuclear testing. So far, we have retained the
knowledge and critical skills of an outstanding scientific and engi-
neering workforce. We’ve built many of the tools required for this
task in the form of the world’s fastest supercomputers and new ex-
perimental capabilities such as the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydro-
Test, the National Ignition Facility, and the Microsystems and En-
gineering Sciences Application at our three laboratories.

But we’re not finished. Because of the science we have developed,
and as Dr. Schwitters pointed out, we now know more about the
nuclear weapons systems than we ever have. In particular, we've
learned that our systems are aging and almost every one will re-
quire some form of life extension activity in the next 25 years. The
available mitigation actions are reaching their limits and we have
not challenged the full skill set of our workforce. Therefore, I think
it’s important that we go beyond the refurbishments that have
been considered to date as we look to the future.
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The second point I'd like to make is that the Obama administra-
tion has put in place a new nuclear policy in its NPR and brought
forward a fiscal year 2011 budget proposal that calls for significant
increase in weapons activity spending. The NPR calls for a case-
by-case analysis of the full range of life extension approaches, re-
furbishment, reuse, and replacement. It also expresses a strong
preference for refurbishment or reuse in a decision to proceed to
engineering development.

I understand the sensitivity of this issue and we heard this in
some of the opening comments. But I do not feel overly constrained
by the language in the NPR. Rather, I believe that it provides the
necessary flexibility to manage the stockpile with acceptable levels
of risk. It is always my obligation to ensure that the best technical
recommendations to meet requirements are brought forward for
your considerations, regardless of the statements in the NPR.

The fiscal year 2011 budget request, which calls for a $624 mil-
lion increase, is essential. This is a positive step and a show of
commitment that helps stabilize the weapons program. It also puts
necessary new funds towards starting some of the needed hands-
on work for the stockpile and repairing the decaying infrastructure
of the complex.

My third and final point is that, even with these positive actions,
I am concerned. This effort will require sustained focus by multiple
administrations and multiple Congresses for several decades. I fear
that program expectations may already be out of line with the fis-
cal realities faced by the country.

The nuclear infrastructure needs and the stockpile needs have
the potential to unbalance the rest of the program, squeezing out
the science that is the basis for stockpile stewardship. In addition,
we must balance the need to hire the future national security
workforce with looming pension shortfalls of nearly $200 million in
fiscal year 2012 at LANL.

So in conclusion, I'm cautiously optimistic about the future of the
nuclear weapons program, that we can carry out our responsibil-
ities under New START with adequate levels of risk. But we need
help, and I urge Congress to work with the administration to form
a national consensus on nuclear policy and to support the fiscal
year 2011 budget request as a necessary first step forward. I would
welcome a dialogue on how to best sustain focus on these issues
well into the future.

Thank you, and of course I'd be happy to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Anastasio follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DR. MICHAEL R. ANASTASIO

Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and members of the committee, thank
you for the opportunity to appear before you today to respond to the committee’s
questions on the New START treaty and the ability of the national laboratories to
maintain the safety, security, and effectiveness of the stockpile into the future. I am
Dr. Michael R. Anastasio, the Director of the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL), and it is an honor to appear before you today to present my views.

In President Obama’s April 2009 Prague speech and in the recently released Nu-
clear Posture Review (NPR), this administration has articulated its goal to reduce
the global nuclear danger. In both the speech and the policy document, the adminis-
tration has directly linked reductions in nuclear weapons to the maintenance of the
nuclear arsenal. This then is a propitious time to discuss what is necessary to main-
tain the stockpile into the future as the Senate considers ratification of the New
START treaty.
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From a Laboratory standpoint, it is important to understand that New START
will reduce the number of delivery vehicles and warheads, but it will not alter the
Nuclear Triad. Secretary of Energy Steven Chu testified before the Senate Armed
Services Committee on June 17, 2010, that “As the stockpile decreases in size, the
role of science, technology and engineering in deterrence will increase in impor-
tance.” This means that the United States will have to devote appropriate attention
and resources to protecting the physical and intellectual science, technology and en-
gineering (ST&E) infrastructure that underpins the stockpile.

Los Alamos and the other National Security Laboratories also have historically
played an important role in arms control, providing technical support to negotiators,
to those who implement treaties, and to those who monitor the treaties and assess
compliance. While I will not discuss this further, we continue to bring the innova-
tive technical capabilities of the Laboratory to these challenges.

I do not see New START fundamentally changing the role of the Laboratory.
What New START does do, however, is emphasize the importance of the Labora-
tories’ mission and the need for a healthy and vibrant ST&E base to be able to con-
tinue lt<0 assure the stockpile into the future. These issues will be the focus of my
remarks.

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP

Stockpile Stewardship Successes

The United States and its allies continue to depend on a nuclear deterrent as part
of the overall security posture. The manner in which the Nation executes this mis-
sion has changed dramatically over the last several decades. In 1989, the United
States ended the production of new nuclear weapons; 3 years later, the United
States adopted a moratorium on nuclear weapons testing that remains in effect to
this day. In response to these new circumstances, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1994 charged the Secretary of Energy to establish a Stock-
pile Stewardship Program (SSP) “to ensure the preservation of the core intellectual
and technical competencies of the United States in nuclear weapons.” To meet this
challenge the Nation has invested significant resources in the advanced scientific,
experimental, engineering, and computational capabilities of the national labora-
tories. These capabilities are the basis for the Laboratories to assess the overall
safety, security, and effectiveness of the stockpile as well as to execute the Stockpile
Life Extension Program (LEP), which I will describe in more detail below.

It is primarily through the SSP that the Laboratory provides technical support
for U.S. nuclear forces, posture and policy. Our approach involves the continual as-
sessment of the stockpile through surveillance enabled by a more fundamental sci-
entific understanding. This has required us to build upon past nuclear test experi-
ence with the development of more advanced experimental and simulation tools and
the expertise of the scientists, engineers, and technicians at our laboratories and
production plants.

Our surveillance results show ever-increasing effects from aging. These results
are assessed with an extensive range of non-nuclear testing and vastly improved
simulation capability. Ultimately, expert judgment and rigorous inter-laboratory
peer review assure that critical conclusions are drawn from the best available data,
appropriate high-resolution simulations and a suite of evolving experimental capa-
bilities. Sound science is the core of our confidence.

The SSP at the Laboratories has had many successes to date; these successes
were by no means assured when the Program began in 1995 as an ambitious effort
to sustain the nuclear weapons stockpile while minimizing the need for nuclear test-
ing. Examples of these successes include:

Annual Assessment

I am responsible for an assessment, based on a rigorous technical process, of all
weapons in the stockpile for which the Laboratory is responsible. This “annual as-
sessment” letter is provided to the Secretaries of Defense and Energy, as well as
the Chair of the Nuclear Weapons Council, and then is forwarded to the President.
I have personally signed eight assessment letters during my tenure at both Law-
rence Livermore and now at Los Alamos and have had direct involvement in all 15
cycles since the inception of the program in 1996. In many regards, this letter and
its detailed set of backup documents is the annual summation of all that we do in
Stockpile Stewardship.

Pit manufacturing

In 1989, the United States halted plutonium pit manufacturing at the Rocky Flats
plant in Colorado, leaving the United States as the only nuclear weapons state with-
out the ability to manufacture the core component of nuclear weapons. Using our
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science and technology to qualify the new build processes, Los Alamos restored this
essential capability in 2007 and has nearly completed the build of pits required for
the W-88, a central component of the sea-based deterrent.

Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test

The Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) facility is now fully
functional and allows our experimental teams to obtain three-dimensional, high-res-
olution, time-sequenced images taken within billionths of a second at specifically se-
lected times within an implosion of a mock nuclear weapons assembly. Last Decem-
ber, the first dual-axis experiment was successfully carried out at DARHT. Data
from the experiment will allow Los Alamos to close a Significant Finding Investiga-
tion (SFI) on a stockpile system. DARHT data is also critical to the W76 LEP effort.

Supercomputing

In partnership with IBM, Los Alamos built and deployed the world’s first
petascale (million-billion calculations per second) supercomputer—Road Runner.
After an initial series of unclassified science runs to assure machine performance,
Road Runner is now dedicated to classified weapons work. Later this summer, Los
Alamos in partnership with Sandia, will take delivery of out next supercomputer—
Cielo—another petascale machine. The breadth and quality of experimental data
being obtained has allowed Los Alamos to validate the significant progress on inte-
grated three dimensional software tools within the Advanced Simulation and Com-
puting campaign.

Los Alamos Neutron Science Center

The Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) facility, an 800 MeV proton
accelerator, makes a number of important contributions to our understanding of
weapons performance. Proton radiography (pRad) at LANSCE allows us to make
time-resolved measurements of dynamic events of weapon components, such as
high-explosive detonation and burn. Data from pRad informs the W76 LEP and B61
work. The LANSCE protons are also used to create spallation neutrons that allow
the imaging of weapons components and are used to understand the basic nuclear
physics. The Weapons Neutron Research station at LANSCE provides invaluable
new radiochemical data used to refine the nuclear yield determinations, thereby al-
lowing LANL staff to glean additional information from archived nuclear test data.
LANSCE is the only facility in the country where these types of classified experi-
ments that involve special nuclear material can currently be conducted.

Plutonium Aging Physics

LANL conducted years of detailed experiments that examined the physics of how
plutonium ages. This assessment, paired with work conducted at Lawrence Liver-
more, enabled the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) to better un-
derstand the lifetime of plutonium components and its impacts upon nuclear weap-
ons performance. This work allowed for better estimates of the sizing of production
capabilities and of needed resources.

Maintaining the Stockpile through Life Extension Programs

As we learn about our strategic systems through Stockpile Stewardship, we then
work with the Department of Defense (DOD) and Department of Energy (DOE)/
NNSA to determine appropriate steps for extending the lives of these systems for
an additional 20 to 30 years beyond their original lifetimes through LEPs. To date,
the LEP focus has been to effectively refurbish them so they are “just like” they
were originally designed, to meet the requirements of the Cold War (high yield to
weight ratios). LEP activities include: research, development, and production work
required to ensure that weapon systems continue to meet national security require-
ments.

The Nation has successfully completed LEPs for the W87 ICBM warhead and the
B61-7/11 gravity bomb. The W76 LEP is well underway and is contributing signifi-
cantly to the long-term viability of the Nation’s sea-based deterrent force. Major
components refurbished as part of the LEP include: the nuclear explosive package;
the arming, firing, and fuzing system; and the gas transfer system. This LEP is ex-
pected to extend the life of the W76 for an additional 30 years without reliance on
underground nuclear testing. LANL played a major role in this effort, which re-
quired reconstitution of specialized material production after several decades. The
First Production Unit (FPU) for the W76 LEP was completed in fiscal year 2008.

With the bulk of the Laboratory’s efforts on the W76 LEP complete, Los Alamos
will shift its focus to the the B61 LEP, consistent with the NPR. Major components
that will be refurbished as part of the LEP include: new detonator cable assembly,
main charge, foams and polymers, and a new gas transfer system. This LEP also
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provides the opportunity to install enhanced, intrinsic safety and security features
by modifying components in existing designs to meet today’s dynamic security envi-
ronment. Los Alamos expects to support an FPU in 2017 assuming timely Congres-
sional approval of the funding needed to carry out the program.

LEP requirements derive from the joint DOD-DOE Nuclear Weapons Council
(NWC). Each nuclear weapon system they identify and Congress funds is studied
to develop options that meet the requirements established by the NWC. Per the
guidance in the NPR and in the administration’s Stockpile Stewardship and Man-
agement Report, it is my obligation to ensure that the teams at Los Alamos examine
all the relevant technical options for an LEP, including refurbishment, reuse and
replacement, and bring them forward to the NWC for a decision.

These efforts will include modifying Cold War-era weapons for enhanced margin
against failure, increased safety, and improved security and use control. For exam-
ple, introducing insensitive high explosives into systems that currently use conven-
tional high explosives can improve safety. Future LEP studies will consider the pos-
sibility of adapting the resulting warhead to multiple platforms in order to reduce
the number of warhead types. In all LEP studies, the Laboratories will rely on fun-
damental and applied ST&E to improve its understanding of nuclear weapon behav-
ior and to assure the safety, security, and effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent sup-
ported by a reduced and more sustainable, efficient and appropriately-sized nuclear
security infrastructure.

Leveraging our Science for National Security

The issues that have arisen in the last 18 years of assuring the reliability of nu-
clear weapons without conducting a nuclear test are complex science and engineer-
ing problems. Some of these problems were anticipated—like the aging of certain
components in a warhead—and others were totally unexpected. The success of the
Stewardship program has been the ability to draw on a deep and rich science base
at the Laboratories. This science base is enriched by engaging on a broad range of
scientific problems, many of which have a direct relevance to broader national secu-
rity interests. A vibrant science, technology and engineering enterprise is essential
to supporting the stewardship program, and at the same time it provides a powerful
resource for issues such as nonproliferation, counterproliferation, counterterrorism,
and intelligence assessment.

There is a tendency when people hear about the role the NNSA Laboratories play
in solving other national problems that these are simply nice “spinoffs.” These pro-
vide more than just positive benefits for the Nation; rather, this work outside of the
weapons program is essential to the conduct of the core nuclear weapons mission.
We have a vibrant scientific workforce at Los Alamos, including around 2,500 PhDs
that are the core of our science base. The weapons program benefits directly when
these scientists have the opportunity to extend their skills by working on chal-
lenging technical problems, like climate modeling, which then can validate and im-
prove the methods in our 3-D weapons codes and solve challenges in the stockpile.

The following are a handful of recent Laboratory scientific successes that leverage
our weapons science capabilities for broader national security interests, and also
feed directly back into the nuclear weapons program.

Intelligence

Our weapons program capabilities give us the ability to assess foreign weapons
programs and to assist the intelligence community. There is much truth to the
statement that “it takes a nuclear weapons lab to find a nuclear weapons lab.”

Nuclear forensics and attribution

Los Alamos delivered a suite of models and databases for National Technical Nu-
clear Forensics applications, such as modeling debris signatures and other nuclear
security applications. LANL’s capabilities in this area are a direct outgrowth of the
former nuclear weapons testing program where scientists had to study the detailed
chemistry of soil samples to determine various characteristics of a detonation. Our
experts in this area can not only help with current nuclear forensics, but they also
support the weapons program by helping to re-interpret data from previous under-
ground tests. This information is then used to validate our weapons codes.

Plutonium Center of Excellence
LANL’s efforts in non-weapons plutonium work help ensure the country main-
tains a core human capital ability to work with this material. The same researchers
and technicians who work on plutonium 238 for use in deep-space missions for
NASA also support the manufacture of plutonium pits for the stockpile.
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Detection Technology

Much of the work at Los Alamos in the basic sciences arena has had a significant
impact on detecting threats from emerging phenomena. For example, building x-ray
and gamma ray detectors on satellites has promoted the discovery of fundamental
cosmological phenomena like the collapse of black holes. In turn, these detectors
have been refined and are part of our front line defense in monitoring other nations’
weapons programs.

Advanced simulation and energy/climate research

The ability to simulate complex systems—Ilike a nuclear explosion with thousands
of parts exploding in a fraction of a second—is something that has also driven na-
tional security science forward. LANL has developed two of the four modules (sea
ice and oceans) used in international climate models. Many of the lessons learned
from observing a complex climate system can be applied to our weapons models. In
particular, we have discovered heretofore unknown phenomena—in terms of re-
gional climate impacts and within weapons systems—as we have gone to finer and
finer levels of resolution in our simulations. On the energy front, LANL is also a
partner in the recently announced DOE Office of Nuclear Energy Hub focused on
nuclear power. LANL will play a key role in helping to build a “virtual reactor.”

Gulf Oil Spill

Scientists from Los Alamos and other laboratories have played a significant role
in the Federal Government’s efforts to assess and stem the oil leaking in the Gulf
of Mexico. Several efforts are continuing as the crisis continues. One particular area
of emphasis is in diagnostics of the well system. LANL designed and developed the
first ever two-dimensional radiography system deployed in deep water (below a few
hundred feet). The radiography leveraged numerous capabilities including machin-
ing, advanced image analysis, and modeling techniques.

Next Chapter of Stockpile Stewardship

For the future, we need to build on the core scientific successes achieved through
Stockpile Stewardship that have maintained the safety security and effectiveness of
the stockpile for 18 years without nuclear testing. However, we are now at a cross-
roads as a nation. The next few years will determine our approach to the stockpile
for decades to come. There is an opportunity right now for a national consensus to
develop around nuclear policy that has been needed since the end of the Cold War.
As I will discuss further below, I am encouraged by the significant strides this ad-
ministration has made in issuing a new policy, in the form of the NPR, as well as
by its fiscal year 2011 budget request for the Department of Energy, which I believe
is an important first step. With this as a basis, I hope that Congress and the admin-
istration can reach a bi-partisan national consensus.

Even with such a consensus, my concern is that with all there is to be done, the
level of interest and budget support that we have seen this year will need to be sus-
tained by future administrations and future Congresses. As I have seen over my
nearly 30-year career at the Laboratories, solutions and fixes in this arena cannot
be accomplished quickly. This will require a sustained effort on the part of the Na-
tion for decades to come.

NEW POLICY FOR NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The administration’s NPR, issued in April of this year, “provides the roadmap for
implementing President Obama’s agenda for reducing nuclear risks ... ” It focuses
on five key objectives of nuclear weapons policies and posture, one of which is “Sus-
taining a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal”.

The Directors of Livermore and Sandia joined me in issuing a tri-lab statement
about the NPR in April. We felt it was important to first outline the roles and re-
sponsibilities of the national laboratories in terms of providing the technical
underpinnings to ensure the safety, security, and effectiveness of the nuclear deter-
rent. With regard to the NPR’s overall framework, I repeat here what we said:

“We believe that the approach outlined in the NPR, which excludes fur-
ther nuclear testing and includes the consideration of the full range of life
extension options (refurbishment of existing warheads, reuse of nuclear
components from different warheads and replacement of nuclear compo-
nents based on previously tested designs), provides the necessary technical
flexibility to manage the nuclear stockpile into the future with an accept-
able level of risk.

We are reassured that a key component of the NPR is the recognition of
the importance of supporting a modern physical infrastructure—comprised
of the national security laboratories and a complex of supporting facilities—
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and a highly capable workforce with the specialized skills needed to sustain
the nuclear deterrent.”

While the joint statement reflects the Laboratory Directors’ collective views, I will
elaborate on my own thinking on the NPR. It clearly emphasizes the three key ele-
ments of Stockpile Stewardship—hands-on work on the stockpile; the science, tech-
nology and engineering base; and the infrastructure at the laboratories and plants.
I agree with the NPR’s view that these are the three critical elements of the nuclear
weapons enterprise. It is essential that all of these elements be in balance and ade-
quately funded to maintain a safe, secure, and effective stockpile. I will focus my
remarks on each of these elements in turn.

Stockpile work

The NPR is explicit about the weapons that need life-extension over the next 10
years: completion of the W76, proceeding on the full scope life extension of the B61,
and study of the W78. I strongly agree with the NPR assertion of the need to in-
crease the safety and security of our systems. The LEP process provides opportuni-
ties to do so, for example by switching all conventional high explosive (CHE) pri-
maries with insensitive high explosive (IHE) primaries to increase safety margins
and deploying certain intrinsic surety systems in the stockpile to better meet today’s
security challenges.

The NPR’s statements on needed LEPs align well with the assessments that the
Laboratories have made in recent years. We have seen that in many cases, the un-
certainties associated with the current issues identified through surveillance threat-
en to overwhelm the small performance margins that characterize many of the
weapons in the current stockpile. Essentially, this uncertainty dictates that almost
every weapon system in the current stockpile will require completion of some type
of life extension activity in the next 25 years.

The available mitigation actions for the results observed in surveillance, such as
changes external to the nuclear package or relaxation of certain military require-
ments are reaching their limits. Consequently, as the Perry Commission observed,
“The Stockpile Stewardship Program and the Life Extension Program have been re-
markably successful in refurbishing and modernizing the stockpile ... but cannot be
counted on for the indefinite future.” We will need to take advantage of the flexi-
bility articulated in the NPR to go beyond just refurbishment that has been consid-
ered to date and evaluate the full range of options (refurbishment, reuse, and re-
placement) to increase nuclear performance margins to mitigate the need for nu-
clear testing.

The NPR states that in “any decision to proceed to engineering development for
warhead LEPs, the United States will give strong preference to options for refur-
bishment or reuse.” The NPR also strongly endorses, and the NNSA Stockpile Stew-
ardship and Management Plan reinforces, the importance that on a case-by-case
basis, the full range of LEP approaches will be considered: refurbishment, reuse,
and replacement. I recognize the sensitivity of this topic but am convinced that al-
lowing the laboratories the flexibility to present policy makers with our best tech-
nical recommendations to meet requirements is critical to our role in the stockpile
management process. This approach greatly reduces the possibility of having to con-
duct nuclear testing, while at the same time exercising our nuclear designers and
engineers. I do not feel overly constrained by the language in the NPR; rather, I
believe it provides the necessary flexibility to manage the stockpile with acceptable
levels of risk.

The starting point for all of this hands-on work, of course, is the stockpile surveil-
lance program that pulls actual units from service and puts them through rigorous
destructive and non-destructive testing. Through these efforts we are able to antici-
pate issues as well as learn when issues may require action, but I have been con-
cerned for some time that we are not doing as much surveillance as we should be
doing. The NPR states that investments are required in “Strengthening the ST&E
base needed for conducting weapon system LEPs, maturing advanced technologies
to increase weapons surety, qualification of weapon components and certifying
weapons without nuclear testing, and providing annual stockpile assessments
through weapons surveillance [emphasis added].” I agree with this assessment.
Since our knowledge base begins with surveillance, it is essential that we sustain
support in this area.

Science, Technology, and Engineering

I strongly endorse the view of the NPR on strengthening the ST&E base; it is this
base that provides the underpinning of confidence in the stockpile in the absence
of nuclear testing. This expertise can only be maintained by continued scientific ad-
vances; it cannot be static. However, it has been allowed to erode in recent years,
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putting at risk our ability to make the necessary future advances in our capabilities.
It is important to note that often years of technical work, for example in actinide
sciences, are required ahead of time to enable the successful completion of today’s
requirements. Without investment today future confidence is at risk.

In addition, it is essential that we acquire experimental data from non-nuclear ex-
periments to provide the ‘ground truth’ about stockpile issues. Today, we are begin-
ning to see many of the investments of Stockpile Stewardship come to fruition—no-
tably the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test at Los Alamos, the NIF at
Livermore, and the MESA facility at Sandia—yet, we have inadequate resources to
carry out the all key experiments at these facilities. Just as the Nation is positioned
to reap the benefits of these investments, funding declines make it extremely dif-
ficult to maintain, use, or enhance these facility capabilities that are necessary to
preserve our deterrent and to further other national security goals.

Similar to the world of experiments, today we are faced with an equal computa-
tional challenge and opportunity. To maintain the scientific vitality, international
competitiveness, and leadership needed to support the administration’s nuclear pos-
ture, continued advancement to exascale class computation is necessary. Such a ca-
pability will position us to provide better support for the stockpile, particularly in
the form of surety options, and to provide reliable support for intelligence analysis
including emerging foreign threats in the broad area of nuclear security.

Compounding that challenge of a healthy, vibrant ST&E base is the aging work-
force at Los Alamos and elsewhere in the complex. At Los Alamos, the average age
of career employees is now over 48, and 32 percent of all career employees are ex-
pected to retire within the next 5 years. Without an infusion of younger talent who
can become recipients and beneficiaries in the transfer of knowledge from those with
decades of experience, we will be at risk for loss of that knowledge.

Aging Infrastructure

Much of the nuclear infrastructure needed by the United States resides in facili-
ties that date back to the 1950s. While we take great efforts to ensure our employ-
ees are safe in these aging facilities and that the public is not put at risk, the chal-
lenges and costs to maintain their active status is mounting rapidly.

The NPR and administration’s fiscal year 2011 budget support the Uranium Proc-
essing Facility (UPF) in Tennessee and the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Re-
placement (CMRR) Nuclear Facility in New Mexico. They represent the critical next
step in shrinking the Nation’s nuclear infrastructure footprint while allowing these
vital operations to continue in the most safe and secure environments possible. I
strongly endorse investments in these two facilities and believe without them the
costs associated with maintaining the existing facilities will eventually overwhelm
the weapons program budgets.

The CMRR project at Los Alamos will replace the existing Chemistry and Metal-
lurgy Research (CMR) facility, completed in 1952, that is at the end of its useful
life. This facility houses the analytical chemistry, materials characterization, and
actinide research and development activities that are required to support a wide
spectrum of work at Los Alamos. The work in CMRR is critical to sustaining the
Nation’s nuclear deterrent, but it also is critical to nonproliferation efforts, develop-
ment of power sources for U.S. space missions, training of IAEA inspectors and the
work of nuclear forensics. We have been working closely with our industry partners
to bring strong project management to this effort and to deliver this important
project on cost and schedule. I am proud to report that on the first phase of this
project, construction of the Radiological Laboratory Utility Office Building (RLUOB),
we did just that: it was completed on time and budget last year. We are in the proc-
ess of outfitting that facility and expect to occupy RLUOB in 2012. We continue to
work closely with NNSA on the design of the next and final stage of the project,
the Nuclear Facility. To successfully deliver this project, it will be important to have
certainty in funding and consistency of requirements throughout the project.

At the same time, there are many other essential facilities across the complex and
at Los Alamos that cannot be neglected because of our necessary focus on the major
nuclear facilities. Infrastructure considerations must include operation of current fa-
cilities and the consolidation of old, inefficient ones. For example, we are working
to identify adequate funding to maintain and operate the LANSCE facility for mate-
rial properties, carry out planned actinide research and renew an aging infrastruc-
ture where over 50 percent of the buildings are more than 40 years old.

To reduce costs we have already eliminated a million square feet of antiquated
laboratory and office space. Using funds from the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act we are in the process of decontaminating and demolishing the earliest plu-
tonium and uranium facilities at the Laboratory.
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FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDGET PROPOSAL

In addition to the NPR, the administration has developed a fiscal year 2011 budg-
et that moves us in the right direction. I view the NNSA’s fiscal year 2011 budget
request as a positive first step and I urge its approval by Congress. The $624 mil-
lion increase to Weapons activities is primarily focused on addressing the crumbling
infrastructure of the Complex — most notably the plutonium infrastructure at LANL
and the uranium infrastructure at Y-12, as well as beginning to attend to the needs
of an aging stockpile with increased funds for Life Extension Programs. These are
welcome increases and will begin to address some of the concerns that the Strategic
Posture Commission and the Laboratory Directors have raised in recent years.

Restoring the scientific and physical infrastructure—all while managing pension
and other challenges—will take time and sustained support by Congress. Sustaining
strong science funding in the form of Science Campaigns and advanced computing,
as well as the infrastructure account, known as Readiness in Technical Base and
Facilities that underlies all of the work we do, is essential. This funding enables
us to carry out the fullest of scientific research and development efforts necessary
to meet our nuclear weapon mission and broader national security needs and to at-
tract and retain the best and brightest scientists.

CHALLENGES

The NPR provides the necessary policy framework, which I hope leads to a na-
tional consensus, and the fiscal year 2011 budget request provides the first step in
the fiscal implementation of the roadmap to sustain the long-term safety, security,
and effectiveness of the stockpile. It is important to recognize that to fully imple-
ment this roadmap requires investments that carry across multiple administrations
and multiple Congresses. Today, I fear that there is already a gap emerging be-
tween expectations and fiscal realities. I fear that some may perceive that the fiscal
year 2011 budget request meets all of the necessary budget commitments for the
program; however, there are still significant financial uncertainties, for example, the
design of the UPF and CMRR are not complete and the final costs remain uncer-
tain.

As I look to the future, I remain concerned that science will be squeezed when
trying to compete with capital infrastructure investments and life extension pro-
gram funding priorities. Having experienced three decades of Federal budgets and
their impacts on the weapons program, it will be challenging to sustain the in-
creases the administration has called for. Just as I am encouraged by the significant
increase we see in fiscal year 2011, I am concerned that in the administration’s sec-
tion 1251 report, much of the planned funding increase for Weapons Activities do
not come to fruition until the second half of the 10 year period.

Another example of the fiscal challenges that I see on the horizon is related to
pensions. Like many other organizations across the country, we at Los Alamos are
facing a pension shortfall during the current fiscal year and it is expected to grow
over the next 2 years.

In fiscal year 2010, the Laboratory has worked closely with the NNSA to resolve
a pension shortfall of $76 million. Part of the solution has been to require employees
to make contributions; the Laboratory is increasing its fringe rates to cover costs
and NNSA has provided assistance on the order of $46 million. Next year, the pen-
sion shortfall is expected to be $77 million, and in fiscal year 2012, the shortfall is
expected to grow to about $200 million. NNSA is aware of this issue and we are
working closely on possible options to address it. My chief concern is that if the Lab-
oratory must shoulder the bulk of this increase, this will dramatically reduce the
funds available for programmatic deliverables and cause significant disruption of
the Laboratory workforce.

As I noted earlier, it will be important that as a nation we can align expectations
with the fiscal realities that we see. At the same time, it is essential that we bal-
ance investment across all three major elements of the program—hands-on stockpile
activities, ST&E, and infrastructure. For example, without investment in ST&E
today we put at risk timely execution of the program beyond the very near term.
On the other hand, focus on near term stockpile LEPs without infrastructure invest-
ment limits the near term program scope and efficiency and puts at risk longer term
timely execution. Stability of funding plans is also important so that the balance
that is struck can actually be executed. One approach to maintain focus on these
issues across multiple administrations and Congresses could be a set of “safe-
guards,” that have been used in past arms control treaties.
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CONCLUSION

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you to testify on this impor-
tant subject. As I stated, I am very encouraged by the progress this administration
has made both on the policy and the budget fronts. The NPR provides the policy
framework with the technical flexibility to manage the stockpile with an acceptable
level of risk and the fiscal year 2011 budget request is a positive step forward.

I am cautiously optimistic that with Congress’ support we—as a Nation—can re-
capture the bipartisan consensus that once existed about the Nation’s strategic de-
terrent and the overall nuclear weapons complex. At the same time, I have concerns
about sustaining the focus and an appropriate budget over the several decades for
which it will be required. As a Laboratory, we are dedicated to ensuring the innova-
tive science and engineering necessary to sustain our strategic deterrent and that
can be applied to the many challenges the Nation now faces. Maintaining the nec-
essary focus and resources of the administration and Congress is critical in order
to achieve these national goals.

I look forward to engaging further with the committee on this important topic and
I welcome your questions.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Dr. Anastasio.
Dr. Miller.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE H. MILLER, PH.D., DIRECTOR,
LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY

Dr. MILLER. Thank you, Chairman Levin and Ranking Member
McCain and distinguished members of the committee, for your con-
tinuing support of the Nation’s stockpile stewardship program.
Like Dr. Anastasio, I have devoted much of my career to the nu-
clear weapons program. Several of the weapons that are currently
in the U.S. arsenal I designed personally. So this is an issue about
which I care deeply.

There are three points that I'd like to emphasize today. Tech-
nically, we have an approach that can maintain the safety, secu-
rity, and effectiveness of our arsenal without nuclear testing and
without introducing new military capabilities. To meet those mis-
sion requirements and carry out the program of work will require
sustaining the nuclear security enterprise for decades with a bal-
anced investment in the stockpile itself, in refurbishing and main-
taining the critical physical infrastructure, and in supporting the
underpinning science, technology, and engineering. Above all, we
together must nurture and sustain the outstanding stewards at our
laboratories and production facilities.

From a scientific and technical point of view, I have confidence
that we can maintain a safe, secure, and effective deterrent
through the stockpile stewardship program because of the suc-
cesses that we have had to date and our ability to build on that
success. We have greatly improved our simulation and experi-
mental capabilities. These are unique national assets that allow us
to understand details about the performance of weapons that went
undiscovered in the era of nuclear testing.

We have found and corrected issues in the stockpile and are con-
tinuously improving our abilities to assess weapons performance
and certify the changes that are necessary in order to extend the
life of the stockpile. We have successfully extended the life of some
of the systems in the stockpile. We are providing hands-on experi-
ence to train the next generation of stockpile stewards.

The President’s 2011 budget request seeks increased funding to
reverse the recent declining budget trends and create a sustainable
stockpile stewardship enterprise. The Nation’s deterrent requires
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this SSMP, which is adequately funded by successive administra-
tions and Congress to provide the funding to meet the mission re-
quirements.

Today as we sit here, additional investments are needed in all
three areas of the SSMP: in the science and technology that under-
pins our understanding, in the LEPs that are necessary to keep the
systems themselves alive, and in the modernization of the facilities
and infrastructure. I urge Congress to work with the administra-
tion to support this vital first step.

The science and technology which underpins our confidence in
the stockpile is of vital importance to understand the nature of the
stockpile itself. We call this surveillance. We need, in my opinion,
to step up the rate of surveillance and become more proficient at
detecting issues early through the technologies that we have devel-
oped. We need to take full advantage of the two-laboratory system
to provide assessments of the stockpile as it moves forward and
ages. Much like something else that we’re very familiar with, when
we are diagnosed with a serious illness we frequently ask for the
opinions of more than one doctor.

We need to continue to pursue remarkable advances in our as-
sessment tools and in using the experimental facilities and con-
tinuing to advance the simulation capability beyond what we cur-
rently have. We will need to undertake LEPs over the next 2 dec-
ades to extend the life of the systems that are currently in the
stockpile.

These options will be based on previously tested nuclear designs
and it’s very important that we have the ability to consider all of
the technical options, from refurbishment to component reuse to re-
placement, while carefully considering through this process the
possibilities of improving the safety, security, manufacturability,
maintainability of the stockpile, and carefully considering issues of
cost and risk and our ability to meet the overall goals of the coun-
try.

These LEPs also offer the opportunity to provide important resil-
iency to the stockpile as the size is reduced by having warheads
that are easily adaptable from one system to another.

Finally, we need to modernize our facilities. We need to replace
the Cold War-era facilities, particularly for processing uranium and
plutonium, and upgrade the physical infrastructure of the complex.
This will require major increases in funding while sustaining the
balance with the other parts of the program.

Above all, we need to nurture and sustain the outstanding stew-
ards at our laboratories and production facilities and help effec-
tively mentor them so that we can create our future. Long-term
success is ultimately dependent upon the quality of this workforce.
That workforce needs a program that is stable, that’s technically
engaging, and is of recognized importance to the Nation.

While the President’s budget for fiscal year 2011 is a good start,
the 10-year plan calls for continued significant budget increases.
These are needed in order to carry out the program of work that
I outlined before. It is a major undertaking and one that requires
our collective sustained attention and focus.
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Again, thank you very much for your continued support for this
important program and for your continued interest in discussing
these important issues. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Miller follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DR. GEORGE H. MILLER
OPENING REMARKS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to
provide a statement on the status and future prospects of the Department of En-
ergy/National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram to sustain the safety, security, and effectiveness of the Nation’s nuclear stock-
pile. My name is George Miller and I am the Director of the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL).

LLNL is one of NNSA’s two nuclear design laboratories and a principal partici-
pant in the Stockpile Stewardship Program. National security depends greatly on
the success of our stockpile stewardship efforts. I want to thank the committee for
your interest in and continued support for these activities and your commitment to
the program’s success.

In addition to stockpile stewardship, our Laboratory’s nuclear security responsibil-
ities include engaging in vital national programs to reduce the threats posed by nu-
clear proliferation and terrorism. The Laboratory also applies its multidisciplinary
science and technology to provide solutions to a broader range of pressing national
and global security challenges.

INTRODUCTION

From a scientific and technical viewpoint, I am confident that we can maintain
a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent through a science-based Stockpile
Stewardship Program that is balanced, integrated, and sustained over time; this
will require the support of successive administrations and Congress and sufficient
funding to meet mission requirements. Stockpile stewardship is a cornerstone of the
Nation’s strategic deterrent for the future. As demonstrated by the program’s
achievements to date, I believe that the highly capable scientists and engineers at
the NNSA national laboratories and production facilities will be able to address
issues that arise in an aging, smaller nuclear stockpile by utilizing and further ad-
vancing our exceptional computational and experimental tools and employing the
full range of life-extension program (LEP) options.

My optimism is tempered by recent funding trends in—what to date—has been
a very successful Stockpile Stewardship Program. Continuing success in the pro-
gram’s scientific and technically challenging activities will require additional new
investments in major facilities and particular attention to sustaining the skills of
our workforce. Budget constraints to date have resulted in deferral of LEPs and
slower warhead surveillance rates than is technically desired. These constraints
have also delayed production schedules; postponed important deliverables in science,
technology, and engineering; delayed resolution of identified stockpile issues; and
hindered efforts to develop modern and efficient manufacturing processes. In addi-
tion, there are fewer highly skilled stockpile stewards supporting the program than
were present as recently as 5 years ago. Our Laboratory now has 2,608 scientists
and engineers—609 fewer than in May 2005. Concurrently, stewardship is becoming
technically more challenging as weapons continue to age beyond their intended life-
times. In my 2009 Annual Stockpile Assessment letter to the Secretaries of Defense
and Energy and the Chairman of the Nuclear Weapons Council, I expressed con-
cernﬁ albout the impact that these trends will have on sustaining confidence in the
stockpile.

The fiscal year 2011 budget request seeks to reverse recent funding trends and
reflects the need for increased investment to maintain sufficient capability to ensure
the viability of the U.S. stockpile. The Nation’s nuclear strategy—with or without
the planned stockpile reductions—requires a Stockpile Stewardship Program that is
balanced, integrated, and sustained over time. NNSA has provided to Congress its
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan, which is funded in the fiscal year
2011 budget request with a 9.8 percent increase ($624 million) compared to fiscal
year 2010. This is a good start, but only a start. The increased level of investment
must not only be sustained but grow over time to provide for construction of new
facilities and support increased LEP activities.

My testimony emphasizes several key points about a balanced, integrated, and
sustained Stockpile Stewardship Program:
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e Accomplishments. Stockpile stewards have achieved many outstanding
successes since the program began. These accomplishments give me con-
fidence that the “science based” approach being pursued is a workable path
forward for sustaining the safety, security, and effectiveness of the Nation’s
nuclear deterrent.

e A Sustainable Program. Stockpile stewardship is scientifically and tech-
nically very demanding. It is a very active, integrated program and to sus-
tain it, its interdependent facets must be adequately funded to progress in
a balanced manner.

o The Budget. With the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget, we can begin
to reinvigorate the Stockpile Stewardship Program. The requested addi-
tional funds will enable greater progress on many fronts—from stockpile
life-extension activities, to recapitalizing the infrastructure, improving as-
sessment capabilities, and building the knowledge base required to answer
increasingly difficult questions about weapon performance over its full life
cycle.

e Life-Extension Programs. Options for LEPs will be based on previously
tested nuclear designs. We will consider, on a case-by-case basis, the full
range of LEP options (refurbishment, reuse, and replacement) to provide
findings and technical recommendations for engineering development deci-
sions.

o The Workforce. The Stockpile Stewardship Program’s most valuable and
irreplaceable assets are the unique individuals who sustain it. Confidence
in the stockpile ultimately depends on confidence in the stockpile stewards
at the NNSA laboratories and production facilities. We must attract top tal-
ent to the program and sustain over time specialized technical skills and
expertise, which provide the basis for judgments about the stockpile and
stewardship actions taken, through mentoring and hands-on experience.

SCIENCE-BASED STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The science-based Stockpile Stewardship Program was launched on the premise
that by developing a much more thorough understanding of the underlying science
and technology that governs nuclear weapons performance, the country could main-
tain confidence in the stockpile without requiring nuclear testing. The knowledge
gained must be sufficiently detailed to assess with confidence the safety, security,
and effectiveness of the stockpile. We must have the ability to deal with whatever
issues arise using existing nuclear test data together with advanced computational
and experimental tools. Very ambitious goals were set to expeditiously develop in-
creasingly sophisticated tools and apply them to arising issues in an aging stockpile.

We have made significant progress since the Stockpile Stewardship Program
began. Use of the many tools and capabilities developed since the end of nuclear
testing has greatly increased our understanding and knowledge of the stockpile.
These tools and capabilities, together with the existing nuclear test database, have
enabled the NNSA laboratories to annually assess and, as required, extend the life
of tlhg warheads in the U.S. stockpile. Some highlights—featuring work at LLNL—
include:

High-Performance Computing

At its onset, the Stockpile Stewardship Program set the extremely challenging
goal—many thought unachievable—of improving scientific computing performance
by a factor of a million over a decade. That goal was achieved with the delivery of
the 100-trillion-operations-per-second ASC Purple supercomputer to LLNL in 2005.
The machine has served as a workhorse for all three NNSA laboratories, performing
very demanding 3D weapons simulations. This highly successful partnership be-
tween NNSA and the high-performance computing industry continues with the
20,000-trillion-operations-per-second Sequoia machine, which is on track to become
operational at LLNL in 2012.

High-Fidelity Weapons Physics Simulations

Laboratory physicists and computer scientists stepped up to the challenge of de-
veloping weapons simulation codes that model the physics with far greater fidelity
and run efficiently on computers with thousands of processors working in parallel.
In 2002, LLNL scientists performed the first-ever complete 3D simulation of a nu-
clear weapon explosion—with a level of spatial resolution and degree of physics real-
ism previously unobtainable. Supercomputers have also been used to gain valuable
insights into the properties of materials at extreme conditions and details about the
formation and growth of hydrodynamic instabilities. These improved capabilities
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have made possible expeditious development of LEP design options and their certifi-
cation.

Vastly Improved Experimental Capabilities

Thoroughly diagnosed non-nuclear tests are used to gather input data for weapons
physics simulation models and validate their performance. Experiments at LLNL’s
Contained Firing Facility and the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodyanamic Test
(DARHT) Facility at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) have provided key hy-
drodynamic performance information for applications ranging from LEPs to weapon
safety studies. Data from the Joint Actinide Shock Physics Experimental Research
(JASPER) gas-gun experiments were instrumental in the very successful plutonium
aging study, and tests conducted at LLNL’s High Explosives Applications Facility
(HEAF) enable improved modeling of aging high explosives. With commissioning of
the National Ignition Facility (NIF) in 2009, stockpile stewards now have an experi-
mental facility capable of creating the temperatures and pressures necessary to
study the physics of the nuclear phase of weapons performance.

Improved Understanding of Materials Aging and Weapons Performance

A long-term study by LLNL and LANL concluded that the performance of pluto-
nium pits in stockpiled weapons will not sharply decline due to aging effects—a re-
sult with important implications in planning the future of the production complex.
Through simulations and experiments, we have a much deeper understanding of the
behavior and aging properties of weapons materials ranging from plutonium and
high explosives to crystalline metals and polymers. Recently an LLNL scientist re-
ceived an E.O. Lawrence Award for breakthrough work to resolve a previously unex-
plained 40-year-old anomaly that was one of the factors that drove the need for con-
tinued nuclear testing. Now, in simulation codes, a physics-based model can replace
the use of an ad hoc calibration factor that had to be adjusted depending on weapon
design specifics and nuclear test data. The effort involved combining high-fidelity
non-nuclear experiments, the latest simulation tools, and re-examination of archival
nuclear test data. Experiments at NIF are serving to confirm the model.

Successful Life-Extension Program

In 2004, NNSA successfully completed its first program to extend the lifetime of
a stockpiled weapon without resorting to nuclear testing. Refurbishment of the W87
ICBM warhead—the design in the stockpile with the most modern safety features—
extends the weapon’s life by 30 years. LLNL (with Sandia National Laboratories)
developed and certified the engineering design and worked closely with the produc-
tion facilities to ensure the product quality. The program has served as a model of
the processes to be followed by subsequent and future LEPs. Today, the NNSA, its
laboratories, and production facilities have continued this success with a major pro-
gram to extend the life of the very important W76 Trident II SLBM warhead.

The successes to date have also given us insight into the better tools that are
needed and science and technology areas that require continued work. These im-
provements will put our annual assessment of the stockpile on the firmest footing
and provide us the insight and tools to make wise decisions and ensure the safety,
security, and effectiveness of the stockpile as we move forward. For instance, from
simulations performed to date, we have learned that we will need at least
exascale—1,000,0000 trillion operations per second—to fully resolve the phenomena
we have discovered.

A BALANCED, INTEGRATED, AND SUSTAINED STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM

Stockpile Stewardship Program accomplishments to date give us confidence that
the “science based” approach being pursued is a workable path forward to sus-
taining the safety, security, and effectiveness of the Nation’s nuclear deterrent.
Stockpile stewardship is scientifically and technically very demanding, yet the high-
caliber experts at the national laboratories have proven themselves worthy of this
major challenge time and time again.

Since 2005, the buying power of NNSA’s Defense Programs has declined approxi-
mately $1 billion. Yet, the program will grow even more demanding as nuclear
weapons continue to age far beyond their intended lifetime. As the stockpile con-
tinues to be downsized, even more pressure will arise to understand the state of
each individual weapon. More difficult manufacturing issues are arising in LEPs
and we have largely exhausted available options to improve performance margins
through changes external to the warhead package.

There is growing widespread recognition that the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram—its workforce and facilities—must be reinvigorated to sustain a safe, secure,
and effective nuclear arsenal over the long run. Reports commissioned by Congress
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(e.g., America’s Strategic Posture and the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Plan prepared by NNSA) and reviews pursued by the Executive Branch (e.g., the
2010 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR)) have concluded that significantly increased in-
vestments are needed to support (in the words of the NPR) “a modern physical in-
frastructure—comprised of the national security laboratories and a complex of sup-
porting facilities—and a highly capable workforce with the specialized skills needed
to sustain the nuclear deterrent.”

A balanced and sustainable Stockpile Stewardship Program integrates stockpile
support activities—which include weapons surveillance, assessments, and as nec-
essary, LEPs—with investments to modernize facilities and efforts to greatly im-
prove scientific understanding of the details of nuclear weapons components and
their performance. The many facets of the program are tightly interconnected. Even
with stable overall funding at an adequate level of support, long-term success re-
quires judicious balancing of evolving priorities and appropriate levels of effort.

Weapons Surveillance—to predict and detect the effects of aging and other stock-
pile issues. We need to step up the rate of stockpile surveillance and continue to
become more proficient at detecting and predicting potential problems early. The
use of embedded sensors, which we are developing, would enable persistent surveil-
lance and improve our knowledge of the specific state of each stockpiled weapon.
Data would be indicative, for example, of aging and degradation, mechanical integ-
rity, and exposure to harsh environments. In addition, we are developing ever more
sophisticated tools to study how aging alters the physical characteristics of weapon
materials and how these changes affect weapon effectiveness and safety.

Assessments—to analyze and evaluate effects of changes on weapon safety and
performance. The Stockpile Stewardship Program includes a comprehensive set of
activities to annually assess each weapons system and to address issues that arise.
It is particularly important, in my view, for processes to actively engage both cen-
ters of nuclear design expertise—LLNL and LANL—to provide independent assess-
ments. This is much like having a serious illness: advice from more than one inde-
pendent source is crucial to the decisionmaking process. As we move further and
further from a workforce that has actually tested a nuclear device, the independence
of the two design centers is increasingly important. Our assessments are also bene-
fiting from the development of Quantification of Margins and Uncertainties, a meth-
odology that is increasing the rigor of weapon certification and the quality of annual
assessments. To the extent possible, our assessments require rigorous scientific and
engineering demonstration and evaluation. As described below, we have been ac-
quiring increasingly powerful tools to do so.

LEPs—to sustain the stockpile through refurbishment, reuse, and/or replacement.
The laboratories must work closely with production facilities to integrate the pro-
duction of parts with the development of new materials and manufacturing proc-
esses. Manufacturing is a particularly demanding challenge because the plants have
to overcome extensive infrastructure and operational challenges and production
technologies need modernization. Options for LEPs must be thoroughly analyzed to
present decisionmakers with low risk, cost efficient alternatives to consider.

Science and Technology Foundations—to provide stockpile support through a thor-
ough understanding of nuclear weapon performance and sustain the necessary base
of specialized skills. In “keystone question” areas such as boost physics and energy
balance, Predictive Capability Framework campaigns utilize our advanced stockpile
stewardship tools to fill gaps in knowledge about nuclear weapon performance rel-
evant to existing or expected issues about stockpiled weapons. These activities inte-
grate the use of state-of-the-art high-performance computers, high-fidelity simula-
tion models, and data gathered from exceptional experimental facilities. This cut-
ting-edge research both provides data for stockpile stewardship and enables the re-
tention of nuclear weapons expertise in a staff that increasingly will have no nu-
clear test experience. We must nurture and exercise the scientific judgment of stock-
pile stewards.

Modernized Facilities and Infrastructure—to replace major facilities for processing
plutoilium and uranium and upgrade the physical infrastructure of the weapons
complex.

NNSA’s plans are to pursue the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replace-
ment-Nuclear Facility (CMRR-NF) project at LANL and build a new Uranium Proc-
essing Facility (UPF) at the Y-12 Plant in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. Currently, these
more-than-50-year-old facilities for processing plutonium and uranium are over-
sized, increasingly obsolete, and costly to maintain. They are also safety, security,
and environmental concerns. These two are high priority and the most costly of nu-
merous infrastructure modernization projects throughout the complex. Because of
these projects, substantial increases above the fiscal year 2011 budget will be re-
quired to sustain a balanced, integrated overall program. As the cost baselines are



116

better defined, the changes that occur must be accommodated without upsetting
overall program balance—the balance among science, technology, and engineering;
life extensions of the stockpile; and recapitalization of the infrastructure.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE PRESIDENT’S FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDGET PROPOSAL

NNSA has provided to Congress its 10-year Stockpile Stewardship and Manage-
ment Plan, developed as a complement to the NPR and New START. The plan is
funded in the fiscal year 2011 budget request with a 9.8 percent increase ($624 mil-
lion) compared to fiscal year 2010. This is a good start and will address a number
of immediate needs for fiscal year 2011. It is noteworthy that the plan calls for sig-
nificant increases in the out-years, as increasing levels of funding will be required
for the LEPs and construction of major facilities. The fiscal year 2011 budget re-
quest will serve to meet most needs in the three overarching areas:

Science, Technology, and Engineering—for technical assessments and certification
of the stockpile. Assessments of the condition of weapons and certification of the en-
gineering design of implemented LEPs depend on the critical judgments of stockpile
stewards and their nuclear weapons expertise. Both are developed by hands-on ex-
perience working challenging nuclear weapons science, technology, and engineering
issues. In addition to supporting stockpile needs and building expertise, this work
also advances our fundamental understanding of nuclear weapons performance so
that future stockpile stewards will be able to tackle even more difficult issues as
they arise. The increased funding from fiscal year 2010 levels will provide a criti-
cally needed boost to activities:

o Stockpile Assessments. The funding increase in fiscal year 2011 will sup-
port implementation at the NNSA laboratories of a new dual validation
process that was established in the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2010. The Independent Nuclear Weapon Assessment Process
(INWAP) will strengthen annual assessments. Two sets of challenge teams
(one from LLNL and SNL and the other from LANL and SNL) are being
formed. Both the challenge team and the “home team” will have access to
all relevant data and analysis about a weapon system—to be applied to an-
nual assessments and peer reviews of significant finding closures and LEP
certifications.

o Keystone Science Issues. Science campaigns in the Stockpile Stewardship
Program aim at filling major gaps in our knowledge about nuclear weapon
performance—for example, in the areas of energy balance and boost phys-
ics. The goal is to remove “adjustable parameters” in our simulations and
replace them with first-principles physics models. Such improvements are
critically important to providing high confidence in the difficult decisions
that might arise in sustaining an aging stockpile.

e This extremely challenging research calls for a concerted effort that com-
bines continuing advances in high-performance computing with well-diag-
nosed experiments at the laboratories’ unique experimental facilities. We
have a golden opportunity to dramatically advance our knowledge base.
Progress, in particular, depends on effective use of NIF (allowing stockpile
stewards to experimentally explore the physics of nuclear phases of nuclear
weapons performance), DARHT, JASPER, and our other smaller scale ex-
perimental facilities. Importantly, efforts to support these keystone science
issues are increased in the fiscal year 2011 budget request.

e Research and Development on Technology Advances for Stockpile Sup-
port. An important responsibility of the NNSA laboratories is to explore
what is technically possible in nuclear design. Exploratory studies hone the
skills of stockpile stewards and help us to avoid technical surprise from
other nations’ nuclear weapons activities. In addition, we develop advanced
technologies that could be applied to the U.S. stockpile, consistent with the
goal of no new weapons or improvements in military capabilities. These in-
clude means for substantially improving weapon safety and security that
could be implemented as part of an LEP. The proposed budget increases
will help accelerate progress in this area to ensure availability of these
technologies as LEPs are proposed and carried out over the coming decade.
e Advances in High-Performance Computing. We have made remarkable
advances in high-performance computing and simulations, yet it is impera-
tive that we continue to make rapid progress. Early success in the Stockpile
Stewardship Program brought us “terascale” computing (trillions of oper-
ations per second); we now reached “petascale” (thousands of trillions); and
we need “exascale” (millions of trillions) for two reasons. Petascale makes
3D high-fidelity simulations of weapons performance practical. However,
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better models of boost physics and thermonuclear burn processes still need
to be developed (in concert with experiments). That will require much
greater computing horsepower. Second, as mentioned above, the underpin-
ning of our assessment and certification is uncertainty quantification. Rig-
orous implementation of the methodology for each weapon system requires
the running of many thousands of high fidelity 3D simulations to map out
the impact of uncertainties on weapon performance; hence, the need for
much greater computing power.

The proposed fiscal year 2011 budget adequately supports computer center
operations at LLNL and acquisition of the 20-petaflop Sequoia machine,
which will become operational in 2012. More than a factor of ten faster
than the current best, it is the next major advance in high-performance
computing. Now is the time to start planning and preparing for the next
step toward exascale, which is a grand challenge requiring additional re-
sources.

An Active LEP Effort together with Aggressive Surveillance. As mentioned below,
a number of stockpile systems require LEPs in the next one-to-two decades. Over
the past two decades, two LEPs have been completed. Over the next 10 years, plans
call for the the completion of one in progress, start of two full-scope LEPs, and prep-
aration activities for additional LEPs the following decade. In addition to LEP sup-
port, funding needs to be increased from fiscal year 2010 levels to address current
surveillance shortfalls and mature safety and security technologies for production
readiness for future LEPs. We look forward to participating in a study to identify
and evaluate LEP options for the W78 Minuteman III ICBM warhead, which is
planned to begin in fiscal year 2011. NNSA has announced its intention to assign
the W78 LEP to LLNL. The fiscal year 2011 budget request provides adequate sup-
port for our B61 LEP peer review responsibilities as well as our responsibilities to
support existing LLNL-designed stockpile systems.

Recapitalization of Plant and Laboratory Infrastructure. Recapitalization is nec-
essary to build a responsive infrastructure able to meet program and production
needs. This includes fulfilling science, technology, and engineering program objec-
tives and production requirements. Such an infrastructure is essential to the
complex’s ability to respond in a timely manner to technical issues and/or emerging
threats. In addition to planning for and construction of new facilities (including the
very major investments in CMRR-NF and UPF), adequate investments are needed
for Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities (RTBF) for operations in and mainte-
nance of existing facilities. My direct concern at LLNL is obtaining sufficient fund-
ing in fiscal year 2011 to support operations at HEAF, which is a one-of-a-kind facil-
ity for research and development in high explosives and energetic materials, and to
support Site 300, the Laboratory’s remote experimental site which is home to the
Contained Firing Facility.

LIFE-EXTENSION PROGRAMS

Warhead LEPs are undertaken to address issues discovered through surveillance
and review processes supporting annual assessments. The role of the LEP is to fix
issues that impact overall system effectiveness and extend stockpile life.

Effectiveness is influenced by many factors. Nuclear weapons are not static de-
vices; their chemical and physical properties or characteristics change over time.
While plutonium pits have been determined to have a very long service life, aging
affects the performance of a number of important components including metals
other than plutonium, polymers, neutron generators, and gas transfer systems. In
addition, there are many other potential causes of decreased confidence in effective-
ness—ranging from design flaws to material compatibility issues. Experience has
shown that at least one major new and unanticipated issue is discovered approxi-
mately every 5 years.

Thus far, we have been able to retain confidence in warhead safety and effective-
ness by offsetting identified increased uncertainties with corresponding increases in
performance margins. They have been obtained by changes external to the nuclear
explosives package or by relaxing or eliminating military requirements (in coordina-
tion with the Department of Defense (DOD)). Options to further improve these mar-
gins have largely been exhausted.

Several LEPs activities are in progress and/or recommended by the NPR, and
they are supportable with the proposed fiscal year 2011 budget. The W76 Trident
II SLBM warhead LEP is well underway. The initial design activities began in fiscal
year 2000 and the final refurbished weapon is expected to be delivered in fiscal year
2017. In fiscal year 2011, concept development is scheduled for completion in prepa-
ration for a full-scope LEP for the family of B61 nuclear bombs. The first production
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unit is planned for fiscal year 2017. In addition, a study to identify and evaluate
LEP options for the W78 Minuteman III ICBM warhead will begin in fiscal year
2011. The NPR proposes that this study consider the possibility of having the result-
ing warhead be adaptable to multiple platforms in order to provide a cost effective
hedge against future problems in the deployed stockpile. The first production unit
is projected in fiscal year 2021.

These plans for future LEPs are based on consideration of weapon system age and
early indicators of impending issues that will need to be addressed. LEP activities
formally start with a Phase 6.1 (or Phase 6.2) study conducted jointly with the
DOD, which follows processes and procedures that were established for developing
weapons during the Cold War and have been adapted for LEPs. These joint concept
development efforts consider military requirements and explore LEP options to meet
the requirements. They involve extensive supercomputer simulation efforts and sup-
portive experimental activities, thorough interactions with the NNSA production fa-
cilities and DOD contractors, and extensive peer review.

Within the Laboratory, we consider the full range of technical options to address
military requirements that need to be balanced—for example, form fitting and func-
tioning with an existing delivery system while providing enhanced safety (e.g., in-
sensitive high explosive). In doing so, we consider tradeoffs that emphasize one re-
quirement over another. The output of these evaluations is a set of recommended
options for the U.S. Government to consider in deciding on the specific LEP option
to proceed to engineering development (Phase 6.3). After a decision to proceed to
full-scale development is made, we follow a very disciplined engineering process that
involves the design agencies, production agencies, and the responsible military serv-
ice.

LEPs provide the opportunity to consider adding new safety and security features
without degrading overall effectiveness or introducing new military capabilities.
Some of these safety and security improvements are ready for deployment now and
would make a significant improvement; other even more effective approaches re-
quire further research. Considered features would be based on previous nuclear
tests. Intrinsic surety, which incorporates the safety and security features inside the
nuclear explosives package, provides the highest level of safety and protection
against terrorist threats. Examples range from enhanced fire safety to technologies
that make acquisition of special nuclear materials from U.S. nuclear weapons of lit-
tle-to-no-value to a terrorist.

The decision to add surety features is up to the U.S. Government, and the tech-
nical feasibility of specific safety and security features depends on the weapon and
approach taken to extend its life. The current LEP approach (refurbishment only)
limits the range of safety and security features that can be incorporated into certain
weapons systems.

The options studied for LEPs will be based on previously tested nuclear designs.
To best manage risk, we will consider, on a case-by-case basis, the full range of LEP
approaches characterized by the three discrete options along the spectrum of possi-
bilities:

e Warhead Refurbishment—Nuclear explosive package (NEP) composed of
existing or newly manufactured components originally designed for that
warhead.

e Warhead Component Reuse—NEP composed of components previously
manufactured for the stockpile (includes new production of previously man-
ufactured components).

e Warhead Replacement—NEP component not previously produced for the
stockpile (based on tested designs).

All potential approaches—or, more likely, combinations of approaches—need to be
examined because the areas of most significant risks vary, and often times, have
to do with costs, manufacturing issues, the importance of improvements in margins,
safety and security, and long-term maintenance and surveillance. These factors dif-
fer from system to system, and the various LEP approaches differ in the degree to
which they provide flexibility to manage identified risks. They also differ in the de-
gree to which they exercise the skills and capabilities of our people, which is an im-
portant consideration in sustaining an experienced workforce. Assessment and cer-
tification challenges depend primarily on design details and associated margins and
uncertainties rather than the type of LEP approach considered.

Consideration of the full range of LEP options provides the necessary technical
flexibility to manage the stockpile with an acceptable level of risk. Our findings and
recommendations in studies of options will be based solely on our best technical as-
sessments of cost, risk, and ability to meet stockpile management goals. In decisions
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to proceed to engineering development, the U.S. government can consider a number
of factors for particular LEP approaches.

THE IMPORTANCE OF PEOPLE

Long-term success in stockpile stewardship fundamentally depends on the quality
of people in the program. If the Nation is not confident in the expertise and tech-
nical judgments of the stewards, the Nation will not have confidence in the safety,
security, and effectiveness of our nuclear deterrent. Over the years, exceptional sci-
entists and engineers have been attracted to LLNL by the opportunity to have ac-
cess to the world-class facilities, to pursue technically challenging careers, and to
work on projects of national importance. A Stockpile Stewardship Program that is
stable, technically challenging, and of recognized importance to the Nation is critical
to the future success of the program—and to the Laboratory in carrying out its na-
tional security responsibilities.

The specialized technical skills and expertise required for stockpile stewardship,
which come through mentoring and hands-on experience, take a long time to de-
velop. Program stability is critically important, and it requires a balanced, inte-
grated Stockpile Stewardship Program that has sustained bi-partisan support and
is sufficiently funded over the long term. We welcome a strong affirmation by the
administration and Congress of the importance of the NNSA laboratories’ work in
maintaining the U.S. nuclear deterrent through stockpile stewardship.

An important benefit of a strong Stockpile Stewardship Program is that this
foundational program helps the NNSA laboratories in meeting broader national se-
curity objectives. Clearly, nuclear weapons expertise is directly applicable to the nu-
clear security challenges of proliferation and terrorism. Other areas of national de-
fense, domestic and international security, and energy and environment security
also benefit from LLNL’s broad scientific and technical base and international lead-
ership in areas such as high-performance computing.

These activities further strengthen our science and technology workforce, add vi-
tality to the Laboratory, spin new ideas and additional capabilities into the weapons
program, and serve as a pipeline to bring top talent to LLNL so that we continue
to provide the Nation outstanding stockpile stewards. A broader base of national se-
curity programs at the NNSA laboratories is not a substitute for a strong Stockpile
Stewardship Program; neither is it a distraction from our defining mission and re-
sponsibilities to sustain the Nation’s nuclear deterrent.

CLOSING REMARKS

My testimony describing the successes and future challenges in stockpile steward-
ship supports and amplifies a joint statement my fellow NNSA laboratory directors
and I issued when the Nuclear Posture Review was released. We made two key
points:

First, that a Stockpile Stewardship Program which “ ... includes the consideration
of the full range of life extension options (refurbishment of existing warheads, reuse
of nuclear components from different warheads, and replacement of nuclear compo-
nents based on previously tested designs), provides the necessary technical flexi-
bility to manage the nuclear stockpile into the future with an acceptable level of
risk.”

Second, that “We are reassured that a key component of the NPR is the recogni-
tion of the importance of supporting ‘a modern physical infrastructure—comprised
of the national security laboratories and a complex of supporting facilities—and a
highly capable workforce with the specialized skills needed to sustain the nuclear
deterrent.”

Finally, I would like to again thank the committee for your interest in and contin-
ued support for stockpile stewardship and your commitment to the program’s suc-
cess.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Dr. Miller.
Dr. Hommert.

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL J. HOMMERT, Pu.D., DIRECTOR,
SANDIA NATIONAL LABORATORIES

Dr. HOMMERT. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and
distinguished members of the committee: Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify. I am Paul Hommert, Director of SNL, a multi-pro-
gram national security lab. I'm honored to be here with my col-
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leagues from LANL, LLNL, and Dr. Schwitters to testify on sus-
taining nuclear weapons under the New START.

Within the policy outlined in the NPR, the collective DOD and
NNSA guidance documents, the fiscal year 2011 budget request,
and the force structure terms of the New START, I am confident
that SNL can provide the required support for the Nation’s nuclear
deterrent. This confidence comes from our assessment of stockpile
management requirements against our mission, product space, and
capabilities.

Within the nuclear weapons complex, SNL is responsible for the
design and qualification of non-nuclear components that ensure the
weapons perform as intended, when authorized, and remain safe
and secure otherwise. We are responsible for hundreds of highly
specialized components with extremely high reliability require-
ments and unique, often very harsh environmental requirements.

Today we are facing new challenges. The weapons in the stock-
pile are aging and were designed when long life was not a high pri-
ority. The radar for the first B61 bomb, for example, was designed
for a 5-year lifetime. There are B61s in the stockpile today with
components that date back to the 1960s. It is a credit to the stew-
ardship program that we have the technical knowledge to support
continued confidence in these weapons systems as they age.

What are the keys to managing the stockpile into the future?
First, a strong and modernized surveillance program tailored to the
needs of an aging, smaller stockpile, to underpin our annual as-
sessment findings and recommendations. While this is essential for
the future, it is not sufficient. Through surveillance activities to
date, we have already established a number of stockpile concerns
that must be addressed.

Thus, the second element is the LEPs, foremost for us being the
B61. This is an immediate challenge for SNL, with a demanding
schedule and a technical scope more than twice that of the W76
LEP. I support the full scope approach called for by the NPR and
would be very concerned if we only replaced the non-nuclear com-
ponents with the most immediate aging issues and chose to reuse
other non-nuclear components, some of which are even now over 40
years old.

In addition to the surveillance programs and the life extension
efforts, we must give strong attention to sustaining capabilities for
the future. The highest priority is the viability of our design com-
petencies. In recent years, uncertainty surrounding requirements
for the stockpile resulted in the programmatic instability noted by
the JASON panel as a threat to the stewardship program. Today,
nearly half of the SNL staff with experience in major weapons sys-
tem efforts are over the age of 55. Their remaining careers will not
span the upcoming LEPs. This puts a premium going forward on
stable, multi-year program direction and resources to provide op-
portunities for new technical staff to work with experienced design-
ers.

Also key to sustainment is keeping pace with modern-day tech-
nologies. As an example, consider microelectronics, where since we
began our most recent full system development effort, the W88, in
1983, there has been a quantum leap in miniaturization and micro-
electronics functionality that offer real potential for enhancements
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E)Eg:ockpile safety and security which we will realize in the B61

Infrastructure sustainment is also critical. We have world-class
facilities where we perform a range of scientific research and prod-
uct qualification. But we also have outdated facilities that were
commissioned in the 1950s and 1960s. We are working with NNSA
to complete revitalization of our environmental test capabilities re-
quired to support the design of the B61 and subsequent LEPs, and
to recapitalize the tooling in our trusted microelectronics facility.

At SNL our broad national security work is critical to
sustainment. We are well poised to support the New START re-
gime and to continue our contributions to the national security, nu-
clear security, nonproliferation, and counterterrorism objectives of
the Nation. This work exercises and strengthens many of our nu-
clear weapons capabilities.

New START would not constrain the upcoming life extension im-
peratives. However, it does reinforce the importance of a modern
stockpile, a responsive infrastructure, as we move towards a small-
er nuclear arsenal.

Let me close by summarizing the keys to success going forward:
a robust surveillance program, stable LEPs, an unyielding atten-
tion to sustaining the key aspects of our capabilities for the fu-
ture—people, technologies, infrastructure, and our broader national
security programs.

Thank you and I welcome your questions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Hommert follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BT DR. PAUL J. HOMMERT
INTRODUCTION

Chairman Levin, Ranking Member McCain, and distinguished members of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify. I am
Paul Hommert, President and Director of Sandia National Laboratories. Sandia is
a multiprogram national security laboratory owned by the United States Govern-
ment and operated by Sandia Corporation?! for the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration (NNSA).

Sandia is one of the three NNSA laboratories with responsibility for stockpile
stewardship and annual assessment of the Nation’s nuclear weapons. Within the
U.S. nuclear weapons complex, Sandia is responsible for the design, development,
and qualification of nonnuclear components of nuclear weapons. It is also respon-
sible for the systems engineering and integration of the nuclear weapons in the
stockpile. While nuclear weapons remain Sandia’s core mission, the science, tech-
nology, and engineering capabilities required to support this mission position us to
support other aspects of national security as well. As a multiprogram national secu-
rity laboratory, Sandia also conducts research and development in nuclear non-
proliferation, nuclear counterterrorism, energy security, defense, and homeland se-
curity.

The policy framework outlined in the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) Report,
the high-level implementation plan established by the fiscal year 2011 Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Plan and the Report in Response to NDAA fiscal
year 2010 section 1251, New START treaty and Nuclear Force Restructure Plans
(to be referred to as section 1251 report), and the funding profile described in the
Department of Energy fiscal year 2011 Congressional Budget Request weave the
fabric of a compelling strategic future for U.S. nuclear weapons policy. In this con-
text and in view of the New START treaty, my statement today will address five
closely related issues: (1) the U.S. nuclear stockpile today and in the future; (2)
stockpile surveillance; (3) the life extension programs; (4) a retrospective of stockpile
stewardship; and (5) verification technologies.

1Sandia Corporation is a subsidiary of the Lockheed Martin Corporation under Department
of Energy prime contract no. DE-~AC04-94AL85000.
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THE U.S. NUCLEAR STOCKPILE TODAY AND IN THE FUTURE

As noted in the NPR Report, “The fundamental role of U.S. nuclear weapons,
which will continue as long as nuclear weapons exist, is to deter nuclear attack on
the United States, our allies, and our partners” (p. vii). Since the end of the Cold
War, the stockpile has become smaller in total numbers and comprises fewer weap-
on types, and its size will continue to decrease. It is natural that nuclear weapons
policy in the post-Cold War era should be reevaluated in light of 21st century
threats. The administration’s joint objectives of maintaining a safe, secure, and ef-
fective nuclear arsenal and, at the same time, strengthening the global nonprolifera-
tion regime and preventing nuclear terrorism provide a challenging, significant role
for Sandia and, indeed, for all those involved in the nuclear weapons program.

Within the context of the nuclear weapons policy outlined in the NPR Report and
the collective guidance for implementation provided in the fiscal year 2011 Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Plan, the Section 1251 Report, and the Department
of Energy Fiscal Year 2011 Congressional Budget Request, and under the New
START treaty terms, I am confident that Sandia can fulfill its responsibilities in
support of the Nation’s nuclear deterrent. That confidence comes from our assess-
ment of the stockpile management requirements against our mission and product
space and our capabilities. In their totality, the documents describing the future of
the U.S. nuclear deterrent represent a well-founded, achievable path forward, which
I understand and support. However, as we stand on the threshold of the next era
of stockpile stewardship and management, we must recognize the challenges inher-
ent in this framework. A significant body of work is required to sustain the deter-
rent into the next two decades, and we must ensure that the resources are commen-
surate with the requirements and expectations. Specifically, I can be confident that
the totality of the stockpile management and deterrent policy can be supported only
if the fiscal year 2011 budget is authorized and appropriated at the level of the ad-
ministration’s request and the national significance of our mission is sustained.

Mission and Product Space

Sandia is responsible for the systems engineering and integration of the nuclear
weapons in the U.S. stockpile. As systems integrator, we are responsible for numer-
ous unique and challenging assignments, including the engineered interfaces from
the warheads to the delivery platforms and surveillance management at the weapon
system level for the nuclear weapons complex—both flight testing and system-level
ground testing.

Sandia is the nonnuclear component design agency for NNSA. The components
that we design ensure that the weapons will perform as intended when authorized
through the U.S. command and control structure, and that they remain safe and se-
cure otherwise. These critical functions are provided through our core products of
arming, fuzing, and firing systems (AF&F's), neutron generators, gas transfer sys-
tems, and surety systems. We are responsible for literally hundreds of major compo-
nents in the stockpile. Our products are highly specialized electrical, microelec-
tronic, electro-mechanical, chemical, and explosive components with extremely high
reliability specifications and unique, very harsh environmental requirements. For
example, an “intent stronglink” is a component that prevents a nuclear weapon from
being armed until a unique string of code is entered indicating human intent. Even
in the most recent designs, there are more than 200 parts in a component the size
of a cell phone. We are also responsible for “weaklink” components, which are de-
signed to fail in a manner that precludes inadvertent nuclear detonation in accident
scenarios such as those involving fire or lightning. These safety components must
meet stringent requirements.

Sandia designs, engineers, and integrates these specialized products into the Na-
tion’s nuclear arsenal through the efforts of a world-class workforce and highly spe-
cialized tools, facilities, and equipment. However, to fulfill our responsibilities for
the deterrent into the future, we are facing new challenges.

Consider first that most of the weapons in the current stockpile were designed
at a time when long design life was not typically a high-priority design requirement.
The radar for the first B61 bomb, for example, was originally designed for a 5-year
lifetime; today there are B61s in the stockpile with components manufactured in the
late 1960s. It is a credit to our Stockpile Stewardship Program that we have the
technical knowledge base to support continued confidence in these weapon systems
as they age. Indeed, it is also a credit to those who designed the current stockpile
that it has lasted well beyond original design lifetimes. Now we are working to pro-
vide solutions that will extend the lifetime of our nuclear arsenal for another 30
years.
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The state of the stockpile is reported to the President through the annual assess-
ment process. Through this process, we have been, and remain, able to assess the
Nation’s stockpile as safe, secure, and reliable. That said, as we move forward with
the challenging business of extending the lifetimes of U.S. nuclear weapon systems,
we must address stockpile aging and degradation, as well as technology obsoles-
cence. In addition, long weapon lifetimes will become a specific design objective.

While the options to refurbish, reuse, and replace are applicable to the nuclear
explosive package, almost all of Sandia’s life extension work will involve replace-
ments with modern technologies. Nonnuclear components, by their very nature, are
subject to a whole range of potential aging and failure modes. Although we may be
able to reuse some of the original components, doing so uniformly would be a fun-
damentally unwise option when their service life must be extended by another 30
years. In addition, only modern technology will enable introduction into the stock-
pile of the safety and security required by the NPR Report.

STOCKPILE SURVEILLANCE

Stockpile surveillance and assessment play a crucial role in assuring the nuclear
deterrent. Through these activities, we develop knowledge about the safety, security,
and reliability of the stockpile. This knowledge provides the technical basis for our
annual assessment findings and recommendations regarding the state of the stock-
pile. It also informs decisions made about the stockpile: from deployment and tar-
geting to safe handling operations (routine or otherwise) and from there to develop-
ment of new component and system design options. In their 2009 annual assessment
letters, all three NNSA laboratory directors highlighted concerns about inadequate
progress toward surveillance transformation. Former Sandia Laboratories Director
Tom Hunter said, “I believe that the level of commitment to a tailored and balanced
stockpile evaluation program for our aging, smaller stockpile is inadequate.” Indeed,
the JASON panel reached the same conclusion in their 2009 life extension study.

The Department of Energy fiscal year 2011 Congressional Budget Request places
high priority on stockpile surveillance, and we understand and agree to strengthen
our knowledge and confidence in the current stockpile. The Surveillance Trans-
formation Plan was established to better align our surveillance program with the
challenges of an aging and smaller stockpile. The plan aims to shift the surveillance
program’s focus from finding defects to acquiring deeper scientific understanding of
stockpile performance margins, distributions, and trends by creating higher fidelity
diagnostics and physical and computational simulation capabilities. In this new
framework, we will be better able to anticipate stockpile performance degradation
and to schedule required actions. Yet, although essential, a strong surveillance pro-
gram is only one component of stockpile management into the future. The life exten-
sion programs are another component.

THE LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAMS

The B61 Life Extension Program

The NPR Report concluded that the United States will “proceed with full scope
life extension for the B61 bomb including enhancing safety, security, and use con-
trol” (p. xiii). This is the most immediate stockpile challenge for Sandia. For this
life extension, we are deliberately building multidisciplinary teams of both highly
experienced staff and new talent, sustaining the necessary knowledge in the man-
agement team, providing an optimal teaming environment, ensuring that facilities
are ready for the work, and piloting new processes that will benefit our life exten-
sion work.

Nevertheless, we find ourselves in a state of urgency, with a demanding schedule
and expansive product requirements. The primary driver for the schedule of the B61
LEP is the fact that critical nonnuclear components are exhibiting age-related per-
formance degradation. For example, the radar in the B61, which includes the now
infamous vacuum tubes, must be replaced. In addition, both the neutron generator
and a battery component are fast approaching obsolescence and must be replaced.
A secondary driver for the schedule is the deployment of the F35 Joint Strike Fight-
er, 