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Good morning, gentleman, and welcome back to the subcommittee.  A year ago we had what I think was a valuable full-day hearing on weapons.  For half a day we wrestled with the weighty conceptual issues before we heard your budget request.  Top on everyone’s mind were RRW and complex transformation. 
I guess it really shouldn’t surprise me that these issues haven’t been resolved, since they are difficult questions that are critical to the security of the United States.  But I am surprised at how uncomfortable I am with the Administration’s handling of them.  You probably know by now that a couple of months ago my chairman and I questioned the Deputy Secretary of Defense about DoD’s relationship with DOE.  He was unaware that DOE actually paid for nuclear weapons production.  I think it is fair to say that we were both shocked.  This confirmed our suspicion that DoD has no reason to exercise restraint in its nuclear weapons requests to DOE when another agency has to bear the cost of those requests.  For years, we have also been pushing the Administration to develop a rational approach to transformation of the DOE nuclear weapons complex.   There, too, I have concerns about how the Administration is proceeding.  
I say this because you have no more important responsibility than ensuring the stability of our nuclear forces and the effectiveness and security of our weapons complex.  I understand the need for thinking along the lines of RRW – we’re either going to support something like this, or we’re going to have a larger, aging stockpile, probably leading us back to nuclear testing.  And complex transformation still needs to move forward, even if RRW stalls.  But it needs to move forward toward a complex that is safer and more efficient…not a complex that simply preserves jobs in key States.
There is one other point I want to make, dealing specifically with the NNSA weapons labs.  I truly value the national labs, but I have no patience with any laboratory that acts like it has a right to certain work.  Unfortunately, many in the weapons labs, and their supporters in Congress, believe that they have some fundamental right to maintain their funding and staffing levels.  If the funding for weapons activities goes down in the future, then they believe Congress somehow owes it to the weapons labs to make up the shortfall with work from other DOE programs, such as the Office of Science or the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy.  Well, this may shock some, but they don’t have that right.  

We have three DOE labs represented on this subcommittee, and all of those labs are facing some personnel reductions because of changing workloads and funding.  The weapons labs are subject to these same variables, and they should do what every other DOE lab has to do — compete for new work based on the price and performance they can offer.  I have to say that I don’t think they compete very well today.  To start, the weapons labs have some of the highest overhead rates within the entire DOE complex.  Their cost and schedule performance is nothing to write home about.  Last but not least, the NNSA Act makes these labs explicitly not subject to the authority, direction and control of anyone in DOE other than the Secretary or NNSA employees.  In other words, the labs want a piece of the action from the Office of Science, but by law they cannot report to the Office of Science.  
If I were running the Office of Science or one of the other non-NNSA program offices, I have to say that the NNSA weapons labs would not be my first choice.  They would be my last choice.  They need to learn how to compete for work on the merits rather on political pull.

So I think we’re all looking forward today to hearing your plans for dealing with these challenges.  Gentlemen, I look forward to hearing your testimonies.

