














plan, every weapon in the stockpile
would have a “reneved” nuclear explo-
sive package in the out years, after a
“new infrastructure” was built. The
stockpile shown on the slide included a
future “B93” bomb and a “W94,” the
latter described as a “potential new
warhead.”* This policy was the same
two vears later. Energy’s authoritative
October 1997 stewardship plan states:

“The requirement to maintain the
capability to design and engineer new
weapon systems to military require-
ments [was] stated in the boD Nuclear
Posture Review (NPR). Nuclear wea-
pons in the enduring stockpile will
eventually be replaced. (New system

But doubts are beginning to arise
about the “high margin” warhead Los
Alamos is working on. The Energy
Department said in April 1998, “The
replacement warhead for the Mk5
may not be certifiable without nuclear
testing.”*

Run silent, run deep

The military, the labs, and the Energy
Department have not been comfort-
able discussing these projects. In an
April 1996 breakfast meeting with re-
porters, Harold Smith, chair of the
Nuclear Weapons Council Standing
and Safety Committee, denied all

“It is paramount that the program develops and maintains
a direction that emphasizes Stockpile Stewardship
and de-emphasizes new warhead development.”

development may be needed even to
maintain today’s military characteris-
tics). This work is anticipated to begin
around 2010.

“In the meantime, future national
policies are supported for deterrence by
retaining the ability to develop new nu-
clear options for emergent threats. . . .
Miniature, modular building blocks for
nuclear weapon systems are being de-
veloped . . . proof-of-principle flight
tests will demonstrate alternative con-
cepts to address new threats and will
provide the technology for new ap-
proaches to deterrence, should the na-
tion ever need them, as well as attract
and train new nuclear weapon system
engineers.”*

Energy’s 1998 and 1999 stewardship
plans—the most recent, publicly avail-
able redacted “Green Books”—do not
mention any doubts about the ability to
certify the Submarine Warhead Protec-
tion Program pit-reuse option, which it
describes as a “mature” design.
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knowledge of the Submarine Warhead
Protection Program—even though he
was the one who formally requested
that the Energy Department, along
with the Defense Department, flesh
out an “alternative warheads” program
for the navy in May 1995. Smith’s de-
nial, as reported by Elaine Grossman
in Inside the Pentagon, was complete:
““There are no new nuclear designs
for the sLBM force. None. There are no
new warheads. There cannot be,” said
Smith, whose official title is assistant to
the secretary of defense for nuclear
and chemical and biological defense
programs. ‘Because if you cannot test,
you cannot develop new warheads.
That is almost the eleventh command-
ment as given to Moses on Mount
Sinai,” Smith said. [Emphasis added.]
“When pressed on whether new de-
signs were being sought, even if they
would be shelved for possible emer-
gency production in the future, Smith
suggested the navy could remanufac-

ture existing designs. ‘Those are all
well-tested designs,” sai-l Smith of the
warheads already fielded. ‘We have the
blueprints. We will simply go back,
and if necessary remanufacture them
from scratch.””*

This interview has often been cited
to quell fears that the Energy Depart-
ment could or would develop new
weapons under a test ban. But Smith’s
remarks are unfortunately contradict-
ed by the documentary record, some
of it bearing his signature.

At a June 6, 1996 Energy Depart-
ment meeting, damage control was in
full swing:

“Karen Lombardo DOE HQ (DP-17)
explained for the benefit of the Labs
and AL [Albuquerque] the political cli-
mate that is evolving in Washington
concerning the development of new
nuclear weapons. Questions of whether
wpp [Warhead Protection Program]
constituted a new weapon have been
raised. . . . Therefore, it is paramount
that the program develops and main-
tains a direction that emphasizes Stock-
pile Stewardship and de-emphasizes
new warhead development.

“In addition HQ [headquarters] was
concerned about the name of the pro-
gram and the name of ‘High Margin
Warhead’ and suggested that we con-
sider changing them. The group raised
some concerns over changing the
name of the program. LANL stated that
they had already considered a name
change to ‘Replacement Warhead.” It
was suggested that the use of the word
‘warhead’ may not be acceptable. Be-
cause of the confusion over wording,
Karen Lombardo had been asked at
the Program Review to develop a Pro-
gram Definition Glossary.”*

With or without the “glossary,” it
proved impossible to entirely expur-
gate the word “warhead” from a pro-
gram to develop new warheads. A sec-
ond-best option—couching the pro-
gram in vague and reassuring lan-
guage—was chosen. In a May 1997
status report, the current activities in
the replacement warhead project in-
cluded “Warhead Surety Theme being
developed.”*



A few questions

The Submarine Warhead Protection
Program is much more than an effort
to maintain weapons. It is designed to
increase the military capability of the
JU.S. arsenal as it downsizes—while pi-
oneering the design and certification
of new weapons without nuclear
testing.

Despite its potentially adverse ef-
fects on crisis stability, stockpile relia-
bility, and arms control and disarma-
ment efforts, there has been no pub-
lic or congressional debate over up-
grading warheads or the gratuitous
modification and novel design of nu-
clear explosives. Rather, there have
been denials that such efforts are oc-
curring or could occur—even though
the public record is replete with ref-
erences to these developments. A
public debate might start with a few
basic questions:

m Is it a good idea to threaten Russia
with even more hard-target weapons?

m Is the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram, as currently structured, compat—
ible with any comprehensive test ban
treaty? If untested weapons are al-
lowed to enter the stockpile, who but
the labs—whose funding rides on the
answer—can credibly say whether
those untested designs actually work,
now and in the years to come?

m Looking beyond the Submarine
Warhead Protection Program, will con-
tinuous weapons development build
pressure for the eventual deployment
of new weapons?

[} Continuing nuclear weapons pro-
grams, including the Submarine War-
head Protection Program and the ear-
lier B61-11 modifications, raise still
more fundamental questions: Will the
United States comply with its Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty commitment
to successfully negotiate nuclear disar-
mament? Or will it pursue a goal of
continued—and increasing—military
utility for nuclear weapons?

Neither the Clinton administration
nor the Congress has yet asked these
questions, much less provided an-
swers. Nor has the Energy Depart-
ment been provided with policy guid-

ance on the question of new weapons
and weapons with new military utility.

In the absence of such guidance, the
labs and their Energy Department
overseers have been making up policy
as they go. In the case of bureaucracies
whose fundamental purpose has been

to devise new weapons, whatever is
not forb*iden may well be considered
mandatory.

Progress in nuclear arms control, let
alone nuclear disarmament, will re-
quire uisarming the institutions that de-
fend and promote nuclear weapons. m
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