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Two useful documents on the Reliable Replacement Warhead program-- RRW-- are of relatively
recent vintage."?

However, the need for replacement warheads goes back many decades and has been fulfilled by
various programs in updating, remanufacturing, and occasionally substitution. Since the early
1990s the Stockpile Stewardship Program-- SSP-- has been augmented by the Science-Based
Stockpile Stewardship Program-- SBSSP-- by which eleven warheads of each type are removed
from inventory each year, one of them totally and destructively disassembled, and lessons learned
from the process. The process is detailed in Medalia 2006.

My own involvement with these activities began with my intensive work at Los Alamos in 1950,
continuing as a consultant to LANL and more recently to Sandia National Laboratory. This has
been supplemented particularly in the last 15 years or so by DOE-sponsored work in JASON,
directly involved in stockpile stewardship. In addition, there have been studies by the National
Academy Committee on International Security and Arms Control-- CISAC-- and its panels,
including the 2002 report on "Technical Issues Related to the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty."

It is essential to understand that almost all of the thousands of parts involved in a modern U.S.
nuclear weapon are the responsibility of SNL and not of the weapons labs-- LANL and LLNL. In
fact, many of the SNL components are not involved in an underground test, since they must be
bypassed or otherwise supplemented for full-scale nuclear testing. Among such are the arming,
firing, and fuzing systems, including the radar fuze, much of the hardware that is involved in
sensing the stockpile-to-target sequence, and even neutron generators.

Furthermore, the SNL responsibilities are eminently testable and there is no bar to upgrading and
replacing them when economically justified. Of course, economic justification depends on the
number of warheads of a given type that are to be continued in the inventory, since the revision or
refurbishment cost has a per-warhead component.

The Tri-Lab paper essentially assumes its conclusions. These are that the cost of maintaining
warheads of existing type will increase indefinitely and be intolerable, and that new-design RRW
and a "responsive infrastructure” can be achieved, without nuclear testing, and will not only
provide replacements for everything that is in the stockpile but also the flexibility for nuclear
warheads for new applications in the future. The benefits are supposed to include reduced cost in
maintaining a reliable stockpile, and reduced numbers of weapons in the stockpile, since it will no
longer be required or demanded that there be a set of replacement warheads to be deployed in
case the reliability of a warhead type is questioned. .

Unfortunately, the arguments constitute much more of a lawyer's brief than a reasoned argument.

Some supporters of the RRW do not accept these arguments, as indicated by quotations in an lan
Hoffman article of 03/13/2006 quoting Johnny Foster:

' **Tri-Lab report of May, 2005.**
?"Nuclear Weapons: The Reliable Replacement Warhead Program,” by Jonathan Medalia (CRS
Report for Congress RL32929 updated March 9, 2006). :






