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DOE’s Program to Assist Weapons Scientists in
Russia and Other Countries Needs to Be Reassessed

What GAO Found

DOE has overstated accomplishments for the 2 critical measures it uses to
assess the IPP program’s progress and performance—the number of scientists
receiving DOE support and the number of long-term, private sector jobs
created. First, although DOE claims to have engaged over 16,770 scientists in
Russia and other countries, this total includes both scientists with and without
weapons-related experience. GAO’s analysis of 97 IPP projects involving
about 6,450 scientists showed that more than half did not claim to possess any
weapons-related experience. Furthermore, officials from 10 Russian and
Ukrainian institutes told GAO that the IPP program helps them attract, recruit,
and retain younger scientists who might otherwise emigrate to the United
States or other western countries and contributes to the continued operation
of their facilities. This is contrary to the original intent of the program, which
was to reduce the proliferation risk posed by Soviet-era weapons scientists.
Second, although DOE asserts that the IPP program helped create 2,790 long-
term, private sector jobs for former weapons scientists, the credibility of this
number is uncertain because DOE relies on “good-faith” reporting from U.S.
industry partners and foreign institutes on the number of jobs created and
does not independently verify the number of jobs reported to have been
created.

DOE has not developed an exit strategy for the IPP program, even though
officials from the Russian government, Russian and Ukrainian institutes, and
U.S. companies raised questions about the continuing need for the program.
Importantly, a senior Russian Atomic Energy Agency official told GAO that
the IPP program is no longer relevant because Russia’s economy is strong and
its scientists no longer pose a proliferation risk. DOE has not developed
criteria to determine when scientists, institutes, or countries should
“sraduate” from the program. In contrast, the Department of State (State),
which supports a similar program to assist Soviet-era weapons scientists, has
assessed participating institutes and developed a strategy to graduate certain
institutes from its program. Instead of finding ways to phase out the IPP
program, DOE has recently expanded the program to include new countries
and areas. Specifically, in 2004, DOE began providing assistance to scientists
in Iraq and Libya. In addition, the IPP program is working with DOE’s Office
of Nuclear Energy to develop projects that support the Global Nuclear Energy
Partnership—a DOE-led international effort to expand the use of civilian
nuclear power.

In every fiscal year since 1998, DOE carried over unspent funds in excess of
the amount that the Congress provided for the program. For example, as of
September 2007, DOE carried over about $30 million in unspent funds—$2
million more than the $28 million that the Congress had appropriated for the
IPP program in fiscal year 2007. Two main factors have contributed to this
recurring problem—Ilengthy review and approval processes for paying former
Soviet weapons scientists and delays in implementing some IPP projects.

United States Government Accountability Office



http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-08-189
http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-08-189

Contents

Letter 1
Results in Brief 5
Background 9
DOE Has Overstated the Progress Made on Key Performance
Measures, Raising Doubts about the IPP Program’s
Nonproliferation Benefits 11
DOE Has Not Developed an Exit Strategy for the IPP Program, but
Instead Has Expanded Efforts to Iraq and Libya and Is Using the
Program to Support the Department’s Global Nuclear Energy
Partnership 22
Multiple DOE and Contractor Reviews and Delays in Project
Implementation Contribute to the IPP Program’s Large Balances
of Unspent Program Funds 29
Conclusions 37
Recommendations for Executive Action 39
Agency Comments and Our Evaluation 40
Appendix I Scope and Methodology 44
Appendix II Additional Information on the Russian and
Ukrainian Institutes That We Included in Our
Fieldwork 50
Appendix III Classification Systems Used to Assess IPP Project
Participants’ Knowledge of Weapons of Mass
Destruction 58
Appendix IV IPP Projects DOE Reported to Be Commercially
Successful 61
Appendix V Comments from the Department of Energy 64

Page i GAO-08-189 Nuclear Nonproliferation



Appendix VI Comments from the Department of State 75
Appendix VII GAO Contact and Staff Acknowledgments 77
Related GAO Products 78
Tables
Table 1: Multistage Process for Assessing IPP Project Participants’
WMD Backgrounds 14
Table 2: CRDF, ISTC, and STCU Weapons Expertise Classification
Codes 59
Table 3: DOE Projects Listed as Contributing to Commercial
Successes in DOE’s Fiscal Year 2005 IPP Program Annual
Report 61
Figures
Figure 1: Appropriations and Unspent Balances for the IPP
Program from Fiscal Years 1998 through 2008 30
Figure 2: ISTC/STCU Payment Process 32
Figure 3: CRDF Payment Process 34

Page ii GAO-08-189 Nuclear Nonproliferation



Abbreviations

CRDF
DCAA
DOE
EXACT
GNEP
ILAB
IPP
ISTC
NAS
NNSA
STCU
USIC
WMD

U.S. Civilian Research and Development Foundation
Defense Contract Audit Agency

Department of Energy

Expertise Accountability Tool

Global Nuclear Energy Partnership
Inter-Laboratory Board

Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention
International Science and Technology Center
National Academy of Sciences

National Nuclear Security Administration
Science and Technology Center in Ukraine
United States Industry Coalition

weapons of mass destruction

This is a work of the U.S. government and is not subject to copyright protection in the
United States. The published product may be reproduced and distributed in its entirety

without further permission from GAO. However, because this work may contain
copyrighted images or other material, permission from the copyright holder may be
necessary if you wish to reproduce this material separately.

Page iii

GAO-08-189 Nuclear Nonproliferation




i

&= GAO

_Accountability * Integrity * Reliability

United States Government Accountability Office

Washington, DC 20548

December 12, 2007

The Honorable Bennie G. Thompson
Chairman

Committee on Homeland Security
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

During the decades before its dissolution, the Soviet Union produced a
cadre of scientists and engineers whose knowledge and expertise would
be invaluable to countries or terrorist groups trying to develop weapons of
mass destruction (WMD). After the Soviet Union’s collapse in 1991, many
of these scientists suffered significant cuts in pay or lost their government-
supported work. The United States and other countries were concerned
that these scientists would sell their expertise to terrorists or countries of
concern, such as Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. To address this potential
proliferation concern, the Department of Energy (DOE) established the
Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention (IPP) program in 1994.' The
objectives of the IPP program, which is implemented by the National
Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA),” are to (1) in the short term,
engage weapons scientists and scientific research and development
institutes located in Russia and other countries of the former Soviet Union
in nonmilitary work by supplementing their existing salaries and (2) in the
long term, create sustainable, private sector jobs for former weapons
scientists. As of April 2007, DOE reported it had supplemented the salaries

"The IPP program was originally called the Industrial Partnering Program and was
established under Pub. L. No. 103-87 § 575, 107 Stat. 972-773 (1993). In 1996, DOE changed
the program’s name to reflect a greater focus on and commitment to nonproliferation
issues. In 2002, the IPP program and another similar DOE nonproliferation program, the
Nuclear Cities Initiative, were placed under a common management organization within
DOE and designated the Russian Transition Initiatives. In 2006, the Russian Transition
Initiatives was renamed the Global Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention and adopted the
mission of addressing the proliferation of WMD expertise globally. Since the program’s
inception, North Korea has successfully tested a nuclear weapon, and there are concerns
that Iran has made progress in developing its own nuclear weapons program.

*NNSA is a separately organized agency within DOE that was created by the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-65, 113 Stat. 953 (1999),
with responsibility for the nation’s nuclear weapons, nonproliferation, and naval reactors
programs.
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of over 16,770 scientists, engineers, and technicians and created 2,790
long-term, private sector jobs in Russia and other countries of the former
Soviet Union.

Through October 1, 2007, there were 929 draft, active, inactive, and
completed IPP projects involving personnel at about 200 nuclear,
chemical, and biological institutes in Russia and other countries. Many IPP
projects involve more than one institute, and sometimes a single project
will involve institutes in more than one country. Over 80 percent of the
projects are focused on institutes in Russia, and the majority of these
projects involve scientists and institutes specializing in nuclear weapons-
related work. Other countries that currently participate or have
participated in the IPP program include Armenia, Belarus, Georgia,
Kazakhstan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan.

For each IPP project, DOE requires that at least 65 percent of the project’s
funding go to Russia and other countries as payments to individuals
actually working on the project or to the participating institutes in
payment for project-related supplies, equipment, and overhead. Because
the IPP program is not administered through a government-to-government
agreement, as are many other U.S. nonproliferation programs, DOE
distributes funding for IPP projects through three tax-exempt entities to
avoid paying foreign taxes: the International Science and Technology
Center (ISTC) in Russia, the Science and Technology Center in Ukraine
(STCU), and the U.S. Civilian Research and Development Foundation
(CRDF). These organizations transfer IPP funds directly to the personal
bank accounts of IPP project participants in Russia and other countries.
To receive payment for work on IPP projects, project participants must
submit paperwork to these organizations indicating, among other things,
whether they possess WMD experience.

Project proposals under the IPP program are prepared and submitted to
DOE by officials from the participating national laboratories,’ although a
project may also result from the initiative of a foreign institute or U.S.

’DOE manages the largest laboratory system of its kind in the world. Originally created to
design and build atomic weapons, DOE’s 22 laboratories have expanded their missions to
conduct research in many disciplines—from high-energy physics to advanced computing,.
The 12 national laboratories that participate in the IPP program are the Argonne,
Brookhaven, Idaho, Lawrence Berkeley, Lawrence Livermore, Los Alamos, Oak Ridge,
National Renewable Energy, Pacific Northwest, Sandia, and Savannah River National
Laboratories and the Kansas City Plant.
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company. Each participating DOE national laboratory provides technical
and financial oversight over a set of projects. Partnerships are formed by
the national laboratories between U.S. companies—known as industry
partners—and institutes in Russia and other countries. Industry partners
are engaged in projects through Cooperative Research and Development
Agreements with the participating DOE national laboratories, which
require cost-sharing to develop technologies for commercial application.
An Inter-Laboratory Board (ILAB) serves as the primary coordinating body
for the national laboratories involved in the IPP program. The ILAB
coordinates, reviews, and facilitates the activities of the participating
national laboratories and makes recommendations to DOE on how to
implement the program. Ultimate decision-making authority lies with the
DOE headquarters IPP program office.

To improve the potential of IPP projects to create sustainable jobs in
Russia and other countries, DOE requires that a U.S. industry partner be
identified before it approves and funds a project. A consortium of U.S.
industry partners—the United States Industry Coalition (USIC)—was
established in 1994. To participate in the IPP program, a company must
become a member of USIC and pay dues based on its size. USIC reviews
IPP project proposals for commercial potential and requires that all
project proposals have the basic outline of a business plan for
commercializing the technology involved. In addition, USIC annually
surveys its member companies to determine the commercial results of IPP
projects, such as the number of long-term, private sector jobs created.
DOE uses the results of USIC’s surveys to report to the Congress on the
number of jobs the IPP program created.

DOE’s IPP program is one of several nonproliferation programs focused
on reducing the potential proliferation risks posed by scientists from
Russia and other countries. Other such programs include the Science
Centers program funded by the U.S. government—under the auspices of
the Department of State (State)—and other nations;' CRDF; and a variety
of initiatives primarily focused on biological institutes and implemented by
the Departments of Agriculture, Defense, Health and Human Services, and
State. In addition, from 1998 through 2006, DOE administered the Nuclear

“The Science Centers, consisting of ISTC and STCU, are intergovernmental bodies with
over 12 contributing member states. The centers were established to provide peaceful
research opportunities to weapons scientists of the former Soviet Union. For additional
information, see GAO, Weapons of Mass Destruction: State Department Oversight of
Science Centers Program, GAO-01-582 (Washington, D.C.: May 10, 2001).
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Cities Initiative, whose goal was to create sustainable jobs for weapons
scientists in Russia’s closed nuclear cities and to help Russia accelerate
the downsizing of its nuclear weapons complex.” The government-to-
government agreement between the United States and Russia governing
this program expired and was not renewed, and, as a result, the program
was terminated in September 2006.

In 1999, we reviewed the IPP program and made several recommendations
to improve its management, including recommending that DOE (1) obtain
more accurate data on the background and number of scientists
participating in the program, (2) maximize the amount of funds going to
former Soviet Union weapons institutes, and (3) eliminate projects that do
not have commercial potential.” The Congress, among other things,
subsequently prohibited DOE from using IPP program funding, available
after fiscal year 1999, to supplement the income of scientists and engineers
who (1) are currently engaged in activities directly related to the design,
development, production, or testing of chemical or biological WMD or a
missile system to deliver such weapons or (2) were not formerly engaged
in activities directly related to the design, development, production, or
testing of WMD or a missile delivery system for such weapons.” The
Congress also prohibited DOE from funding any institute or scientist
determined by the Secretary of Energy to have made a scientific or
business contact about WMD with a representative of a “country of
proliferation concern.”

Ten closed nuclear cities formed the core of the former Soviet Union’s nuclear weapons
complex. Many of the cities are located in geographically remote locations and were so
secret that they did not appear on any publicly-available maps until 1992. For additional
information, see GAO, Nuclear Nonproliferation: DOE’s Efforts to Assist Scientists in
Russia’s Nuclear Cities Face Challenges, GAO-01-429 (Washington, D.C.: May 3, 2001).

fSee GAO, Nuclear Nonproliferation: Concerns with DOE’s Efforts to Reduce the Risks
Posed by Russia’s Unemployed Weapons Scientists, GAO/RCED-99-54 (Washington, D.C.:
Feb. 19, 1999). As a result of our 1999 review, DOE modified the IPP program by
implementing requirements to (1) better categorize the weapons backgrounds of scientists
participating in IPP projects; (2) review projects for potential dual-use technology; (3) limit
funding for DOE national laboratories to no more than 35 percent for each IPP project;

(4) eliminate basic research projects; (5) establish direct, tax-free payments to participating
former Soviet scientists; and (6) institute audits conducted by the Defense Contract Audit
Agency as a way of verifying proper transfer of IPP program funds and equipment.

"Pub. L. No. 106-65 § 3136(a)(2).

*Pub. L. No. 106-65 § 3136(a)(3). As defined by the section, a “country of proliferation
concern” means any country designated as such by the Director of Central Intelligence for
purposes of the IPP program.
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Results in Brief

In this context, you asked us to review the IPP program. As agreed with
your office, we assessed (1) DOE’s reported accomplishments for the IPP
program, (2) DOE’s exit strategy for the IPP program, and (3) the extent to
which the IPP program has experienced annual carryover balances of
unspent funds and the reasons for such carryover.

To address these objectives, we examined 207 of the 929 IPP projects. We
selected this judgmental sample of draft, active, inactive, and completed
projects on the basis of a variety of factors, such as geographic
distribution, representation of all participating national laboratories, and
project costs. Of the 207 projects in our sample, we received or were able
to reconstruct information on payments to project participants for 97
projects. We interviewed key officials and analyzed documentation, such
as program guidance, project proposals, and financial information, from
DOE and its contractors at the Argonne, Brookhaven, Idaho, Lawrence
Berkeley, Lawrence Livermore, Los Alamos, Oak Ridge, National
Renewable Energy, Pacific Northwest, Sandia, and Savannah River
National Laboratories; the Kansas City Plant; and Defense and State. We
interviewed officials from 15 Russian and 7 Ukrainian institutes that
participate in the IPP program. We also spoke with officials from the
Federal Agency for Atomic Energy of the Russian Federation, which
oversees institutes involved in Russia’s nuclear weapons program.
Furthermore, we interviewed officials from 14 U.S. companies that
participate in the IPP program to better understand their perspective on
the program’s benefits and its implementation. In addition, we analyzed
cost and budgetary information from DOE, DOE’s national laboratories,
CRDF, ISTC, and STCU. We interviewed knowledgeable officials on the
reliability of these data, including issues such as data entry, access, quality
control procedures, and the accuracy and completeness of the data. We
determined that these data were sufficiently reliable for the purposes of
this review. Appendix I provides more details on our scope and
methodology, and appendix II provides more detailed information on the
institutes that we visited in Russia and Ukraine. We conducted our review
from October 2006 through December 2007 in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards.

DOE has overstated accomplishments for the 2 critical measures it uses to
assess the IPP program’s progress and performance—the number of WMD
scientists receiving DOE support and the number of long-term, private
sector jobs created. First, according to our analysis of 97 IPP projects
involving about 6,450 scientists for whom we had complete payment
information, more than half of the scientists paid by the program never
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claimed to have WMD experience. Furthermore, instead of supporting
Soviet-era WMD scientists as a way of minimizing proliferation risks,
officials at 10 nuclear and biological institutes in Russia and Ukraine told
us that IPP program funds help them attract, recruit, and retain younger
scientists and contribute to the continued operation of their facilities. This
is contrary to the original intent of the program, which was to reduce the
proliferation risk posed by Soviet-era weapons scientists. For example,
about 972 of the scientists paid for work on these 97 projects were born in
1970 or later, making them too young to have contributed to Soviet-era
WMD efforts. Second, although DOE asserts that through April 2007, the
IPP program had helped create 2,790 long-term, private sector jobs in
Russia and other countries, we were unable to substantiate the existence
of many of these jobs in our review of 48 of the 50 projects DOE considers
to be commercial successes. For example, DOE reported that 350 jobs
were created at one Russian institute, but officials from that institute told
us that only 160 people had actually been employed, that most were on a
part-time basis, and that they could not account for jobs that may have
been created at other institutes previously involved in the projects. The
validity of the number of jobs reported to have been created by the IPP
program is in doubt because DOE relies on “good-faith” reporting from
U.S. industry partners and institutes in Russia and other countries and
does not independently verify employment data it receives. Finally, the
metrics DOE uses to set IPP program goals and measure progress are
outdated. DOE officials admitted that the IPP program targets—based on a
1991 assessment of the former Soviet WMD scientist population—are not
sufficient to judge the IPP program’s progress in reducing proliferation
risks. However, DOE has not updated its metrics on the basis of more
recent estimates of the WMD scientist population, and it has not set
priorities for the program on the basis of a comprehensive country-by-
country and institute-by-institute evaluation of proliferation risks. Due to
the serious nature of these findings, we are recommending that DOE
perform a comprehensive reassessment of the IPP program to help the
Congress determine whether to continue to fund the program. We believe
this reassessment should include, at a minimum, a thorough analysis of the
proliferation risk posed by weapons scientists in Russia and other
countries, a well-defined prioritization strategy to more effectively target
the scientists and institutes of highest proliferation concern, and more
accurate reporting of program accomplishments.

DOE has not developed an exit strategy for the IPP program in Russia and
other countries, although officials from the Russian government, Russian
and Ukrainian institutes, and U.S. companies raised questions about the
continuing need for the IPP program, given economic improvements in
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Russia and other countries where DOE provides assistance. Importantly, a
senior Russian Atomic Energy Agency official told us that the IPP program
is no longer relevant because Russia’s economy is strong and its scientists
no longer pose a proliferation risk. However, DOE has not developed
criteria to determine when scientists, institutes, or countries should
“graduate” from the IPP program. In contrast, State, which supports a
similar program to assist weapons scientists in Russia and other countries,
has assessed participating institutes and developed a strategy—using a
range of factors, such as an institute’s ability to pay salaries regularly and
to attract funding from other sources—to graduate certain institutes from
its program. Even so, we found that DOE is currently supporting 35 IPP
projects at 17 Russian and Ukrainian institutes that State considers to
already have graduated from its program and, therefore, no longer require
U.S. assistance. Instead of finding ways to phase out the IPP program in
the countries of the former Soviet Union, DOE has recently expanded the
program to include new countries and areas as a way to maintain its
relevance as a nonproliferation program. Specifically, DOE recently began
providing assistance to scientists in Iraq and Libya. In addition, the IPP
program is working with DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy to develop
projects that support the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership—a DOE-led
international effort to expand the use of civilian nuclear power. DOE has
expanded the IPP program’s efforts into these new areas without a clear
mandate from the Congress and has suspended parts of its IPP program
guidance for implementing projects in these new areas. For example, in its
efforts in Libya, DOE is deviating from IPP program guidance and its
standard practice of limiting the amount of IPP program funds spent at the
national laboratories for project oversight to not exceed 35 percent of the
total expenditures. We found that 97 percent of funds DOE spent on
projects in Libya through May 2007 were spent at DOE’s national
laboratories for project management and oversight activities. We are
recommending, among other things, that DOE (1) develop a clear exit
strategy for the IPP program, including detailed criteria to determine when
specific countries, institutes, and individuals are ready to graduate from
participation in the IPP program, and (2) seek explicit congressional
authorization to expand IPP efforts outside of the former Soviet Union.

Regarding its management of IPP program funding, DOE has carried over
unspent funds in excess of the amount that the Congress provided for the
IPP program in every fiscal year since 1998. For example, as of September
2007, DOE had carried over about $30 million in unspent funds—$2 million
more than the $28 million that the Congress had appropriated for the IPP
program in fiscal year 2007. Two main factors have contributed to this
recurring problem: (1) lengthy and multilayered review and approval

Page 7 GAO-08-189 Nuclear Nonproliferation



processes by DOE and its contractors for paying former Soviet weapons
scientists for IPP-related work and (2) long delays in implementing some
IPP projects. Regarding the first factor, payments to supplement the
salaries of scientists in Russia and other countries are often delayed
because they are reviewed by multiple offices within DOE; participating
national laboratories; and the organizations, such as ISTC, that DOE uses
to make tax-free payments to project participants’ bank accounts. DOE
officials acknowledged that the lag time between the allocation of funds,
placement of contracts, and payment for deliverables is a problem for the
IPP program. Russian and Ukrainian scientists we interviewed told us that
they regularly experienced delays of 3 months to 1 year in receiving
payments for completed work on IPP projects. In addition, some IPP
projects we reviewed experienced long delays in implementation because
of, among other things, administrative problems and turnover in key
project participants. For example, in 2006, the Russian Customs Service
rejected a testing device needed for one IPP project after it was
improperly labeled when it was shipped from the United States to the
participating Russian institute. As a result, DOE was unable to spend
about $245,000 intended for this project for more than 1 year until the
issue was resolved. DOE and national laboratory officials told us they are
attempting to improve financial oversight over the IPP program, in part, to
address concerns about unspent program funds. To that end, DOE is
developing a program management system, which it expects to fully
implement in 2008—14 years after the start of the program. We are
recommending that DOE seek to reduce the large balances of unspent IPP
program funds and streamline the process through which foreign
scientists receive IPP funds by eliminating unnecessary layers of review.

We provided a draft of this report to DOE and State for comment. DOE
agreed with 8 of our 11 recommendations to improve the overall
management and oversight of the IPP program, noting that a number of
changes were already under way. However, DOE disagreed with 2
recommendations and neither agreed nor disagreed with 1
recommendation. Specifically, DOE disagreed that it needs to reassess the
IPP program, expressing the view that a reassessment has already taken
place that justified the program’s continued need. We are aware that DOE
conducted internal assessments in 2004 and 2006 of its overall efforts to
engage WMD scientists in the former Soviet Union and other countries.
However, these assessments did not evaluate the IPP program exclusively
and were conducted at a time when the IPP program was complemented
by and coordinated with a similar DOE program focused on downsizing
facilities and creating new jobs for personnel in Russia’s nuclear cities.
This complementary program—the Nuclear Cities Initiative—has since
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Background

been canceled. As a result, we believe these assessments are outdated
because the IPP program operates under a significantly different set of
circumstances today than when DOE conducted its previous internal
assessments. Moreover, we believe that the nature, scope, and volume of
problems we identified during the course of our review necessitates a
reassessment of the IPP program to ensure that limited program funds are
directed to the scientists and institutes of highest proliferation risk. DOE
also disagreed with the need to ensure compliance with the statutory
restriction on the percentage of IPP program funds spent on oversight
activities at the DOE national laboratories to no more than 35 percent.
However, we note in our report that DOE is deviating from its IPP program
guidance and standard practices by placing no restrictions on the amount
of IPP program funds that can be spent at DOE national laboratories for
oversight of projects in Libya. In addition, State concurred with the 1
recommendation directed to both DOE and State. DOE and State also
provided technical comments, which we incorporated in this report as
appropriate.

Historically, IPP projects were placed in one of three categories—Thrust 1,
Thrust 2, and Thrust 3. DOE now only supports Thrust 2 projects.
Specifically:

Thrust 1 projects were geared toward technology identification and
verification and focused on “laboratory-to-laboratory” collaboration, or
direct contact between DOE’s national laboratories and weapons institutes
and scientists in the former Soviet Union. These projects had no industry
partner and, according to DOE, were entered into to quickly engage
former Soviet weapons scientists and their institutes. DOE funded 447
Thrust 1 projects, 378 of which were completed. DOE no longer supports
Thrust 1 projects.

Thrust 2 projects involve a U.S. industry partner that agrees to share in the
costs of the project with DOE to further develop potential technologies.
The U.S. industry partner is expected to match the funds DOE provides,
either by providing in-kind support, such as employee time and equipment,
or by providing cash. Through October 2007, there were 479 IPP projects
in the Thrust 2 category.

Thrust 3 projects, with the exception of 1 project, did not receive any
financial support from DOE and were intended to be self-sustaining
business ventures. DOE no longer supports Thrust 3 projects. There were
only three Thrust 3 projects and the last project was completed in 2001.
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All proposed IPP projects are reviewed by DOE’s national laboratories; the
IPP program office; and other agencies, including Defense and State,
before they are approved for funding. Initially, a national laboratory
proposes a project for consideration. As the national laboratory prepares
the proposal, the laboratory project manager, generally referred to as the
“principal investigator,” is responsible for including, among other things, a
list of intended participants and for designating the WMD experience for
each participant. The proposed participants are assigned to one of the
following three categories:

Category I—direct experience in WMD research, development, design,
production, or testing;

Category II—indirect WMD experience in the underlying technologies of
potential use in WMD; or

Category III—no WMD-relevant experience.

If the IPP project is approved, DOE transfers funding to the project
participants using payment mechanisms at CRDF, ISTC, or STCU. To be
paid by any of these entities, the project participants must self-declare
whether they possess weapons experience and indicate a more specific
category of WMD expertise, such as basic knowledge of nuclear weapons
design, construction, and characteristics. The weapons category
classifications these scientists declare are certified first by the foreign
institute’s director and then by the foreign government ministry overseeing
the institute. See appendix III for a more detailed list of the WMD
categories used by DOE, CRDF, ISTC, and STCU.

After the project passes an initial review within the proposing national
laboratory, it is further analyzed by the ILAB and its technical committees,
which then forward the project proposal to DOE headquarters for review.
DOE, in turn, consults with State and other U.S. government agencies on
policy, nonproliferation, and coordination considerations. The IPP
program office at DOE headquarters is ultimately responsible for making
final decisions, including funding, on all projects.
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DOE Has Overstated
the Progress Made on
Key Performance
Measures, Raising
Doubts about the IPP
Program’s
Nonproliferation
Benefits

DOE has not accurately portrayed the IPP program’s progress, according
to our analysis of two key measures used to assess the program’s
performance—the number of WMD scientists receiving DOE support and
the number of long-term, private sector jobs created. Many of the
scientists in Russia and other countries that DOE has paid through its IPP
program did not claim to have WMD experience. Furthermore, DOE’s
process for substantiating the weapons backgrounds of IPP project
participants has several weaknesses, including limited information about
the backgrounds of scientists proposed for an IPP project. In addition,
DOE has overstated the rate at which weapons scientists have been
employed in long-term, private sector jobs because it does not
independently verify the data it receives on the number of jobs created,
relies on estimates of job creation, and includes in its count a large
number of part-time jobs that were created. Finally, DOE has not revised
the IPP program’s performance metrics, which are currently based on a
1991 assessment of the threat posed by former Soviet weapons scientists.

DOE Has Supplemented
the Salaries of Many
Scientists in Russia and
Other Countries Who Did
Not Claim Direct
Experience with WMD

A major goal of the IPP program is to engage former Soviet weapons
scientists, engineers, and technicians, and DOE claims to have
supplemented the incomes of over 16,770 of these individuals since the
program’s inception. However, this number is misleading because DOE
officials told us that this figure includes both personnel with WMD
experience and those without any WMD experience. We reviewed the
payment records of 97 IPP projects, for which information was available
and complete, and found that 54 percent, or 3,472, of the 6,453 participants
in these projects did not claim to possess any WMD experience in the
declarations they made concerning their backgrounds. Moreover, project
participants who did not claim any WMD experience received 40 percent,
or approximately $10.1 million, of the $25.1 million paid to personnel on
these projects. For example, in 1 project to develop a high-power
accelerator that was funded for $1 million, 88 percent, or 66, of the

75 participants who have received payments did not claim any previous
weapons-related experience.

On a project-by-project basis, we also found that DOE is not complying
with a requirement of its own guidance for the IPP program—that is, each
IPP project must have a minimum of 60 percent of the project’s
participants possessing WMD-relevant experience prior to 1991 (i.e.,
Soviet-era WMD experience). According to our analysis of the payment
records of 97 projects for which information was available and complete,
we found that 60 percent, or 58, of the 97 projects did not meet this
requirement. A factor contributing to this outcome may be a poor
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understanding of the IPP program guidance among the ILAB
representatives of the 12 national laboratories participating in the
program. During our interviews with national laboratory officials, we
heard a range of opinions on the appropriate minimum percentage of
WMD scientists on individual IPP projects. For example, ILAB
representatives from 5 national laboratories indicated that they strive for a
minimum of 50 percent of WMD scientists on each IPP project; the ILAB
representative from the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory indicated a
goal of 55 percent. The ILAB representative from the National Renewable
Energy Laboratory indicated that he was not aware of any DOE policy
establishing a minimum percentage of participants with WMD
backgrounds on an IPP project.

Finally, many IPP project participants that DOE supports are too young to
have supported the Soviet Union’s WMD programs. Officials at 10 of the
22 Russian and Ukrainian institutes we interviewed said that IPP program
funds have allowed their institutes to recruit, hire, and retain younger
scientists. We found that 15 percent, or 972, of the 6,453 participants in the
payment records of the 97 projects we reviewed were born in 1970 or later
and, therefore, were unlikely to have contributed to Soviet-era WMD
efforts. This group of younger participants received approximately

14 percent, or about $3.6 million, of $25.1 million paid to project
participants in the 97 projects we reviewed.

While DOE guidance for the IPP program does not specifically prohibit
participation of younger scientists in IPP projects, DOE has not clearly
stated the proliferation risk posed by younger scientists and the extent to
which they should be a focus of the IPP program. The absence of a clear
policy on this matter has contributed to confusion and lack of consensus
among national laboratory officials involved in the program about the
extent to which younger scientists, rather than older, more experienced
WMD experts, should be involved in IPP projects. For example, the ILAB
representative at the Argonne National Laboratory told us that it would be
appropriate to question the participation of personnel born in the
mid-1960s or later since they most likely lacked weapons-related
experience. A representative at the Los Alamos National Laboratory who
has been involved with the IPP program for over a decade said that the
program should engage “second-generation” scientists born in 1980 or
later because doing so can help create opportunities for “third- and fourth-
generation” scientists at facilities in Russia and other countries in the
future. Senior officials at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
told us that scientists in Russia and other countries, regardless of their age
or actual experience in weapons-related programs, should be included in

Page 12 GAO-08-189 Nuclear Nonproliferation



IPP projects because weapons expertise can be passed from one
generation to the next.

DOE Lacks Necessary
Information and a
Rigorous, Formalized
Review Process to Assess
the WMD Credentials of
IPP Project Participants

In 1999, we recommended that, to the extent possible, DOE should obtain
more accurate data on the number and background of scientists
participating in IPP program projects. DOE told us that it has made
improvements in this area, including development of a classification
system for WMD experts, hiring a full-time employee responsible for
reviewing the WMD experience and backgrounds of IPP project
participants, and conducting annual project reviews. DOE relies heavily on
the statements of WMD experience that IPP project participants declare
when they submit paperwork to receive payment for work on IPP projects.
However, we found that DOE lacks an adequate and well-documented
process for evaluating, verifying, and monitoring the number and WMD
experience level of individuals participating in IPP projects.

According to DOE officials, all IPP projects are scrutinized carefully and
subjected to at least 8, and in some cases 10, stages of review to assess
and validate the WMD experience of the project participants.
Responsibility for verifying the WMD experience and backgrounds of IPP
project participants rests not only with DOE, but with the national
laboratories, other federal agencies, and the entities responsible for
transmitting funding to the scientists in Russia and other countries (CRDF,
ISTC, or STCU). However, the ultimate responsibility for this assessment
rests with DOE’s IPP program office. Table 1 provides an overview of the
different stages involved in DOE’s assessment of IPP project participants’
WMD backgrounds.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________|]
Table 1: Multistage Process for Assessing IPP Project Participants’ WMD
Backgrounds

Stage number Review

1 Assessment by the national laboratory principal investigator

2 Assessment by ILAB representatives and ILAB technical
committees

Review by ILAB Chairperson

Preliminary DOE review

U.S. interagency review

Approval and certification by DOE
Validation by project funding mechanism (CRDF, ISTC, or STCU)

Secondary review by DOE following project approval but prior to
project implementation

0| N|O| 0| | W

9 End-of-year review by DOE prior to release of 2 or 3"-year funding
(for multiyear projects only)

10 Audits of selected projects by the Defense Contract Audit Agency

Source: GAO analysis of DOE data.

In reviewing project documentation and in our discussions with officials
responsible for conducting these reviews, we found limitations throughout
this multistage assessment process. Specifically:

DOE has limited information to verify the WMD experience of personnel
proposed for IPP projects because government officials in Russia and
other countries are reluctant to provide information about their countries’
scientists. For example, ISTC officials told us that the Russian government
refuses to provide résumés for scientists involved in projects funded by
the Science Centers program, including IPP projects that use the ISTC
payment process; while CRDF officials indicated that both the Russian and
Ukrainian governments have shown increasing resistance to the policy
requiring the scientists to declare their WMD-related experience. Three
national laboratory officials stated that it is illegal under Russian law to
ask project participants about their backgrounds, and that instead they
make judgments regarding the WMD experience of the project participants
on the basis of their personal knowledge and anecdotal information.

Some IPP project proposals may advance from the national laboratories
for consideration by DOE with insufficient vetting or understanding of all
personnel who are to be engaged on the project. Contrary to the process
DOE laid out for the review of the WMD scientists’ backgrounds, senior
representatives at five national laboratories told us that they and their
project managers do not have sufficient time or the means to verify the

Page 14 GAO-08-189 Nuclear Nonproliferation



credentials of the proposed project participants. Furthermore, they believe
that DOE is primarily responsible for substantiating the weapons
experience of the individuals who are to be engaged in the projects.

DOE does not have a well-documented process for verifying the WMD
experience of IPP project participants, and, as a result, it is unclear
whether DOE has a reliable sense of the proliferation risk these
individuals pose. DOE’s review of the WMD credentials of proposed
project participants relies heavily on the determinations of the IPP
program office. We examined the proposal review files that the program
maintains, and we were unable to find adequate documentation to
substantiate the depth or effectiveness of the program office’s review of
the WMD experience of proposed IPP project participants. DOE officials
noted that they do not usually check the weapons backgrounds of every
individual listed in an IPP project proposal, but only the key project
scientists and a few of the personnel working with them. Specifically, in
none of the IPP project files that we reviewed did we find formal, written
documentation analyzing and substantiating the WMD backgrounds and
proliferation risks of the personnel to be engaged in those IPP projects.
Each of these files did, however, contain a comprehensive formal
assessment by DOE’s Office of International Regimes and Agreements
analyzing export control issues and compliance with U.S. nonproliferation
laws.

Officials at the three organizations DOE uses to make tax-free payments
for IPP projects—CRDF, ISTC, and STCU—also downplayed their
organizations’ ability to validate the backgrounds of the scientists
participating in IPP projects. CRDF officials stated that their organization
has not independently validated any of the weapons backgrounds of the
participating scientists, and they do not consider that a responsibility
under CRDF’s contract with DOE. Similarly, ISTC officials told us that
their organization cannot verify the backgrounds of scientists in projects
funded by the Science Centers program, including IPP projects that use
the ISTC payment process, and instead relies on the foreign institute’s
certification of the project participants. Finally, STCU relies on the
validation provided by the foreign institute’s director, and verifies this
information in annual project reviews during which a sample of project
participants are interviewed to confirm their WMD experience.

Because it can be a matter of months or longer between development of
an IPP project proposal and project implementation, the list of personnel
who are actually paid on a project can differ substantially from the
proposed list of scientists. For several IPP projects we reviewed, we did
not find documentation in DOE’s project files indicating that the
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department was notified of the change of staff or had assessed the WMD
backgrounds of the new project participants. For example, 1 IPP project—
to discover new bioactive compounds in Russia and explore their
commercial application—originally proposed 27 personnel and was
funded at $1 million. However, 152 personnel were eventually paid under
this project, and we did not find an updated list of the project personnel or
any indication of a subsequent review of the additional personnel by DOE
in the IPP project files. In another project to develop straw-fired boilers in
Ukraine funded at $936,100, DOE reviewed the backgrounds of 18
personnel who were part of the project proposal. However, CRDF
payment records indicated that 24 personnel were subsequently paid on
the project, only 5 of whom were listed in the original proposal DOE had
reviewed and approved. As a result, it is unclear whether DOE conducts
sufficient oversight on changes in the number or composition of the
workforce involved in IPP projects. For its part, CRDF informed us that
when an institute requests a change in project staff and that change is
approved by the participating national laboratory, CRDF does not report
these changes to DOE, but relies on the national laboratory to notify
relevant DOE officials.

The limited information DOE obtains about IPP project participants and
the weaknesses in DOE’s review of the backgrounds of these individuals
leave the IPP program vulnerable to potential misallocation of funds. In
our review, we found several examples that call into question DOE’s
ability to adequately evaluate IPP project participants’ backgrounds before
the projects are approved and funded. For example:

A National Renewable Energy Laboratory official told us he was confident
that a Russian institute involved in a $250,000 IPP project he oversaw to
monitor microorganisms under environmental stress was supporting
Soviet-era biological weapons scientists. However, during our visit to the
institute in July 2007, the Russian project leader told us that neither he nor
his institute was ever involved in biological weapons research. As a result
of this meeting, DOE canceled this project on July 31, 2007. DOE’s
cancellation letter stated that the information provided during our visit led
to this action. It further stated, “it is well documented in statute and in the
[IPP program’s] General Program Guidance that our projects must engage
Russians, and others, with relevant weapons of mass destruction or
strategic delivery means backgrounds. Violation of this requirement is an
extremely serious matter.”

In November 2006, DOE canceled a project in Ukraine intended to develop

a new type of fuel combustion system, 18 months after approving the
project and after spending about $76,000. DOE canceled this project when
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it discovered an inadequate number of personnel with WMD backgrounds
involved in the project and after a Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA)
audit revealed other irregularities, including a conflict of interest between
the primary Ukrainian institute and the U.S. partner company. During the
interagency review of the project proposal, State officials questioned the
primary Ukrainian institute’s involvement in WMD. However, in our review
of DOE’s project files, we did not find evidence that these concerns
triggered a more-intensive evaluation of this institute by DOE prior to the
project’s approval.

A 2005 DCAA audit found that 90 percent of the participants on an IPP
project administered by the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory lacked
WMD experience. This project, which was designed to develop improved
biological contamination detectors, was funded at $492,739. Officials at the
national laboratory insisted that DCAA “was just plain wrong.” DOE and
national laboratory officials asserted that the project participants were
under instruction not to discuss their weapons involvement and, on the
basis of their personal knowledge of the Russian project leader and the
institute, they believed the project participants constituted a proliferation
risk. However, according to the payment records we reviewed, the Russian
project leader and other scientists involved in the project were not
prevented from declaring their WMD backgrounds to CRDF. Such
conflicting accounts, the absence of clear information, and the judgments
made by IPP program officials in assessing the proliferation risks posed by
IPP project participants underscore the difficulties the program faces and
the possibility that the program is funding personnel who do not constitute
a proliferation risk.

DOE Has Overstated the
Number of Former
Weapons Scientists
Reemployed in Long-term,
Private Sector Jobs

Although a senior DOE official described commercialization as the
“flagship” of the IPP program, we found that the program’s
commercialization achievements have been overstated and are misleading,
further eroding the perceived nonproliferation benefits of the program. In
the most recent annual report for the IPP program available at the time of
our review,” DOE indicated that 50 projects had evolved to support 32

’On September 5, 2007, DOE provided us with preliminary data that will be published in its
fiscal year 2006 IPP program annual report. This report has not yet been issued. As a result,
for purposes of this report, we used the most up-to-date published information available
during our review, which was DOE’s Fiscal Year 2005 IPP Program Annual Report.
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commercially successful activities."” DOE reported that these

32 commercial successes had helped create or support 2,790 new private
sector jobs for former weapon scientists in Russia and other countries." In
reviewing these projects, we identified several factors that raise concerns
over the validity of the IPP program’s reported commercial success and
the numbers of scientists employed in private sector jobs. For example:

The annual survey instrument that USIC distributes to collect information
on job creation and other commercial successes of IPP projects relies on
“good-faith” responses from U.S. industry partners and foreign institutes,
which are not audited by DOE or USIC. In 9 of the 32 cases, we found that
DOE based its job creation claims on estimates or other assumptions. For
example, an official from a large U.S. company told us that the number of
jobs it reported to have helped create was his own rough estimate. He told
us he derived the job total by estimating the amount of money that the
company was spending at Russian and Ukrainian institutes and dividing
that total by the average salary for Russian engineers in the company’s
Moscow office.

We could not substantiate many of the jobs reported to have been created
in our interviews with the U.S. companies and officials at the Russian and
Ukrainian institutes where these commercial activities were reportedly
developed, due to conflicting information and accounts. For example,
officials from 1 U.S. company we interviewed claimed that 250 jobs at

2 institutes in Russia had been created, on the basis of 2 separate IPP
projects. However, during our visit to the Scientific Research Institute of
Measuring Systems to discuss one of these projects, we were told that the
project is still under way, manufacturing of the product has not started,
and none of the scientists have been reemployed in commercial
production of the technology. Similarly, during our site visit, officials at
the Institute of Nuclear Research of the Russian Academy of Sciences
could not confirm the creation of 350 jobs they had reported as a result of
several IPP projects relating to the production of radioisotopes. They
indicated that no more than 160 personnel were employed at their institute
in commercial activities stemming from those IPP projects, that most of
these jobs were only part time, and that they could not account for jobs

In some cases, more than one IPP project was connected to a commercial success. See
appendix IV for a complete list of the IPP projects reported by DOE as being commercially
successful.

"We found that DOE made a mathematical error in totaling the number of new jobs created
and in migrating data from the USIC survey to the Fiscal Year 2005 IPP Program Annual
Report. As a result, the actual total of new jobs that DOE should have reported is 2,780.
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that may have been created at other institutes previously involved in the
projects.

Moreover, we found differing views among DOE and national laboratory
officials on what constitutes a commercially successful IPP project. For
example, an Oak Ridge National Laboratory official told us an IPP project
could be considered a commercial success if the project participants
become employed full time in a private business and are no longer
employed by the WMD institute. A National Renewable Energy Laboratory
official defined commercially successful IPP projects as those that lead to
new products or new production capabilities in the former Soviet Union
with significant sales in the marketplace. DOE guidance for the IPP
program does not provide a standard definition or criteria to determine
whether an IPP project should be judged commercially successful.
However, in response to our request, DOE offered the following definition
of a commercially successful IPP project:

“A product, process, or service is generating revenue from sales or other economic value
added in the [former Soviet Union] or the U.S., based on an IPP project (either completed
or ongoing); and/or there is a private contractual relationship between the U.S. industry
partner and the [former Soviet Union] institute covering research and development work to
be done by the institute for the U.S. industry partner growing out of an IPP project.”

The lack of consensus among DOE and national laboratory officials
involved in the IPP program on a common commercialization definition
has created confusion and disagreement on which IPP projects should be
considered commercially successful. For example, DOE counted as a
commercial success one IPP project administered by the Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory to facilitate biodegradation of oil spills.
However, the national laboratory officials responsible for this project
disagreed with DOE’s characterization, in part because the project has not
generated any commercial revenues.

Furthermore, DOE’s broad-based definition of commercialization has
allowed it to overstate its commercialization accomplishments to include
part-time jobs created from and revenues derived from grants or contract
research. Specifically:

DOE counts part-time private sector jobs created, even if the scientists
employed in these part-time jobs also continue to work at the former
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Soviet weapons institute.” DOE policy does not require scientists
employed in a private sector activity resulting from an IPP project to sever
their relationship with their institute. In fact, in our review of the 2,790
jobs created, we found that 898, or nearly one third, of these jobs were
part-time jobs, meaning that the scientists in some cases may still be
affiliated with the institutes and involved in weapons-applicable research.

The sources of revenue for some commercially successful IPP projects
also call into question the long-term sustainability of some of the jobs
created. DOE reported that $22.1 million in total revenue was generated by
the foreign institutes or their spin-off companies as a result of commercial
activities stemming from IPP projects. Of this total, approximately

$4.5 million, or 20 percent, consisted of grants (including grants from the
Russian government); contract research; and other sources of income that
appear to be of limited duration, that are not based on commercial sales,
and that may not offer a sustainable long-term source of revenue. For
example, DOE reported that 510 jobs were created at the Kurchatov
Institute and other Russian institutes as the result of an IPP project to
develop thorium-based fuels for use in nuclear reactors.” However, we
found that over 400 of those jobs were supported by a separate DOE
contract to evaluate the use of thorium fuels for plutonium disposition.
The Russian project participants told us that over 500 workers were
supported while receiving funding from the 2 DOE sources, but the project
is now completed, it has not been commercialized, and there are no more
than 12 personnel currently involved in efforts related to the project.

DOE Has Not Revised the
IPP Program’s
Performance Metrics to
Reflect Updated Threat
Information

The IPP program’s long-term performance targets do not accurately reflect
the size and nature of the threat the program is intended to address
because DOE is basing the program’s performance measures on outdated
information. DOE has established 2 long-term performance targets for the
IPP program—to engage 17,000 weapons scientists annually by 2015 in
either IPP grants or in private sector jobs resulting from IPP projects, and
to create private sector jobs for 11,000 weapons scientists by 2019.
However, DOE bases these targets on a 16-year-old, 1991 National
Academy of Sciences (NAS) assessment that had estimated approximately

According to DOE, there is no IPP program requirement to exclude former weapons
scientists employed on a part-time basis from the total number of jobs created as a result of
IPP projects.

Thorium is a naturally occurring radioactive metal, and it is considered an alternative
nuclear fuel to uranium.
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60,000 at-risk WMD experts in Russia and other countries in the former
Soviet Union. DOE derived 17,000 scientists as its share of the total target
population by subtracting from the NAS estimate the number of WMD
scientists engaged by other U.S. government and international WMD
scientist assistance programs (such as State’s Science Centers program)
and making assumptions about attrition rates in the former Soviet WMD
workforce.

DOE officials acknowledged that the 1991 NAS study does not provide an
accurate assessment of the current threat posed by WMD scientists in
Russia and other countries. A 2005 DOE-commissioned study by the RAND
Corporation estimated that the population of unemployed or
underemployed weapons scientists in Russia and other former Soviet
states had decreased significantly. The RAND study provided rough
revised estimates of the number of WMD scientists in the former Soviet
Union, and DOE acknowledged in 2006 that the target population of WMD
experts in the former Soviet Union had dropped from the 1991 NAS
estimate of 60,000 to approximately 35,000 individuals. However, DOE has
not formally updated its performance metrics for the IPP program and, in
its fiscal year 2008 budget justification, continued to base its long-term
program targets on the 1991 NAS estimate.

Moreover, DOE’s current metrics for the IPP program are not complete or
meaningful indicators of the proliferation risk posed by weapons scientists
in Russia and other countries and, therefore, do not provide sufficient
information to the Congress on the program’s progress in reducing the
threat posed by former Soviet WMD scientists. The total number of
scientists supported by IPP grants or employed in private sector jobs
conveys a level of program accomplishment, but these figures are broad
measures that do not describe progress in redirecting WMD expertise
within specific countries or at institutes of highest proliferation concern.
DOE has recognized this weakness in the IPP program metrics and
recently initiated the program’s first systematic analysis to understand the
scope of the proliferation risk at individual institutes in the former Soviet
Union. DOE believes that setting priorities for providing support to foreign
institutes is necessary because (1) the economies in Russia and the other
countries of the former Soviet Union have improved since the program’s
inception, (2) former “at-risk” institutes are now solvent, and (3) the threat
of mass migration of former Soviet weapons scientists has subsided.
However, DOE believes that a concern remains over the “targeted
recruitment” of scientists and former WMD personnel. DOE officials
briefed us on their efforts in September 2007, but told us that the analysis
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DOE Has Not
Developed an Exit
Strategy for the IPP
Program, but Instead
Has Expanded Efforts
to Iraq and Libya and
Is Using the Program
to Support the
Department’s Global
Nuclear Energy
Partnership

is still under way, and that it would not be completed until 2008. As a
result, we were unable to evaluate the results of DOE’s assessment.

Russian government officials, representatives of Russian and Ukrainian
institutes, and individuals at U.S. companies raised questions about the
continuing need for the IPP program, particularly in Russia, whose
economy has improved in recent years. However, DOE has yet to develop
criteria for phasing-out the IPP program in Russia and other countries of
the former Soviet Union. Meanwhile, DOE is departing from the program’s
traditional focus on Russia and other former Soviet states to engage
scientists in new countries, such as Iraq and Libya, and to fund projects
that support a DOE-led initiative on nuclear energy, called the Global
Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP).

Russian Government
Officials, Russian and
Ukrainian Scientists, and
U.S. Industry
Representatives
Questioned the
Continuing Need for the
IPP Program

Officials from the Russian government, representatives of Russian and
Ukrainian institutes, and individuals at U.S. companies who have been
long-time program participants raised questions about the continuing need
for the IPP program, given economic improvements in Russia and other
countries of the former Soviet Union. Specifically:

A senior Russian Atomic Energy Agency official told us in July 2007 that
the IPP program is no longer relevant because Russia’s economy is strong
and its scientists no longer pose a proliferation risk. Additionally, in
September 2006, the Deputy Head of the Russian Atomic Energy Agency
stated that Russia is no longer in need of U.S. assistance, and that it is
easier and more convenient for Russia to pay for its own domestic nuclear
security projects.

Officials from 10 of the 22 Russian and Ukrainian institutes we interviewed
told us that they do not see themselves or scientists at their institutes as a
proliferation risk. Russian and Ukrainian officials at 14 of the 22 institutes
we visited told us that salaries are regularly being paid, funding from the
government and other sources has increased, and there is little danger of
scientists migrating to countries of concern. However, many of these
officials said that they are concerned about scientists emigrating to the
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United States and Western Europe, and that IPP program funds help them
to retain key personnel. Furthermore, many of these officials noted that
the program was particularly helpful during the difficult financial period in
the late 1990s.

Representatives of 5 of the 14 U.S. companies we interviewed told us that,
due to Russia’s increased economic prosperity, the IPP program is no
longer relevant as a nonproliferation program in that country. Some of
these company officials believe that the program should be reassessed to
determine if it is still needed.

In economic terms, Russia has advanced significantly since the IPP
program was created in 1994. Some of the measures of Russia’s economic
strength include the following:

massive gold and currency reserves, including more than $113 billion in a
stabilization fund;"

a dramatic decrease in the amount of foreign debt—from about 96 percent
of Russia’s gross domestic product in 1999 to about 5 percent in April
2007; and

rapid growth in gross domestic product—averaging about 6 percent per
year from 1998 to 2006.

In addition, the president of Russia recently pledged to invest substantial
government resources in key industry sectors, including nuclear energy,
nanotechnology, and aerospace technologies and aircraft production.
Many of the Russian institutes involved in the IPP program could benefit
substantially under these planned economic development initiatives,
undercutting the need for future IPP program support. In fact, officials at
many of the Russian institutes with whom we spoke told us that they hope
to receive increased government funding from these new presidential
initiatives.

In another sign of economic improvement, many of the institutes we
visited in Russia and Ukraine appeared to be in better physical condition

“Russia’s Stabilization Fund was established by resolution of the Government of Russia on
January 1, 2004, to serve as an important tool for absorbing excessive liquidity; reducing
inflationary pressure; and insulating the economy of Russia from volatility of raw material
export earnings, which was among the reasons of the Russian financial crisis in 1998.
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and more financially stable, especially when compared with their
condition during our previous review of the IPP program. In particular, at
one institute in Russia—where during our 1998 visit we observed a
deteriorated infrastructure and facilities—we toured a newly refurbished
building that featured state-of-the-art equipment. Russian officials told us
that the overall financial condition of the institute has improved markedly
because of increased funding from the government as well as funds from
DOE. In addition, one institute we visited in Ukraine had recently
undergone a $500,000 renovation, complete with a marble foyer and a
collection of fine art. Furthermore, we found that many institutes we
visited have been able to develop commercial relationships with Russian,
U.S., and other international companies on their own—outside of the IPP
framework—Ileading to increased revenues and commercial opportunities.
For example, officials at one Russian institute met with us immediately
following their successful negotiation of a new contract for research and
development activities with a large international energy company.
However, DOE officials noted that the economic recovery throughout
Russia has been uneven, and that DOE believes there are many facilities
that remain vulnerable. Even so, DOE officials told us that their intent is to
reorient the IPP program from assistance to cooperation, especially in
Russia, given the recent improvements in that country’s economy.

DOE Has Not Developed
Criteria to Determine
When Individuals or
Institutes Should No
Longer Receive IPP
Funding

DOE has not developed an exit strategy for the IPP program, and it is
unclear when the department expects that the program will have
completed its mission. DOE officials told us in September 2007 that they
do not believe that the program needs to develop an exit strategy at this
time. However, DOE officials acknowledged that the IPP program’s long-
term goal of finding employment for 17,000 WMD scientists in Russia and
other countries does not represent an exit strategy.

DOE has not developed criteria to determine when scientists, institutes, or
countries should be “graduated” from the IPP program, and DOE officials
believe that there is a continued need to engage Russian scientists. In
contrast, State has already assessed participating institutes and developed
a strategy—using a range of factors, such as the institute’s ability to pay
salaries regularly and to attract funding from other sources—to graduate
certain institutes from its Science Centers program. State and DOE
officials told us that the Science Centers and IPP programs are
complementary and well-coordinated. However, we found that the
programs appear to have different approaches regarding continued U.S.
government support at certain institutes. Specifically, DOE is currently
supporting 35 IPP projects at 17 Russian and Ukrainian institutes that
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State considers to already be graduated from its Science Centers program
and, therefore, no longer in need of U.S. assistance. For example,
according to State documents, beginning in fiscal year 2003, State
considered the Kurchatov Institute to be graduated from its Science
Centers program and, according to the Deputy Executive Director of ISTC,
the institute is financially well-off and no longer needs U.S. assistance.
However, we found that since fiscal year 2003, DOE has funded 6 new IPP
projects at the Kurchatov Institute and a related spin-off company. DOE
officials acknowledged that coordination between State and DOE’s
scientist assistance programs could be improved.

Part of State’s exit strategy involves enhancing commercial opportunities
at some institutes through the Commercialization Support Program. This
program, which began in October 2005, is administered by ISTC with
funding from the United States, through State’s Science Centers program.
State aims to facilitate and strengthen long-term commercial self-
sustainability efforts at institutes in Russia and other countries by
providing training and equipment to help them bring commercially viable
technologies to market through the Commercialization Support Program.
According to ISTC officials, 17 commercialization initiatives at institutes in
Russia have been supported through the program, 2 of which were
completed as of July 2007. DOE, State, and ISTC officials told us the IPP
program and the Commercialization Support Program have a similar goal
of finding commercial opportunities for weapons scientists in Russia and
other countries of the former Soviet Union. According to ISTC officials, a
key difference in the programs is that the Commercialization Support
Program can support infrastructure upgrades at foreign institutes, but,
unlike the IPP program, it is not used to support research and
development activities. DOE and State officials insisted that the programs
are complementary, but acknowledged that they need to be better
coordinated.

DOE Expanded IPP Efforts
to Iraq and Libya and Is
Working with Its Global
Nuclear Energy
Partnership to Maintain
the IPP Program’s
Relevance

DOE recently expanded its scientist assistance efforts on two fronts: DOE
began providing assistance to scientists in Iraq and Libya, and the IPP
program is working with DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy to develop IPP
projects that support GNEP—a DOE-led international effort to expand the
use of civilian nuclear power. These new directions represent a significant
departure from the IPP program’s traditional focus on the former Soviet
Union. According to a senior DOE official, the expansion of the program’s
scope was undertaken as a way to maintain its relevance as a
nonproliferation program.
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Iraq

DOE has expanded the IPP program’s efforts into these new areas without
a clear mandate from the Congress and has suspended parts of its IPP
program guidance for implementing projects in these new areas.
Specifically:

Although DOE briefed the Congress on its plans, DOE officials told us that
they began efforts in Iraq and Libya without explicit congressional
authorization to expand the program outside of the former Soviet Union.
In contrast, other U.S. nonproliferation programs, such as Defense’s
Cooperative Threat Reduction program, sought and received explicit
congressional authorization before expanding their activities to countries
outside of the former Soviet Union. DOE officials told us they plan to ask
the Congress to include such language in future legislation.

In Libya, DOE is deviating from IPP program guidance and its standard
practice of limiting the amount of IPP program funds spent at DOE’s
national laboratories for project oversight to not more than 35 percent of
total expenditures.

Regarding efforts to support GNEP, DOE has suspended part of the IPP
program’s guidance that requires a U.S. industry partner’s participation,
which is intended to ensure IPP projects’ commercial potential.

Since 2004, DOE has been working to identify, contact, and find
employment for Iraqi scientists in peaceful joint research and development
projects. DOE’s efforts were undertaken at the request of State, which has
overall responsibility for coordinating nonproliferation activities and
scientist assistance efforts in Iraq. DOE and State coordinate their
activities through regular meetings and correspondence, participation in
weekly teleconferences, interagency proposal review meetings, and
coordination on strategic planning and upcoming events. Through May
2007, DOE had spent about $2.7 million to support its activities in Iraq.
DOE has approved 29 projects, the majority of which are administered by
Sandia National Laboratories. These include projects on radon exposure,
radionuclides in the Baghdad watershed, and the development of salt
tolerant wheat strains. However, owing to the uncertain security situation
in Iraq, DOE and national laboratory officials told us that these are short-
term projects. Sandia National Laboratory officials acknowledged that
most of the projects DOE is funding in Iraq have no commercialization
potential.
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Libya

Similarly, DOE expanded its efforts to Libya at the request of State.” DOE
spent about $934,000 through May 2007 to support 5 projects in Libya,
including projects involving water purification and desalination. However,
DOE is deviating from its IPP program guidance and standard practices by
placing no restrictions on the amount of IPP program funds that can be
spent at DOE national laboratories for oversight of these projects. DOE
limits spending at the national laboratories for IPP projects in all other
countries to comply with section 3136(a)(1) of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000, which states the following: “Not
more than 35 percent of funds available in any fiscal year after fiscal year
1999 for the IPP program may be obligated or expended by the DOE
national laboratories to carry out or provide oversight of any activities
under that program.” DOE officials acknowledged that more than 35
percent of IPP program funds for projects in Libya have been and will
continue to be spent at the national laboratories. We found that through
May 2007, DOE spent about $910,000 (97 percent) at the national
laboratories, while spending about $24,000 (3 percent) in Libya. In a
written response to us on September 7, 2007, DOE noted that the IPP
program “will continue to operate in Libya on this basis [i.e., spending
more than 35 percent of funds at the DOE national laboratories], while
working with our legislative office to eliminate any perceived ambiguities
[in the law].” DOE informed us on October 24, 2007, that these efforts are
currently under way.

DOE officials estimate that about 200 scientists in Libya have WMD
knowledge and pose a proliferation risk. However, in contrast with its
activities in Russia and other countries, DOE’s focus in Libya is not on
engaging individual weapons scientists, but rather on converting former
WMD manufacturing facilities, because, according to DOE, the Libyan
government has made clear that it will continue to pay the salaries of its
former WMD scientists and engineers. In collaboration with State, DOE is
working to help scientists at Tajura, formerly the home of Libya’s nuclear
research center, set up and transition to research in seawater desalination
and analytical water chemistry. DOE and State coordinate on strategic
planning for and implementation of scientist engagement efforts in Libya.
According to State, coordination mechanisms include regular e-mail
correspondences, weekly interagency and laboratory teleconferences, and

PLaunched in March 2004, State’s Libya Scientist Engagement Program aims to reduce the
risk of WMD expertise proliferation and, simultaneously, demonstrate Libya’s return to the
international community by supporting the transition of former Libyan weapons scientists
to civilian careers that will enhance Libya’s economic development.
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Global Nuclear Energy
Partnership

quarterly meetings. DOE officials told us they plan to complete their
efforts in Libya by 2009.

In fiscal year 2007, DOE also expanded the efforts of the IPP program to
provide support for GNEP—a DOE-led international effort to expand the
use of civilian nuclear power." In October 2006, a senior DOE official told
us that the department planned to use IPP projects to support GNEP as a
way to maintain the program’s relevance as a nonproliferation program.
On December 13, 2006, the IPP program office brought together national
laboratory experts to propose new IPP projects that could support GNEP.
Currently, six active or approved IPP projects are intended to support
GNEP. According to IPP program officials, DOE’s Office of Nuclear
Energy and Office of Science will be providing some funding to three of
these projects.” According to DOE officials, because these funds will come
from other DOE offices and programs, they would not be subject to
congressionally mandated limitations on the percentage of IPP program
funds that can be spent at DOE national laboratories. As a result, DOE
officials told us they plan to use funding provided by the Office of Nuclear
Energy and the Office of Science to increase the amount spent at DOE
national laboratories for technical review and oversight of GNEP-related
IPP projects.

DOE has suspended some key IPP program guidelines, such as the
requirement for a U.S. industry partner, for IPP projects intended to
support GNEP. DOE officials told us that most GNEP-related IPP projects
do not have immediate commercial potential, but could attract industry in
the future. Furthermore, they said that GNEP-related IPP projects are
essentially collaborative research and development efforts between
Russian institutes and DOE national laboratories. DOE has yet to develop
separate written guidance for GNEP-related IPP projects, but told us it is
planning to do so. As a result, national laboratory officials we interviewed

IGGNEP, which is managed by DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy, is part of the department’s
Advanced Energy Initiative and seeks to develop worldwide consensus on enabling
expanded use of nuclear energy to meet growing electricity demand. GNEP would achieve
its goal by having nations with secure, advanced nuclear capabilities provide fuel
services—fresh fuel and recovery of used (spent) fuel—to other nations that agree to
employ nuclear energy for power generation purposes only.

"Specifically, the Office of Nuclear Energy plans to provide $600,000 to two projects
($300,000 per project) dealing with spent fuel disposition, and the Office of Science plans
to provide funds of an amount yet to be determined for one project dealing with the
environmental consequences of spent fuel storage.
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Multiple DOE and
Contractor Reviews
and Delays in Project
Implementation
Contribute to the IPP
Program’s Large
Balances of Unspent
Program Funds

told us that implementing procedures for GNEP-related IPP projects has
been piecemeal and informal, which has created some confusion about
how these projects will be managed and funded.

In every fiscal year since 1998, DOE has carried over unspent funds in
excess of the amount that the Congress provided for the IPP program,
primarily because of DOE and its contractors’ lengthy and multilayered
review and approval processes for paying former Soviet weapons
scientists for IPP-related work and long delays in implementing some IPP
projects. DOE and national laboratory officials told us they are attempting
to improve financial oversight over the IPP program, in part, to address
concerns about unspent program funds. To that end, DOE is developing a
new program management system, which it expects to fully implement in
2008—14 years after the start of the program.

DOE Has Carried Over
Unspent Funds Greater
Than the Amount the
Congress Has Allocated to
the IPP Program Each
Fiscal Year since 1998

Since fiscal year 1994, DOE has spent about $309 million to implement the
IPP program, but has annually carried over large balances of unspent
program funds. DOE officials have recognized that unspent funds are a
persistent and continuing problem with the IPP program. Specifically, in
every fiscal year after 1998, DOE has carried over unspent funds in excess
of the amount that the Congress provided for the program the following
year. For example, as of September 2007, DOE had carried over about

$30 million in unspent funds—$2 million more than the $28 million that the
Congress had appropriated for the IPP program in fiscal year 2007. In fact,
as figure 1 shows, for 3 fiscal years—2003 through 2005—the amount of
unspent funds was more than double the amount that the Congress
appropriated for the program in those fiscal years, although the total
amount of unspent funds has been declining since its peak in 2003.
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Figure 1: Appropriations and Unspent Balances for the IPP Program from Fiscal Years 1998 through 2008
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Source: GAO analysis of DOE data.

°As of November 30, 2007, DOE is operating under a continuing resolution. As a result, we used
projected IPP program budget data, which DOE officials provided to us in May 2007, to estimate the
fiscal year 2008 appropriation for the IPP program shown in this figure.

The IPP Program’s Two main factors have contributed to DOE’s large and persistent
Persistent Annual Unspent carryover of unspent funds: the lengthy and multilayered review and
Balances Have Resulted approval processes DOE uses to pay IPP project participants for their
. . . work, and long delays in implementing some IPP projects. DOE identified
anarﬂy from MU'Itlp le three distinct payment processes that it uses to transfer funds to individual
Layers _Of ReV_IeW and scientists’ bank accounts in Russia and other countries—ISTC/STCU,
Delays in Project CRDF subcontract, and CRDF master contract. These three processes
Implementation involve up to seven internal DOE offices and external organizations that
play a variety of roles, including reviewing project deliverables, approving
funds, and processing invoices. DOE officials told us that these processes
were originally introduced to ensure the program’s fiscal integrity, but
they agreed that it was time to streamline these procedures.
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Regarding the first payment process, as figure 2 illustrates, before payment
reaches project participants’ bank accounts, it passes from DOE
headquarters (which includes the IPP program office and NNSA’s Budget
Office), through DOE’s Energy Finance and Accounting Service Center,
which records the obligation of funds. DOE then transfers funding to the
Oak Ridge Financial Service Center, which pays the invoice by transferring
funds to ISTC or STCU. The funds arrive at ISTC or STCU, which
disburses them in quarterly payments to IPP project participants, upon
receipt of project invoices, quarterly technical reports, and documentation
from the participating former Soviet Union institutes that deliverables
were sent to the national laboratories. However, DOE and national
laboratory officials told us that this payment process has limitations.
Specifically, these officials told us that if there is a problem with a
deliverable, it is usually too late for DOE or the participating national
laboratory to request that ISTC or STCU stop the payment to the project
participants for the current quarter.
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Figure 2: ISTC/STCU Payment Process
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The other two processes that DOE uses to make payments to IPP project
participants involve CRDF. In most cases, DOE administers the CRDF
payment process through a subcontract with the participating national
laboratory. In some rare cases, DOE contracts directly with foreign
institutes through a CRDF “master contract.”® For projects that use CRDF
to process payments, the entire amount of project funding is first
transferred to the participating national laboratory, where it is placed in
two separate accounts. The first account consists of no more than 30
percent of project funding for oversight costs incurred by the national
laboratory. The second account has all funding for the foreign project
participants, which is at least 70 percent of project funding.

As figure 3 illustrates, before IPP project participants receive payment
from CRDF, invoices and approvals of deliverables from the national
laboratories, as well as CRDF forms, are sent to DOE headquarters for
approval. DOE headquarters reviews the invoices against the contract and,
if the amounts match, approves them and sends documentation to the
DOE Procurement Office. DOE headquarters also notifies the participating
national laboratory of its approval, and the laboratory sends the funds
listed on the invoices to DOE’s Energy Finance and Accounting Service
Center. The DOE Procurement Office approves payment on project
invoices and notifies CRDF and DOE’s Energy Finance and Accounting
Service Center that payments should be made. Funds are then transferred
from the Energy Finance and Accounting Service Center to the Oak Ridge
Financial Service Center and then to CRDF. Once CRDF has received the
funds and the necessary approvals from DOE, it makes payments to the
project participants’ bank accounts.

®According to DOE officials, CRDF “master contracts” between DOE and foreign institutes
were only used for 12 projects and are being phased out. The process is very similar to the
CRDF subcontract process shown in figure 3.
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Figure 3: CRDF Payment Process
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DOE officials acknowledged the enormity of the problem that the lag time
between the allocation of funds, placement of contracts, and payment for
deliverables creates for the IPP program and told us they are taking steps
to streamline their payment processes. In addition, Russian and Ukrainian
scientists at 9 of the 22 institutes we interviewed told us that they
experienced delays in payments ranging from 3 months to 1 year. Among
the 207 projects we reviewed, we found several examples of payment
delays. For example:

In one project on the development and testing of a device to detect hidden
explosives, the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory official who
heads the project told us that the U.S. industry partner had to pay Russian
scientists’ salaries until IPP funding could be released. Lawrence
Livermore officials involved in this project noted that delays in payments
to project participants slowed the project’s completion.

Officials at another Russian institute told us about two projects that
experienced payment delays. On the project to develop nuclear material
container security devices, they had shipped a deliverable to Sandia
National Laboratories in October 2006, but it took more than 4 months for
them to receive payment. On the project to produce a new computer
modeling code for use in Russian nuclear reactor simulators, Russian
institute officials told us payments were delayed 3 to 4 months. Officials
said that when they asked Brookhaven National Laboratory officials about
the delay, they were told it was due to DOE’s complex payment processing
systems.

Delays in implementing some IPP projects also contribute to DOE’s large
and persistent carryover of unspent funds. According to officials from U.S.
industry partners, national laboratories, and Russian and Ukrainian
institutes, some IPP projects experience long implementation delays. As a
result, project funds often remain as unspent balances until problems can
be resolved. For example, the ILAB representative from the Argonne
National Laboratory told us that, in his experience, IPP projects do not
finish on schedule about 60 percent of the time owing to a variety of
problems. These problems include implementation issues due to
administrative problems, the withdrawal or bankruptcy of the U.S.
industry partner, and turnover in key project participants. In our review of
207 IPP projects, we found several examples of projects that had
experienced implementation delays. For example:

One project to produce a low-cost artificial leg for use in developing
countries had $245,000 in unspent funds as of April 2007—19 percent of
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the $1.3 million DOE allocated for the project. Because a testing device
needed for the project was not properly labeled when it was sent from the
United States, the Russian Customs Service rejected the device. Sandia
National Laboratory officials told us that this rejection had delayed project
implementation for nearly 1 year.

About 3 years into a project to create banks of chemical compounds
linked with computer databases for industrial use, the project’s U.S.
industry partner was bought out by a larger company. The amount
allocated for the project was nearly $1.4 million. The larger company lost
interest in the project, and, according to the DOE project manager, the
project sat idle for 3 or 4 years while DOE tried to get the company to take
action. Ultimately, the project was finished 8 years after it began.

Officials at one Russian institute we visited told us another IPP project to
improve a material to help neutralize radioactive waste had experienced
delays when the original U.S. industry partner went bankrupt, causing the
project to be temporarily suspended. According to these officials, it took
2 years to find a new U.S. industry partner.

Brookhaven National Laboratory officials described a delay of more than
6 months on a $740,000 project intended to develop new pattern
recognition software. According to Brookhaven officials, these delays
were caused by significant personnel turnover at the participating Russian
institute, mostly through the loss of key personnel who found better,
higher paying jobs outside of the institute.

DOE Is Implementing a
New IPP Program
Management System, in
Part, to Address Problems
with Large Balances of
Unspent Funds

DOE is implementing a new system designed to better manage IPP
projects’ contracts and finances. DOE officials told us that this action was
undertaken in response to a recommendation we made in 2005 to improve
the management and internal controls at NNSA. Specifically, we
recommended in our August 2005 report, among other things, that NNSA’s
program managers maintain quick access to key contract records, such as
deliverables and invoices that relate to management controls, regardless of
whether the records are located at a national laboratory or headquarters."
Following our 2005 report, in 2006, DOE initiated an extensive review of
IPP financial and procurement procedures at participating national
laboratories. DOE and national laboratory officials told us that

YGAO, Nuclear Nonproliferation: Better Management Controls Needed for Some DOE
Projects in Russia and Other Countries, GAO-05-828 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 29, 2005).
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Conclusions

representatives from the IPP program office visited all of the participating
national laboratories, except for the Kansas City Plant, and worked with
each laboratory’s financial department to find ways to reduce unspent
funds.” DOE officials told us that, as a result, they were able to redirect
about $15 million in unspent program funds for immediate use on existing
IPP projects.

In addition, DOE officials said that they have imposed new management
controls to address project delays and reduce balances of unspent funds.
These controls include implementing a management reengineering plan
and enforcing control mechanisms, called “sunset” provisions, which
require national laboratory officials to justify continuing any IPP project
that experiences an implementation delay of 6 to 8 months. DOE has also
begun to implement its new Expertise Accountability Tool (EXACT), a
project and information management system that it launched in October
2006. DOE expects to fully implement the EXACT system in 2008—

14 years after the start of the IPP program. According to DOE officials,
EXACT will allow instant sharing of IPP project data between DOE and
the participating national laboratories. DOE officials believe that the
EXACT system will allow the IPP program office to better monitor and
oversee the progress of IPP projects at the national laboratories, including
reviews of IPP project participants’ WMD backgrounds and tracking
unspent funds at the national laboratories.

In our view, the purpose and need for the IPP program must be
reassessed. We believe that DOE has failed to clearly articulate the current
threat posed by WMD scientists in Russia and other countries and has not
adjusted the IPP program to account for the changed economic landscape
in the region and improved conditions at many of the institutes involved in
the program. Instead, DOE has continued to emphasize a broad strategy of
engagement with foreign scientists and institutes, much as it did more than
a decade ago, and it has not developed comprehensive plans for focusing
on the most at-risk individuals and institutes or for developing an end-
game for the program. We believe that DOE’s inability to establish a clear
exit strategy for the IPP program has contributed to a perception among
foreign recipients that the program is essentially open-ended, represents
an indefinite commitment of U.S. support, and serves as a useful

20According to DOE officials, the Kansas City Plant was not visited because it did not have
any issues with unspent funds.
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marketing tool to attract and retain young scientists who might otherwise
emigrate to the United States or other western countries.

We believe that it is time for DOE to reassess the program to explain to the
Congress how the program should continue to operate in the future or to
discuss whether the program should continue to operate at all. Without a
reassessment of the program’s objectives, metrics, priorities, and exit
strategy, the Congress cannot adequately determine at what level and for
how long the program should continue to be supported. We believe that
such a reassessment presents DOE with an opportunity to refocus the
program on the most critical remaining tasks, with an eye toward reducing
the program’s scope, budget, and number of participating organizations.

Beyond reassessing the continuing need for the IPP program, a number of
management problems are negatively affecting the program. Specifically:

The fact that DOE has paid many scientists who claimed no WMD
expertise is particularly troubling and, in our view, undermines the IPP
program’s credibility as a nonproliferation program. The lack of
documentation of DOE’s review of IPP project participants also raises
concerns.

DOE does not have reliable data on the commercialization results of IPP
projects or a clear definition of what constitutes a commercially
successful IPP project, preventing it from providing the Congress with a
more accurate assessment of the program’s results and purported benefits.

Regarding its efforts to expand the IPP program, DOE’s projects in Iraq
and Libya represent a significant departure from the program’s original
focus on the countries of the former Soviet Union. While there may be
sound national security reasons for expanding efforts to these countries,
we are concerned that, unlike other federal agencies, DOE did not receive
explicit authorization from the Congress before expanding its program
outside of the former Soviet Union. Furthermore, in its efforts in Libya,
DOE is not adhering to its own guidance restricting the percentage of IPP
program funds that can be spent at DOE’s national laboratories on
oversight activities.

The lack of clear, written guidance for IPP projects intended to support
GNEP has led to confusion among national laboratory officials who

implement the IPP program.

Regarding the financial state of the IPP program, DOE’s long-standing
problem with large balances of unspent program funds raises serious
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Recommendations for
Executive Action

concerns about DOE’s ability to spend program resources in a timely
manner and about the method DOE uses to develop requests for future
budgets. Reform of the complex payment system used by the IPP program
to pay foreign scientists could help address some of these concerns.

Because Russian scientists and institutes benefit from the IPP program, it
seems appropriate that DOE should seek to take advantage of Russia’s
improved economic condition to ensure a greater commitment to jointly
held nonproliferation objectives.

The absence of a joint plan between DOE’s IPP program and ISTC’s
Commercialization Support Program, which is funded by State, raises
questions about the lack of coordination between these two U.S.
government programs that share similar goa