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by Diana Winston

From September 5-8, we held a retreat
and vigil at Los Alamos National Labo-
ratory (LANL). The retreat was orga-
nized by people from the Los Alamos
Study Group, Mountain Cloud Zen Cen-
ter (both in Santa Fe, NM) and the Bud-
dhist Peace Fellowship (BPF). The re-
treat had originally been planned for May,

Nuclear Abolitionists Pray at
Los Alamos Nuclear Laboratory

but had to be rescheduled due to the fires
in New Mexico.

We met at Ponderosa Pine Camp-
ground, pitched our tents, spent several
hours organizing, as many of the details
had not yet been worked out, and intro-
duced ourselves. In a parking lot in the
isolated nether-regions of the lab we were

(See Winston, continued on page 6)

‘| Some of the retreatants from California & New Mexico meditate in the parking lot
designated for a week of quiet abolitionist activity at Los Alamos Lab.
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(Winston, continued from page 1)

to set up our “zendo” which consisted of a
giant blue tarp and many brown zabutons and
zafus (pads to sit upon while meditating). Very
few of the 12,000 workers would get to see
us; nevertheless, we persevered. Our only
shade in the ninety degree heat would be from
the shadows emitted from our carefully posi-
tioned RV, which we rented when the lab re-
fused us access to their toilets. The RV was
fondly dubbed, the Protestmobile. On the first
morning Greg Mello, Director of the Los
Alamos Study Group, gave us a tour around
the-lab, showing us where plutonium was
stored, where the original bombs had been
developed before they exploded over
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, which pueblos had
been destroyed to set up the lab, and where
genetic research was being done.

The retreat had a beautiful low-key com-
munity feel where the twenty of us grew quite
close. Many of us were from BPF, including
Maylie Scott, Trena Cleland, Donald
Rothberg, Kaz Tanahashi, Greg Mello, Sarah
and Stefan Laeng-Gilliat. In addition, there
were several Christians affiliated with the Cen-
ter For Action & Contemplation (Albuquer-
que, NM), the Sisters of Loretto, and Nevada
Desert Experience.

Three morning sits (meditation sessions)
and breakfast were held at the campground.
This was followed by meditations and ser-

and a daily field trip, and resumed our sitting
about 2:30 till 5:30. Later we returned to the
campground for soup and an evening pro-
gram. As this was an interfaith retreat, several
people had never meditated before. So we
combined sitting and walking meditation with
dharma talks, a beautiful Christian prayer ser-
vice with readings from Dorothy Day’s auto-
biography, and powerful chanting led by Ed
Rippy from Soka Gakkai International. Maylie’s
dharma talk had us inquire into “who” was
meditating and performing this vigil. Donald
talked on structural violence and why it’s hard
to respond to. One morning we did Christian
meditation, on another, metta, on another,
zazen,

One of the most striking pieces of our time
was lunch when we ate at the cafeteria with
the lab workers. Most of us felt it was an ex-
tremely odd experience in that we were eating
in a setting much reminiscent ofa college caf-
eteria, with thousands of workers all dressed
in casual clothes, looking very much like any-
one else. Yet there was something slightly
off-- the faclt" that these people were either
working directly on or in support of the ma-
chinery for weapons of mass destruction. As
Kaz said, the suffering here is not obvious
like at Auschwitz, it’s too beautiful and cheer-
ful here (incidentally, Oppenheimer chose Los
Alamos because he liked to go hiking in the
area). Instead you have to interpret it to reai-

ize there is just as much if not more suffering

vices at the Lab, We took a break for lunch

(or capacity for it). There were several discus-
sions among our group around the delusion
needed to maintain the facade and where was
morality in all ofthis? How does one live with
the disconnect between one’s values and
one’s work? Many of us sat with lab workers
during lunch, two to four at a table, some of us
debating our political agenda, others listen-
ing solemnly to the “other’s” point of view.

Did our presence make a difference at all?
For LANL workers, retreatants, the nuclear age,
or socially engaged Buddhism in general?
FOR THE LAB WORKERS: It is hard to say.
They were definitely aware of our presence
through their intranet and the obvious wan-
dering hippies with large sun hats in the caf-
eteria. They were somewhat confused by us
as we definitely didn’t fit the classical mode of
protester-- we weren’t shouting, we didn’t
have signs, no police were detaining us. But
our sitting site was very isolated, far from the
majority of workers. I often wondered if we
were having any impact at all. On the first
morning, however, a woman, clearly a lab
worker, walked into our parking lot, and stood
in front of each of us and bowed. It was an
extremely poignant moment for all of us. Later
she came back and offered a bouquet of flow-

ers which we later offered to the earth in a

healing prayer.

FOR THE INDIVIDUALS PARTICIPATING:

Yes. Several of us felt we had learned a lot

both about the issues and about what it meant

to sit in meditation and solidarity for our be-
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liefs, even if at times it was humiliating. I per-
sonally had insight into the ways in which my
inner struggles mirror those of the people who
create nuclear weapons. We are all.fearful and
are seeking ways to make the world seem un-
der our control. We all want power and fear
powerlessness. I do too. One group member
said when she was sitting on the tarmac in the
beating-down sun, as embarrassing as it was,
in that moment there was nothing else she
wished she could be doing. Sitting there rep-
resented the perfect synthesis of her dharma
practice and her wish for peace.

FOR EACH OTHER: Unquestionably yes.
This was a tremendous time of community
building and strengthening of ties, particularly
among ourselves as a socially engaged Bud-
dhist community and among the interfaith
groups. Everyone agreed that we wanted to
hold the event again next year, and many
people volunteered to work on it. We worked
together, strategized together, spent hours in
logistical debates, painted together, talked
about the deeper issues together, and grew in
community together.

FOR SOCIALLY ENGAGED BUDDHISM:
Definitely. The retreat represented a new form
of Buddhist/interfaith protest where we prac-
ticed and sat for our beliefs. I think it is cer-
tainly worth replicating as our tradition devel-
ops, and can be a powerful form of protest for
other issues, and an offering to the activist
community in general. This experiment in form
and in practice is clearly one extremely valu-

s
able expression of socially engaged Bud-
dhism.

FOR THE FUTURE OF NUCLEARISM? Well
it certainly was a way to make us feel like a
tiny pebble in a vast ocean, but this is where
my trust in the dharma is vast. Here I surren-
der to the mystery and say, who knows? The
dharma is mysterious and as we used as a
refrain many times on this retreat: sometimes
we forget that the power of love and compas-
sion is stronger than the power of violence
and destruction. The earth was happy we
were there. This much we knew.

Diana Winston is part of the Buddhist Peace
Fellowship.

[EDITOR’S NOTE: This retreat gave birth
to a desire for regular, monthly vigils & medi-
tation at Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL). The vigils are now on the last Thurs-
day of each month (except December). LANL
failed to give permission for such an activity
Jfor the October prayers and employees were
quite upset when three people stood in front
of the Lab entrance sign holding an NDE
banner proclaiming “Abolish Nuclear Weap-
ons”. Upon contact with Lab Security, the
vigil ceased and was voluntarily moved off
of LANL's property for the day. In November,
permission was obtained from LANL for
prayer, leafletting, and vigilling on LANL's
property. Contact the Los Alamos Study
Group to get involved with this faith-based
resistance: (505) 982-7747.]

Firs

t monthly vigil at the entrance to Los Alamos National Laboratory on Oct. 26, 2000.
On left is Marcus Page of NDE, on right is Vilma Ruiz of Los Alamos Study Group.




Sitting in the Dragon’s Lair

An Interfaith Retreat at Los Alamos National Laboratory

by Trena Cleland and Diana Winston

large blue tarp lies on the grounds of Los

Alamos National Laboratory. On it sit sever-

al rows of silent, unmoving figures, all wear-

ing wide-brimmed sun hats and facing fire-
scarred mountains. Three chimes of a meditation bell
ring in counterpoint with the beep-beep-beep of a
Caterpillar tractor up the street that is breaking
ground for the world’s largest computer.

Forty minutes pass and no one moves. The bell
sounds again. The people stand up, bow to their cush-
ions, and slowly walk together in a silent line around
the blue tarp. Then they sit back down.

The two of us were among those sun-hatted med-
jtators who traveled to New Mexico in September for
a five-day interfaith witness and meditation retreat at
the lab, the cornerstone of the nuclear weapons
industry in the U.S. Most of us had participated in
anti-nuclear marches and demonstrated at weapons
facilities, but none of us had ever brought our spiritu-
al practice directly “into the lair of the dragon.” The
brochure prepared by the retreat’s organizers, the Los
Alamos Study Group (LASG), promised an opportu-
nity to do just that:

We will sit and pray in solidarity with each other,
with laboratory workers caught in a destructive sys-
tem, with the surrounding communities and tribes,
with generations born and yet to be born. In an age
of cynicism and despair, caught between irresponsi-
ble power and the futile politics of blame, we will
demonstrate another way. Each person’s powerful
presence—dignified, profoundly introspective, and
deep—will have consequences that cannot be fully
foreseen, affecting visible and invisible worlds.

The retreat was planned by former BPF board
member Greg Mello and his colleague Vilma Ruiz,
who run the LASG. BPF also helped organize the
retreat. It was originally planned for May but had to
be rescheduled to September due to the fires that rav-
aged the Los Alamos area.

Loose pre-planning made the event frustrating at
times but also magically spontaneous. The low atten-
dance (about 20 core participants) was somewhat dis-
appointing, but it also meant that the retreat had a
beautiful, low-key, community feel, and participants
grew quite close. Many of us were from California,

almost all BPF members, while other Buddhists came
from sanghas in New Mexico. We came from different
traditions: Vipassana, Soka Gakkai, and a couple of
flavors of Zen. There were a number of progressive
Christians present, representing the Sisters of Loretto,
the Nevada Desert Experience (which organizes wit-
nesses at the Nevada nuclear test site), and the Center
for Contemplation and Action in Albuquerque.

Our typical day consisted of an early-morning sit-
ting and breakfast at our campground at Bandelier
National Monument, after which we shuttled to our
“zendo” at the lab for more sitting and walking medi-
tation. We took a break for lunch and resumed sitting
for two or three hours in the afternoon. At the end of
the day, some of us took showers at the local public
pool, Eventually, we all gathered back at the camp-
ground for a soup supper—provided daily by the sup-
portive members of the Mountain Cloud Zen Center

in Santa Fe—and an informal evening program.

Our hearts sank when we first saw the area
assigned to us by lab officials for our meditation
retreat: a newly blacktopped parking lot next to a ura-
nium handling building—blazing hot, unshaded, and
completely unnatural. Back in May, when our retreat
was supposed to happen, the place was still a grassy
knoll. By the time September rolled around, it had
been paved over and turned into a parking lot.
(There’s a song in there somewhere.)

The lot was located at the margin of the 43-acre lab
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The Parking
Lot Zendo at
Los Alamos




Our little train had a
dignified air, but a
couple of us couldn’t
help wondering
whether we looked
like nuts to the lab
employees.
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property, separated from the road by lines of parked cars
and out of sight of most of the 12,000 workers. The pro-
portions of the place began to sink in. We were a tiny
group with an enormous project: to take on the nuclear
weapons industry. Our “zendo” consisted of a giant blue
tarp topped with many brown zabutons and zafus, sur-
rounded by ominous “No Trespassing: Nuclear Facility”
signs and safety cones. Nearby, a pleasant lab guard kept
tabs on us—while enjoying the air conditioning gener-
ated by his idling vehicle. This had to have been the
world’s most uneventful security gig.

Over time, we came to feel empathy for this tor-
tured patch of property that reflected the disrespect
for nature demonstrated by the lab’s existence. Our
zendo was surrounded by buildings devoted to
nuclear and biological weapons research and plutoni-

um storage. Below the oily blacktop was the living,

beating pulse of the earth. Sitting on it strengthened
our witness more than sitting on a comfortable tree-
shaded lawn might have.

The lab refused to provide toilet facilities and
requested that we bring only one vehicle per day. So

Greg and Vilma rented an RV—shuttle and toilet in

one! The RV served us in another way by casting
much-needed shade when carefully positioned next to
our meditation tarp.

We shuttled back and forth from our campground
and around town in this lumbering van, bouncing
around among piles of zafus and zabutons, gallons of
drinking water, backpacks, and straw hats.

This was a multifaceted retreat. We combined sitting
and walking meditation with dharma talks, powerful
chanting led by a participant who practices with Soka
Gakkai International, and a beautiful Christian prayer
service that included a water healing ceremony and
readings from Dorothy Day’s autobiography. Maylie
Scott, a Zen priest and BPF board member, gave a
dharma talk that had us inquire into “who” was partic-
ipating in this vigil. Longtime BPF associate Donald
Rothberg gave a talk on “Ten Reasons Why It’s Difficult
to Confront Structural Violence” (see page 34).

Our spiritual diversity raised inevitable questions
about practice forms. One of the Christian participants
was confused by the practice of bowing to zafus. Some
of the Buddhists, at home with silence, had to accept
that dialogue and social bonding are an important part
of Christian peacemaking. So we improvised: one
morning we did Christian prayer; another, metta (lov-
ingkindness) meditation; another, zazen. At one point,
artist Kaz Tanahashi led us in using paints and brushes
to illustrate and describe our visions of the future. One
night we held a Native American-style council to talk—
with tears, laughter, and prayers—about our experience.

In our RV, nicknamed the “Protestmobile,” Greg
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took us sightseeing around the Lab. He showed us
where plutonium was stored, where the original bombs
had been tested before they exploded over Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, where pueblos had been destroyed to set
up the lab, and where genetic research was being done.
We drove through neighborhoods flattened by the
recent fire, through charred remains of ranch houses
that echoed a post-atomic Hiroshima.

A high (low?) point was a trip to the Bradbury
Science Museum. There, we watched a videotape
about the history of Los Alamos, learned about the
beneficial effects of radiation, and “played” with inter-
active exhibits. (“Press here and watch a bomb go
off!”) Diana took the Plutonium Quiz and scored 60
percent correct. (“Is it worse to touch, swallow, or
inhale plutonium?”)

Each day at lunch time, we walked slowly in single file
to the lab’s main cafeteria, half a mile from our parking
lot. Our little train had a dignified air, but a couple of us
couldn’t help wondering whether we looked like nuts to
the lab employees. It was painful to admit they might
dismiss entirely our mindful pilgrimage.

Los Alamos National Lab is technically a “campus”
of the University of California, and it does have a col-
lege feel. The employees like to think of themselves as
academics, computer nerds, and pure scientists;
although 80 percent of the work of the lab involves the
design and manufacture of nuclear weapons, few
employees perceive themselves to be “bomb-makers.”

Nowhere was this collegelike ambiance more in
evidence than in the company cafeteria. Since there is
no dress code at LANL, shorts and tee-shirts prevailed.
Some of the men had long hair and pierced ears. One
had a copy of Mother Jones on his tray. There were
about equal numbers of women and men. Although
most employees were white, there were quite a few
Asian Americans and Latinos (the latter seemed to be
blue-collar workers), and a handful of African
Americans. Most of the people were friendly and
approachable.

On the one hand, we found this comforting; it
broke down distinctions in our minds between “us”
and “them.” On the other hand, the apparent normal-
cy was chilling. There was a surreal sense of business-
as-usual, while all around were the tools and materials
of poison, fire, and death.

. Our group pondered the level of delusion needed
to maintain this facade of normalcy. How did people
live with the disconnection between their values and
their work?

One day at lunch, two of us approached a woman in
her forties, Tracy, and asked if we could join her. She was
willing, and immediately began to talk nonstop about
her life, her dog, her friends, her book club, the restau-
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rants and shops we should visit, the aftermath of the Los
Alamos fire—everything but her work as a computer
programmer. Efforts to steer the conversation to her lab
work and our retreat were mostly unsuccessful.
However, we did learn that Tracy and her cowork-
ers feel defensive when anti-nuclear protesters come

with their signs and chants; the employees feel slan-

dered and unfairly attacked. She and her friends con-
sider themselves liberal, and they believe strongly in
the freedoms that U.S. citizens have {for example, to
demonstrate). They see their work at the lab as a way
to protect these freedoms. Tracy expressed the opin-
ion that our group might fruitfully work on some-
thing “more important,” like violence in children’s TV.

Listening to a stranger like Tracy chat about her per-
sonal life—"“bearing witness” to her experience and her
perspective—is a different kind of activism than most
of us are used to. Our challenge was to give her our time
and attention, not a piece of our minds. But of course,
thoughts interrupted. Is this activism? Wouldnt our
time be better spent with that other employee sitting
over there? Maybe he’d be willing to talk about the Real
Issues. Maybe we should excuse ourselves and go
over...No, come back to the present. Be here with this
human being, this conversation, this moment.

After a few minutes, Tracy waved a couple of fellow
computer scientists over to our table. One of the men
asked questions about Buddhist history and politics. He
said, “T used to be idealistic. I was an antiwar protester
back in the ’60s. But now I think we need to be strong.
Look at evolution; it’s all about survival of the fittest”

Actually, current understanding of evolution sug-
gests that it is not strength but creativity, flexibility,
cooperation, and response to feedback that character-
ize survivability. We talked about this and about new-
paradigm thinking, systems theory, and “emotional
intelligence.” Something must have resonated, because
at the end of the meal, he asked us to recommend a
good introductory book about Buddhism. (Our sug-
gestion was Jack Kornfield’s A Path with Heart.)

Greg Mello, the eloquent and respected director of
the LASG, gave our group several excellent mini-
teach-ins on the lab’s history and culture. He said,
“The primary function of nuclear weapons is in the
mind. They are mieant to detonate in the imagination.
As such, they are in use all the time.

“They can’t be used in the real world, but the threat
of them, the thought of them, the fear of them, is what
makes them so effective. Perception is everything. The
lab’s essential work is the construction of ideology.”

Greg has good relations with people on the lab
staff. His opinion is that the lab is quite weak and vul-
nerable, and that our presence was—well—disarm-
ing. “The best-kept secret of Los Alamos Lab is the

mediocrity of its thinking” he said. According to
Greg, the lab’s right hand doesn’t know what its left is
doing, and the whole organization wobbles on a foun-
dation of deception and incompetence.

Did our presence make a difference to the lab
workers? It’s hard to say. They were informed of our
presence through a posting on their intranet, the in-
house computer bulletin board. Those we talked to
seemed somewhat confused by us, as we didn’t fit the
classical mode of protester——we weren’t shouting, we
didn’t have signs, and no police were detaining us.
And because our meditation site was very isolated, far
from most of the workers, we often wondered
whether we were having any impact at all.

On the first morning, however, one employee of
the lab, ID badge hanging from her neck, drove up in
her car, walked quickly over to where we were medi-
tating, put her hands together and bowed deeply to us
several times, and then was gone. It was a poignant
moment. Her courage led us to think that there were
probably others on the workforce, too timid to show
their support, for whom our presence was significant.
The next day she came back with another gift of
encouragement: a bunch of wildflowers in a jar.

Did our presence make a difference to us as indi-
viduals participating? Yes. We learned a lot not only
about nuclear issues but about what it means to sit in
solidarity for our beliefs, even when it seems absurd
to do so. We saw that both we and the people who cre-
ate nuclear weapons fear that we lack power, and we
all seek ways to control the world we live in.

One group member said that when she was sitting
on the tarmac in the beating-down sun, as silly as it felt,
in that moment there was nothing else she wished she
could be doing. Sitting there represented the perfect
synthesis of her dharma practice and her wish for peace.

Did our presence make a difference to each other?
Yes, unquestionably. This was a tremendous time of
community-building. We worked together, strate-
gized together, spent hours in logistical debates, creat-
ed art together, and talked about the deeper issues
together. Everyone agreed that we wanted to hold a
similar retreat again next year, and many people vol-
unteered to help arrange it.

Did our presence make a difference to socially
engaged Buddhism? Definitely. To sit in meditation
for our beliefs is an unusual form of Buddhist/inter-
faith protest. It has real potential as a way to demon-
strate our concerns about a variety of issues, and as an
offering to the whole (primarily secular) activist com-
munity. We were required to bring our spiritual prin-
ciples into every moment of the retreat, even when we
were scoffing at the absurd museum dioramas or eat-

(continued on page 37)

“The primary func-
tion of nuclear
weapons is in the
mind. They are
meant to detonate
in the imagination.
As such, they are in
use all the time.”

TurNING WHEEL/WINTER 2001 33




Los ALaMos SessuIn

percent of the U.S. population agreed that they would
be safer if no country had nuclear weapons (1997).
We can remember the potential of the present
moment: the end of the Cold War and thus of most of
the earlier rationales for nuclear weapons, and the UN
support for a decade of nonviolence in this first
decade of the new millennium. One scientist who has
worked at Los Alamos since 1966 told me that most
who work there would like to see nuclear weapons
abolished—if they could feel safe without them.

9. In this culture, Buddhist teachings often focus on
the more personal rather than the structural sources
of suffering.

Often our concerns about structural violence are
not supported by our spiritual communities. Even
though Buddhists claim to be addressing suffering (or
dukkha), there is typically an emphasis on my suffer-
ing rather than suffering as such. We need to make

“clearer the connections between structural violence
and personal suffering. We also need to question the
extent to which individualistic spiritual practice rein-
forces a sense of separate self. We can learn in this
regard from our Christian and Jewish friends, espe-
cially from the prophetic tradition of concern for the
“other” that passes from Isaiah through Jesus down to
contemporaries like Abraham Joshua Heschel, Martin
Luther King Jr., and liberation theologians.

10. We tend to forget that love, wisdom, and non-
duality are deeper than violence and denial.

Being in the presence of entrenched structural vio-
lence certainly “tests” us. We may often think ourselves
weak in comparison with the systems that we contest.
We may feel isolated and forget the deeper love and
wisdom that is at the heart of our beings.

This suggests the vital importance of both com-
munity and spiritual practice. We need to find refuge
within the “beloved community” And we need to
return to our own lived experiences of love and wis-
dom. Such continual access to spiritual nourishment
is what sustains us for the long haul. In 1967, Martin
Luther King Jr. said:

Our only hope today lies in our ability to recapture
the revolutionary spirit and go out into a some-
times hostile world declaring eternal hostility to
poverty, racism, and militarism...This call for a
world-wide fellowship that lifts neighborly concern
beyond one’s tribe, race, class and nation is in real-
ity a call for an all-embracing and unconditional
love for all human beings... When I speak of love...I
am speaking of that force which all of the great reli-
gions have seen as the supreme unifying principle
of life. Love is somehow the key that unlocks the
door which leads to ultimate reality. <

Donald Rothberg is on the faculty at Saybrook Graduate
School, where he has developed a program in Socially Engaged
Spirituality. He has written and taught widely on socially
engaged Buddhism, and is the co-editor (with Sean Kelly) of
Ken Wilber in Dialogue: Conversations with Leading
Transpersonal Thinkers. He has been a mentor for BPF’s
BASE program since its inception in 1995,

Dragon’s Lair, continued from page 33

ing cardboard-like cafeteria pizza. In this moment, are
my actions contributing to peace and nonviolence?
Am [ patient? How is my equanimity? Am I mindful?
Can I be awake in this mement? The sitting support-
ed our inquiry.

Did our presence make a difference to the future of
the planet? Though we felt like tiny pebbles in a lim-
itless ocean, our trust in the dharma is vast. Here we
surrender to the mystery of the dharma and say, who
knows? We must not forget that the power of love is
stronger than the power of destruction. The earth
benefited from our presence. This much we know.

P.S. It’s worse to inhale plutonium. %

[Special thanks to participant Mark Pringle of Arcata,
California, for his contributions.]

Trena Cleland, a BPF board member, was part of a group that
walked across the U.S. in 1981 to promote nuclear disarmament,

Diana Winston, associate director of the Buddhist Peace
Fellowship, is a regular contributor to Turning Wheel and other
Buddhist publications.
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Local ofﬁc1als react to Bush’s
ienergy secretary appomtment

‘ By KRISTEN DAVENPORT
The New Mexnoan

'/3/::

PreSIdentaeIect

‘George » W

Bush’s appointment of U.S. Sen. .
Spencer Abraham-as Secretary
. of Energy could have a substan= -
tial impact on the future of New
“Mexico's two weapons. laborato=":.
ries, local officials said 'Ihesday

Or, ‘as” some - beheve havmg

Abraham, a conservative-Repub-
lican;: at the helm won’t make a-

- bit of dlfference in-the: way the-'.’
. labsare. managed . o
The: Department of Energy -
" nuclear-

Vowns the _nation’s
~weapons laboratories, including

Lo$ Alamos National Laboratory .

and Sandia ‘National Laborato-
ries in Albuquerque. However, a

.. semiautonomous agency called
" the National Nuclear Security

Administration has taken a large
chunk of the DOE’s responsrblh-
ties over the labs.

“I am’ pleased to endorse and

.pledge to support the candidacy .
-of (Abraham) to be the new Sec-
Sen. Pete’

Domenici, R-N.M,, said in a news

retary - of - Energy,”

release. “This is good news for
.New Mexico as Senator Abraham
and his staff have worked with
me and my staff on a variety of
issues, including energy issues;
- during his tenure in the Senate.”

- But ‘others are skeptical any-

thing will change under Abra-

- ham’s rule.

. “Whoever they. appolnt is sort |
~of ° irrelevant,”

Mechels, a Los_Alamos National™

' said

Laboratbr:y employee-turned-crit-

ic. “As we found out, the real Sec- :

retary of Energy is Pete Domeni-
ci. If the DOE wants to cut the
budget of the lab’s pet project,
Pete puts it back in. The people

really running the labs are Pete:
‘and (Gen.) John Gordon. »

Gordon, who was. hand-plcked .
by Domenici, heads the National
" Nuclear Security. Administration
"and cannot be removed from his
" job for three years. - :

If approved for the job Abra-

Mexico Rep. Bill Richardson.

* . Some critics - say Abraham has
too little experience at public life -
—and-energy issues — to besec- -

. retary of energy.-Abraham served.

as chief of staff for vice presiderit

-Dan Quayle and served one term

as a U.S. senator from Michigan
until being ousted by a Democrat
in November’s elections. ~ = .-
On his Web 31te Abraham
doesn’t - list natlonal security,

weapons or other energy prob- -

lems as his top-issues,, instead
offermg Internet seekers his
views on a date-rape drug, edu-
cation, food safety and health

care. However he was active in

high-tech issues during his term

Chris

‘Senaté Energy

1 ‘backbotie ‘who wont bo. _

in the Senate, and several people. j"
suggested that played a role in :

Bush’s decision to appomt him.
“This is an: unexpected ch01ce,-‘i:‘

- but: eértainly Senator Abraham
_is well liked by members of both :

sides of the-aisle;” "sald Sen Jeff
Bingaman, D-N. M. : k

The Senate will have to approve

. Abraham’s appointient. Binga- :

man is ranking, Democrat on-the -
and." Natural =
Resources.Committee. Domemcr. :
also srts on that commlttee :

Greg Mello, drrector of the Los

dwatchdog, said it’s possible that

Abraham might -do ‘a, .great job. *

.However he said, managing the :
ham would succeeds former New:: . 1 }

managers’- wishes."

“As. sécretary of energy, you
rarely have any-idea what’ part of .

‘the nuelear complex is: going to

erupt’in -scandal and: don’t have .

any control over it,” Mello said,
Richardson, who plans to

return to New' Mexico for a

. “breather,” issued a statement

Tuesday, saying - he™ beheves
Abraham s appointment is a
“positive development.” :
“I have worked with him in the
past on immigration issues and
have always admired his efforts

in that arena,” Richardson said

through a spokesman. .
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Watchdogs Cr1t1c1ze DOE Appomtee

from PAGE 1

secretary,” he said. “He had‘alot of .

polmcal skills and he needed all of
‘them just to survive.” '
*Abraham, a Lansmg,

lican Party leader before he ran for
the Senate in 1994. He served one
term and was defedted by Democ-
rat Debbie Stabenow in November’ 'S

electiofi. Abraham also.sefved as"

chairnian of the Michigan Republi-

can Party, oo-chairman of  the -
National Republican Congresswnal .

Committeg and was ‘former- Vice
President  Dan Quayl¢’s “deputy
chief of staff. :

. In'the Senate, Abraham sat on the

Budget ‘Small’ Busmess Judmary

and Comx‘nerce commrttees, nene of

..which have “direct -ovefsight over

- the Department “of Energy.’ ‘The
Commerce - Comnuttee, however,._

- has some power over managerlal
" decisions within the DOE, .

Abrsham- also co- sponsored sev—. :
_eral : measures  to dismantle thel

Department of Energy

New Mexico’s” Democrauc_-Sen'
" Jeff Bingaman called thé:homina-

tmn “an unexpected ch01ce” in a

Mlch .
native, was an attorney and Repub-'t

' “George Bush handlers have an agenda and this

appomtment expresses z‘har What can we.say?”

GREG MELLO, LOS ALAM08 STUDY GROUP

statement 'Iuesday but went on. to
wish Abraham well and promised to

“do what I can to help himsucceed.” .
New Mexico’s Republican Sen,.

Pete Domemc1, chairmian of the

-Sefiate Energy and. Water' Develop-

ment Appropriations Subcommlt-
tee, which funds the. DOE, wel-
comed Abraham.

A1 beheve Nevy -Mexmans will

have a special friend in Sen, Abra-.
Ham,” Domenici said Tuesdayin a

prepared statement. Domenici also

promised to “endorse and support” ° he 3aid - Abraham doesn't appear t0 -

‘Abrahain’s candxdacy
“ “He has served ably on! my: Bud-

get Committee for the last six years-

arid I am confident of his abilities to
‘beagood secretary,” Domemc1 said
in his statement. - ;

- Jay Coghlan, founder of’ Nuclear

Watch ‘of New Mexico in Santa Fe, -
said - Abraham’s .ample experience -

in the Republican Party and his rel-

- atively light past in’ energy matters .-
suggests Abrahams normnatlon s

purely_poli,tical.f:'-' .
“He essentially has'zero experi-

: ence,” Coghlan said.. “What 'kind of
_appomtment isthis? At this parhcu—

lar time,.which is quite sersitive
with respect to where the world.is.
going with nuclear mafters, it just
doesn't seem right that there should

.be some inexperienced person as

secretary” i * ‘
Mello; ‘said: he feared Abraham

“would weaken enyironmental con-

trols at the DOE. Most 1mportant1y,

have the background necessary. to °
fix some well- -publicized ' security .
and. safety{problems in the.depart-
ment’s facilities, including Los
Alamos N atlonal Laboratory

“George Bush’s handlers have an
agenda and this - appomtment
expresses that,” he said. “What can .
we say?”

Representatives of Abraham did

wnot return phone calls Tuesday.
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N.M. reaction to new energy czar is
mixed

The Associated Press

LOS ALAMOS -- Local officials say the
appointment of Sen. Spencer Abraham as
secretary of the U.S. Department of Energy
could have a substantial impact on the future
of New Mexico's two weapons laboratories.

Or, as others believe, his appointment won't
make a bit of difference in how the labs are
managed.

Abraham, a conservative Republican from
Michigan, was picked Tuesday by
President-elect George W. Bush.

"Whoever they appoint is sort of irrelevant,”
said Chris Mechels, a Los Alamos National
Laboratory employee-turned-critic. "As we
found out, the real Secretary of Energy is
(Sen.) Pete Domenici. If the DOE wants to cut
the budget of the lab's pet project, Pete puts it
back in."

Domenici, an Albuquerque Republican, said
Tuesday he endorses Abraham's appointment.
The senator said he spoke with Abraham, who
said he knows he's inheriting a difficult job --
ranging from the energy crisis to dealing with
security issues at the weapons labs.

If approved for the job, Abraham would
succeed former New Mexico Congressman Bill
Richardson as the nation's energy chief.

Some critics say Abraham doesn't have
enough experience to be secretary of energy.

Abraham served as chief of staff for vice
president Dan Quayle and served one term in
the Senate until being ousted by a Democrat in
November's elections.

Abraham was active in high-tech issues
during his term in the Senate, and several
people suggested that played a role in Bush's
decision to appoint him.

"This is an unexpected choice, but certainly
Senator Abraham is well liked by members of
both sides of the aisle,” said Sen. Jeff
Bingaman, a Silver City Democrat. "The job of
Energy Secretary is enormously challenging,
dealing with matters as diverse as cleaning up
in the aftermath of the Cold War to electricity
deregulation.”

Bingaman is ranking Democrat on the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, which will hold hearings to quiz
Abraham before his appointment can be
approved by the Senate.

Greg Melio, director of the Los Alamos

.Study Group, a lab watchdog, said managing

the labs is such a hard job that Bush should
appoint someone with a backbone who won't
bow to fab managers' wishes.

"Because (Abraham) doesn't have much
background (in nuclear-weapons or other
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energy issues), it might be hard for him to
exert managerial control over the labs,“ Mello
said. "It's a very hard job, and it's not for the
faint of heart.

"As secretary of energy, you rarely haVe
any idea what part of the nuclear complex is
going to erupt in scandal and don't have any
control over it."

Abraham had tried to abolish the
Department of Energy. He cosponsored
legislation to eliminate the agency in 1999,
when it was mired in the controversy over
security problems at Los Alamos Lab.

And in 1996, he was part of a small group
of Senate Republicans who cosponsored
legislation to close the departments of Energy,
Commerce, and Housing and Urban
Development and privatize or assign to other
departments the functions worth preserving.

Both attempts died in committee.

Officials at Los Alamos Lab had no comment
on the choice of Abraham, and a spokesman for
the University of California, which manages Los
Alamos Lab, said the university will work with
anyone-picked for the job.

Richardson, who plans to return to New
Mexico, issued a statement Tuesday saying he
believes Abraham's appointment is a "positive

development.”




GAO: Nuke Plan
Needs Overhaul bl

Confus1on in DOE
Leadershlp Reported

By JENNIFER MCKEE
Journal Staff Writer -

 Management malfunctlons and

- blunder-filled budgets within the
Department of Energy plague the
country’s nuclear weapons stock-

_.pile, according to a federal report‘

released Thursday.

The report, conducted by the'

. Gengral Accounting Office at the
request -of* the - congressmnal Sub-

committée on Energy and Water
Development, examined the depart-

ment’s Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
.- gram — the eight-year-old policy. of

- maintdining aging nuclear weapons -

.as-opposed to burldmg and testing
new ones.

The report examined plannmg,
budgets and managernent of the

program and concluded that all are .

in néed of overhaul.-
© | “Several studies have found that

the -Office of Defense Programs .

. (within the DOE) hasa dysfunction-
al organization with unclear lines of
authority that lead:to-a lack of
accountability,” the. report reads.

“The program remains.fragmented

_ at the headquarters level and the’

division of roles and responsibili- -

ties between headquarters and the
fleld is unclear.”-

The department’s Offlce of

»Defense Programs| oversees  the -
nation’s nuclear weapons complex, -
including Los Alamos National Lab- .
- oratory and Sandia National Labo-

ratory in Albuquerque: Manage-
. N . . / . B T

_ ment of part of the 'complex is divid-

ed into eight private contractors, - :
.including, for example, the Univer-
~ sity of California. which ‘manages
Los Alamos. But those contragtors

- dor’t all answer to the same DOE :
- higher-ups.

When auditors checked m"”@cto—
ber, for example, three of the con-
tractors reported to DOE offices
other than. the Offlce of Defense
'Programs..

In addition; the report found
almost 65 percent of management
jobs are vacant within the Office of
Defense Programs — a situation

- that has sidelined needed decisions :

on stockpile stewardship for years.
The department also-has numer-

“ous field offices, including a large

one in Albuquerque But just which

- offices, among the nest 6f authomty .
in the complex, control what is

unclear.

“One’ kesr broblem . is the exis-

-tence -of ‘two- headquarters 7 the

report réads. “One.in the Office of
Defense Programs (in Washington,
D.C.) and -one m the Albuquerque
Operations Office. This situation
exists because clearly defined roles
and responsibilities are lacking.”
The report goes on to say that

“officials in' both offices noted

uncertainty about what managers

.are authorized to do.”

Illustratmg the confusmn, the

_Office of Defense Programs has
g developed more than 70 different
~.plans for the Stockpile Stewardshlp E

Program, according to the report,
but net a single one i$ complete. .
The report offered the first test -

See GAO on PAGE 4 -

A0 Sas Nuke Program Nesds Orerhaul

The secretaries of Energy and :
- Defense, who annually report to the
president on the program, told Pres-

!
i
|
!
1
|
|
1

" at

Web

Wide

“World

The full report can be found on
. WWW.gao.gov. -

~“Creedon called the report “accu-
rate and balanced,” but pointed out
“that despite its problems, the Stock-
‘pile Stewardship Program . has
ident Clinton last April that the
“stockpile has no safety or reliabili-
ty concerns,” according to Cree-

arow. .
the.

d. “It means the- 2
s nuclear weapons complex passed official muster four yearsin

e in government, but this
ent problem is truly dan-

“There’s ’che run-of;the-mill fraud

overhead of running a weapons lab and abus
Madelyn Creedon, deputy admin-
istrator for the department’s Office

of Defense Programs, sent a letter
to the author:of the report in don’sletter.

is actually being run by the contrac-
tors - who have a financial interest in
the decisions being made. It’s truly

not.accountdble to-anyone.”
‘released to certain people within

November, two weeks- after it was
. the DOE. .

~ gerous,” ‘he . sai
nation’

Consequently, the report. said,
None of this comes as’ auy sur-
prise to local nuclear activists. Greg
Mello, of the Los Alamos Study
Group in Santa Fe, called -the

and the cost of specific weapons lab managem
~DOE officials can’t tell how much

money would be saved by _s_crapping
projects nor can they zeroin on spe-
cific cost-cutting measures within a

make clear distinctions between the -
‘project.

‘weapons labs “a fiscal black hole” in
an interview Thursday.-

projects.

confusion.
doesn’t

$300 million

overall
The project took two years longer .
In addition, the report said, the
Office of Defense Programs and the
DOE facilities presumably under it

of the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram — the redevelopment of the

W87 warhead — as proof of the
than expected and ran
even more confusion. The office’s

from PAGE 1
department’s
over budget.

have not always budgeted their
‘money in the same way, creating

‘current budget scheme
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Nuke Report Vexes Activists

Jennifer McKee Journal Staff Writer

Group Fears LANL Will Become Warhead Producer

Local activists fear Los Alamos National Laboratory could be the new home for a potential warhead plant
alluded to in a State Department report released Friday.

Retired Gen. John Shalikashvili, former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was tapped last year to
review the failed Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty by President Clinton and Secretary of State Madeline
Albright. He released his report Friday.

While much of his findings centered around the global spread of nuclear weapons, a small portion of the
report focused on maintaining the nation's existing and aging supply of nuclear weapons, also known as
"the stockpile."

"The National Nuclear Security Administration (a semi-autonomous arm of the Department of Energy)
should make a decision as soon as possible about the need for a large scale plutonium pit remanufacturing
facility," the general wrote.

Plutonium pits are the nuclear guts of a warhead and contain radioactive plutonium, which is known to
decay over time. The United States currently has no manufacturing plant for nuclear bombs. Los Alamos
National Lab has been designated as the official source of new or remanufactured pits, said lab
spokesman Jim Danneskiold, although the lab hasn't built 2 weapons-ready pit in the four years since DOE
officials christened it the nation's new pit center.

Greg Mello, of the Santa Fe-based Los Alamos Study Group, said the report all but points to Los Alamos
as the site of any new larger-scale pit plant.

"That's been DOE's constant plan for the last eight years," said Mello, chairman of the lab watchdog
group.

He pointed to reports from the DOE's Albuguerque Operations Office that call for an additional $500
million over the next 15 years for new buildings and facilities earmarked for expanded pit production.

He's vowed to oppose the growth tooth and nail.

"We will fight pit production at any level, other than simple maintenance of the technology, with all
means at our disposal," Mello said. "The northern New Mexico community has fought this in the past."

But according to Danneskiold, Mello needn't arm himself just yet. True, Danneskiold said, Los Alamos is

the only source of new pits in the country right now. But the lab was charged only with maintaining the
know-how and technology to make new nuclear weapons, not the full-scale rebuilding of the nation's

1of2 11/3/05 2:09 PM
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nuclear weapons. Under the grandest projections, Los Alamos scientists will only be making 50 new pits a
year, he said, and so far they haven't made a single one fit to be implanted in the nose of a warhead.

"There have never been any plans for large-scale pit manufacturing at Los Alamos," Danneskiold said.

Another anti-nuclear activist agreed.

Jay Coghlan of Nuclear Watch of Northern New Mexico, also based in Santa Fe, said Friday a pit plant
on the mesa is the least of his fears.

More upsetting in Shalikashvili's report, Coghlan said, was the general's argument for both the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which would forbid nuclear testing among member nations, and the need
for new or remanufactured pits, which are part of the national Stockpile Stewardship Program. Stockpile
stewardship, by rebuilding and making slight changes to the weapons, violates the 30-year-old Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty, Coghlan said.

2 0f2 11/3/05 2:09 PM
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2 feet, there was a zero dose of
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Group reveals covert NTS blasts

U.S. may be using tests to develop nuclear warheads

By Mary Manning
<manning{@lasvegassun.com>
LAS VEGAS SUN

The United States is quietly searching for new uses for old nuclear weapons in research at the Nevada

Test Site.

Department of Defense documents unearthed by a California anti-nuclear group show that explosions
conducted in underground tunnels at the Test Site, 65 miles northwest of Las Vegas, may be used to
develop small nuclear warheads capable of penetrating underground bunkers. '

The explosions at the Test Site so far are conventional, not nuclear, so they do not violate international
test-ban treaties. The documents do not indicate whether future nuclear explosions are planned.

The documents show the government is planning to experiment with deep-penetrating bombs this year,
Andrew Lichterman, director of the Western States Legal Foundation of Oakland, Calif., said. The
foundation acquired the documents through a Freedom of Information Act request.

" The military could make new battlefield uses from old nuclear warheads, Lichterman said.

"It is clear they are researching how to make nuclear weapons more usable,” he said. "I have to wonder if
they will push the envelope based on what is in the defense budget."

The Energy Department and other weapons experts say there are no nuclear experiments proposed at the
Test Site. Former President George Bush declared a moratorium on all underground nuclear blasts in
September 1992, and the ban has been extended by President Clinton.

Since then the DOE has conducted 13 subcritical underground experiments, which do not create a
nuclear reaction. In part, government scientists are learning how plutonium behaves when it is subjected

to a blast from high explosives.
The tests are part of a program to maintain the existing U.S. nuclear arsenal, according to the DOE.

The DOE and the Defense Department teamed up in the 1990s to continue research into weapons'
effects, building computer models to replace nuclear testing and filling in gaps of knowledge about
nuclear weapons using the Test Site and other facilities.

Part of the Test Site's mission is to remain ready to resume nuclear weapon testing if the president orders
it.

Independent nuclear weapons experts said the government is not crossing the line and is obeying the

1/12/01 9:00 AM
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nuclear test ban.

"Certainly the Defense and Energy Departments are stepping right up to the boundary on everything
permitted short of nuclear testing," said Steven Aftergood, government secrecy project director for the
Federation of American Scientists, a national watchdog group.

Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group in New Mexico said the documents Lichterman released
Wednesday are important to the public's understanding of how nuclear weapons fit into the nation's

future military plans.

"They document the keen interest of the Defense Department managers of developing advanced nuclear
weapons for a broad range of battlefield uses," Mello said.

The Test Site has been scrambling to find new projects to replace nuclear weapons testing, Mello said.
The tunnel experiments with the Defense Department are part of those new directions.

The defense budget contributes roughly $12 million to the Test Site each year to keep the facilities ready
to return to nuclear testing and to allow defense experiments such as those in the tunnel, he said.

"The Nevada Test Site is a good place to blow things up," Mello said.

* Chris Paine, a scientist for the Natural Resources Defense Council, said the research at the Test Site and
at defense facilities across the country is an effort to find new uses for old nuclear weapons.

"They are certainly studying new ways to repackage nuclear weapons components,” he said.

Ias Vegas SUN main page.

Questions or problems? Click here.

All contents copyright 2001 Las Vegas SUN, Inc.
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News
Mini-nuke tests go virtual

By Michael Stoll
Of the Examiner Staff

Sometime around 2008, physicists at Lawrence Livermore-National Laboratory plan to spari
fusion reaction in a large dome, using the world's most powerful laser array to heat a BB-sizec
peliet to 100 million degrees — hotter than the core of the sun. This will be no academic
exercise: the data could lead them someday to a source of clean and plentiful power. But it wil
also demonstrate what happens the instant a thermonuclear bomb ignites, which the
Department of Defense hopes will aid the design of miniature, ground-penetrating nuclear
weapons that can take out an underground bunker without also killing everyone for miles
around. Saddam Hussein and Osama bin Laden beware: America is looking at ways to make
small-scale nuclear "smart bombs” practical.

One hurdle for our military had been the end of testing. The United States has not exploded
nuclear bomb since 1992, and the 1996 Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty signed by United
States and 159 other countries, would, if ratified, prohibit nuclear testing forever. So governme
scientists are trying to show, through elaborate physics experiments and computer simulations
that new weapons and new uses for old weapons will work. As long as those bombs do not
actually exist, the military can avoid running afoul of the test ban or Congressional prohibitions
on building "low-yield" nuclear warheads.

Anti-nuclear activists angrily object, saying that smaller nuclear weapons would be more like
to be used in battle. But defense officials justify this line of research by saying they need a nev
generation of weapons to maintain a technical edge over rogue nations and terrorists.

Though the experiments at the half-finished $3.9 billion National Ignition Facility at Livermor
will be the most ambitious, they are just a small part of this effort. Similar research is happenir
right now at more than a dozen other national labs, as computer programmers and technician:
piece together an elaborate model of the damage hypothetical new munitions could do to
tunnels, buried command-and-control centers and other so-called "hard targets."

The Livermore lab, 35 miles east of San Francisco, is also home to the world's fastest
supercomputer, IBM's ASCI White, which can produce 12 trillion calculations per second and *
be used to simulate three-dimensional models of nuclear explosions of any size. At the Nevad
Test Site, where 928 nuclear bombs were exploded above and below ground over 41 years,
scientists are carving tunnels into the desert to test nuclear shock patterns using high-yield
conventional explosives. And at Arnold Air Force Base in Tennessee they use the Decade
Radiation Test Facility to expose bomb parts to levels of x-rays found only in a nuclear blast.

All this research is being done in the name of the Science-Based Stockpile-Stewardship
program, the $5.1 billion-per-year Department of Energy effort to ensure that the U.S. nuclear
weapons remains "safe, secure and reliable.” Proponents of the program say its goal is mereh
to make sure existing weapons work and are refurbished when they age.

But internal Defense Department documents, released to the Western States Legal
Foundation, an Oakland-based anti-nuclear group, show that the military's view of future uses
the program includes the creation of new weapons systems.
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“Precision engagement requires development of more discriminate weapons that have the
lethality needed to hold difficult-to-kill targets at risk with minimized collateral effects,” defense
officials wrote in the Defense Technology Area Plan, dated February 2000.

Testifying before Congress this fall in hearings on funding for the Stockpile Stewardship
program, Brig. Gen. Thomas F. Gioconda, acting deputy administrator for defense programs ¢
the National Nuclear Security Administration, said the Department of Energy has so far
dismantied 12,000 nuclear weapons. And he insisted that Army and Navy are not creating any
new weapons, nor have they done so for 11 years. In 1994, Congress specifically prohibited
research and development on low-yield nuclear weapons, which produce a blast of five kiloton
or less -- about a third the power of the bomb that devastated Hiroshima in 1945.

But another senior defense official familiar with nuclear strategy said part of stockpile
stewardship is the ability to design new weapons quickly if the United States were to change
policy and authorize low-yield weapons development. T '

"It's really a ‘what-if," the defense official said on the condition his hame not be used. "We'd
be prepared to have the answer, if and only if we were given permission in the future to proces
on such a course. They're only concepts and we don't have any permission to ask the
Department of Energy to build new weapons.”

Andrew Lichterman, a researcher at Western States, said that while this research does not
seem to violate any law, it treads close to the line that Congress-drew in 1994. He also said it
undercuts efforts to achieve a viable non-proliferation treaty, which calls on existing nuclear
powers to de-emphasize, and eventually eliminate, nuclear weapons.

"The broad representation to the U.S. public of the Stockpile Stewardship program is that it
merely to maintain the existing stockpile as we move toward their elimination," Lichterman sait
“This is the clearest and most specific evidence we have found that they are using this prograt
to make nuclear weapons more usable.”

The Defense Technology Area Plan, an annual internal policy review, became restricted as
three years ago. Lichterman filed a request with the Defense Department through the Freedor

of Information Act last July.

The documents also discuss other weapons, such as the B61-11 gravity bomb, which has
been modified to work as a ground penetrator. The senior defense official said that was
permitted because it was not a "new" weapon.

"The nuclear part of the B61 was unchanged," the official said. "So the fact that we put a ne
case on an existing weapon, | don't consider that a new weapon. | think it's permissible to crez
a capability with an existing weapon."

Pentagon critics say this contradicts public statements about what Stockpile Stewardship is
about.

"If we were just maintaining the existing stockpile until such time as we could eliminate
nuclear weapons pursuant to an international agreement, would we need the current Stockpile
Stewardship program?" said Christopher Paine, who has researched the program for the Natt
Resources Defense Council. "The answer is no. We would want something that is far smaller
and simpler. It was sold to a cadre of Democrats and liberals who supported the test ban as a
essential ingredient of the U.S. capability to maintain weapons under the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty. The truth is the stockpile program is the capacity to maintain weapons -- and a lot
more."

Greg Mello, director of the Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe, N.M., said the Departmen
of Energy is misleading the public about the work of the program.

"There is definitely active deception going on with respect to Congress and ordinary folks ar
employees,” he said. "The lab people know what to do to sell their bombs. They've adopted ar
industrial paradigm, and they have an industrial culture that searches for new niches for nucle:

bombs."
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The Department of Energy, which runs the National Laboratories and builds nuclear weapc
for the military, says it has no plans to build new bombs anytime soon.

"We are not developing any new nuclear weapons," said Floyd Thomas, a spokesman for tt
department's National Nuclear Security Administration. "If somebody's up in some other agent
thinking of new weapons, we wouldn't know about it."

Some scientists, while sympathizing with activists' political complaints, dismiss their attacks
on experimental and computational modeling of nuclear explosions. Wolfgang Panofsky, the
retired director of the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center in Palo Alto, said that even though he
and other physicists are opposed to producing low-yield nuclear bombs, he sees nothing wron
with basic research short of designing new weapons for production.

Raymond Jeanloz, a professor of Earth and planetary science at the University of California
Berkeley and a Stockpile Stewardship consultant for the Energy Department, said the progran
also necessary to train a new generation of nuclear scientists. In the next 10 years, most
government physicists with experience in nuclear testing and design will retire, so a large part
nuclear weapons research is meant to keep that nuclear know-how alive. U.S. scientists must
practice their skills, he said, lest they forget how to maintain and build new weapons systems i
a time of need.

"If we as a nation have nuclear weapons, the scariest thing would be to let the weapons dec
and the expertise of the people who are handling them decay,” he said. Yet he questions
whether secrecy about the research is the best policy for the long term.

"This is a fact of our country and we have to keep examining this,” Jeanloz said. "We are
participants as taxpayers. The worst thing would be for the public to forget that we have nucle:
weapons."

E-mail Michael Stoll at mstoli@sfexaminer.com
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= Sonie scientists and -
activists, however, think
this approach is not the
answer
By JENNIF_Ek MCcKEE .

- Journal Staff Writer

It sounds like a simple, almost inge-

nious idea: Take.the nation’s 30,000 -

tons of spent nuclear fuel Bombard 1t
with neutrons to eat up the nastiest

stuff in the garbage heap. In the end :

highly .. radioactive, although short-

. lived, waste and & big pile of low-level"
T radmactLve garbage that can be safely
o buned in many landfllls. o

‘ It’s called: thé “transmutatlon of - DOIOEY W,
: , nuclear Waste ” hterally transformmg;_»- AL

"~ radioactivé nuclear matetials into oth- -

" er, less problematlc forms Support-_,

.ers, like’ Sen. Pete-D . d

. say it just rmght take. care of one, the" B

nation’s most pressing nuclear prob-_ .

* lems: What to do with the radioactive

. leftovers of nuclear )

the 1dea a “shell game” of nuclear

enici, R-N.M.,,-

er, Criticscall .

waste and say 1t costs more and gener-

ates'more hew waste than it’s worth,
 Domenici- secured $34 million' to _
fund: & rlew program at Los ‘Alamos -
N Nanonal Laboratory to see. if- the tech—

H "Was 1n Albuquerque on Tuesday.
to-announce {the program.- , .
1 have come to the conclus1on that
'the Umted States ‘has’ to get 1tse1f '; _

» mvolved i, new technologzes sur-
.rounding nuclear power,” he said in an

interview with the Journal. “In order.

for the world to grow and have clean -
-air, we don’t have many alternatives.”

. Nuclear- power. plants unlike ‘their .
‘coal-burning cousins, -

don’t really
“burn” anything. Instead, they gener-

. ate emergy by creatmg -controlled
"nuclear- chain. réactions — ‘the same
'.,'_process that: powers nuclear bombs

but much tamer: The process changes
the reactor fuel into a soup of other

. _:adxoactwe elemerts; including pluto-

' . See LAB onPAGE 6

N uke;_faste Transmutation Project

you’ re left w1th a small amount of-"

DOMENIC!:
Secured $34 .
million to fund
experiment
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njum... -
. Other countries, .

France; take that glob of spent mix-

'.matched nuclear. fuel, reprocess it -
. and“use’ it:oyer, agaln, ‘$aid. -Pete
Lyens, Domenici’s science adviser.
The United States, however plans’

on burymg it
‘But that’ solutlon has problems

'For one, Lyons said, rio one particu- '"_'_they believe ‘the techriology holds -

" 1o, much’ promise to beiignored. *" . .
- “We've got to find & much better;’
. sbliitién to the, permanent dlsposal L

- “larly:wants the waste in their back
yard. And: for. another the ‘waste

contains - plutomum WhICh has’a*

“half-life - of 24,000 years which
under “government
:Ineans the waste fnust 'be buried in

least 10,000 years.

- “Talkmg -about ° What’s .going to. .
‘.happen in the next 10000 years:is-

more theology than scxence,”_ he
sald :

.The AAA technology, 1f succeSs-.
ful would use up all the waste’s plu-
- tonium," leaving. material with a

half- hfe of only /mlyears '

. special particle -accelerator that

~* would hurl neutrons at the waste. _
: Ideally, the plutomum would-absorb
‘these- n,eutrons which would make .

espec1allyf _Jdccel

guidelines

it Jess:. radloactlve The process .

. should also- generate electmclty,j'_

‘some of .which would. power the

+but; the extra could be -

L gy . doesn’t

Lyons ¢cautioned that the program a

. is"an-€xperiment; The prOCess may- ;-
prove too-costly er too. environmer-

tally. questlonable to work m the .

real world, )
Still, both he’ and the senator sald

of nuclear waste,” Domenici said.
Some scientists and- actlwsts

e 5 ~ ~however, think AAA is not -“an
reposrtomes guaranteed for at' - .

answer.

“It smacks of pork barrel pohtlcs ,
. bétween ‘Doménici’ and - the lab,”-
-said Jay Coghlan, of Nuclear Watch
of New Mexico, a Santa’ F‘e—based-

»group

The Umted States needs to learn

from the mistakes of nucléar pow-

er; said Greg Mello; of the Los . .

, Alamos Study Group, another Santa - ‘Tepository for defense-generated .

--Lab scientists propose to. blhld a

Fe group, not chase “fantasy” tech-

nologies.’

“There .is no techmcal solutlon

_that will take away the. responsrbrh-'

ty for nuclear weapons " he saud

Vs ,ste Pr;]ect

What’s more, sa1d Hlsham Zerr1s~.
si, a consultmg senior scientist for

“ the - Institute of Energy and Envi- -

rormental Research,. the technolo—'
actually reduce” ’
nuclear waste at all: :

Heé ‘doesn’t argué the pomt that '
plutomum will “fission’ of f” if satu-,

_rated in neutrons. But you're still -

left with a bunch of radloactIVe ura® '

_ mum he sard

§ _-level n Whlch means only ele-

: metits heavier than uranium such _
- as plutonium must hel buried in spe:’

cial, highly controlled repositories, -
Uramum no matter how. radioac-

tiveitis, is considered “low—level »o

: “It’s a loophole » Zerrissi sald :
And under that loophole, the urani-

um left over from AAA: technology
can be buriéd in less secure land: -
. fills, even though it’s as.radioactive -
“'ds some of the material buried at -
“the Wasté Isolation Pilot*Plant, the

nuclear waste in ‘Carlsbad.

. “ThlS is going to create more dan- ,
_gers than it’s “proposed to solve,” he:

" said.-
' argument for transmutatlon »

““There’s not- a clear; clear_



lolol
thle some officials
1intain new contract
Il boost morale, critics
nain skeptical

By TOM SHARPE
For The New Mexican

n his last-day as energy-,seci‘etary,

Richardson endorsed extending Los .

mos National Laboratory’s 47-y€ar
tract with University of Cahforma
12008s.

“wanted to get this agreement done
sre I'left because I think there’s no

more important arrangement

.exists,” Richardson said.

“In the past year, we saw that we
needed to be even more vigilant on

~ issues of security at our defense labs,”

he said. “The new framework is what
the - department needs because it

addresses today s unique national-secu- |

rity challenges.”

‘Weapons critics said the changes are .

superficial.

“To us, it’s like rearranging the deck
chairs on the Titanic,” said Jacqueline
Cabasso of the Western States Legal
Foundation in Oakland, Calif.

“To renew this contract on the last

day of the Clinton administration is

really sleazy,” said Greg Mello of the
Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe.

‘ that ‘

“It’s not appropriate for an institution
of higher learning to lend objectivity to.

a weapons factory.”

.The new contract, inked Thursday by
the UC board of regents, calls for the
school to hire a new vice president for
lab management and to subcontract out
some security responsibilities at Los
Alamos and Lawrence-Livermore labs.

Sen. Pete Domenici, R-N.M,, said it
should boost morale at Los Alamos in
the wake of last May's Cerro Grande
fire, .which burned more than 40,000
acres around Los Alamos; the dxsap-

pearance for about a month of two clas-
-sified hard drives; and the Wen Ho Lee
in which the former LANL
. employee was charged with 59 counts

affair,

of mishandling classified mformatmn

. “To be honest with everyone, in the
past, we've had a contract with the Uni-
versity of California that wasn’t very
specific,” Domenici said. “We didn’t
know in many cases what their respon-

" sibility was and, in hindsight, we would

look to them and say the University of
California failed. But if you looked at
history, they weren’t even expected to
do anything in some of these areas.
They're expected to now.”

Richardson, a Democrat who was

Northern New Mexico's congressman

until President Clinton appointed him as
U.S. ambassador to the United Nations
and then as energy secretary, said he
has briefed President-elect George W.
Bush’s choice for energy secretary, for-

~mer U.S. Sen. Spencer Abraham, R--




Mlch :

“His team is ready,” Rlchardson sa1d

“] am convinced that we: have coordl-

nated well. They’re ready'to act.”
Domenici’ wished -Richardson well

with his new teaching job at'Harvard.

“Frankly, I hope you have a great
,.,d ave to think

‘Cabmot ”_ »
’spoke at-a -
' ‘headquar: -

g -mg'problem' he said. “
do have 1is a httIe mforrpatwn

g ,
: "stud' ‘the FBI _port,;but the dni-
sity-inve igated-the situation
_from'a mdnagement perspective
-and’ took ‘personnel actions last

' fall. He said privacy and person-

nel regulations forbid him from

saying what those actions were _in Sres

“or how many staffers ‘were

involved.

The New York ’I‘lmes quotmg' ]
5 - anonymous sources, reported on

Sept. 29 that among_those to be

disciplined are Bradley A. Clark, i
a scientist; Stephen M. Younger,

head of the nuclear-weapons pro-

gram; and John C. Browne, lab' €
" director.

King said a search process has
begun to hire the new vice presi-
dent of lab operations by next

‘- 'summer. The university is “to

begin immediately with subcon-
tractmg for expertlse in areas
such as security,” he said.
Marylia Kelley of Tri-Valley
Communities ' Against a Radioac-

tive Environment in- the Oak-

land, Calif,, area said the new
contract has a provision that
gives the Energy Department
the right to remove any lab

I agency"
iction-over securlty in
bartment defense pro-

Smous

tine: polygraphs :
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I'm confused about the issues that really concern Greg Mello (letters, Jan. 10). He stated that he fears low
levels of radiation, yet he admits to bringing bags of radioactive plants to a public meeting and exposing the
people present. Greg said that the bags were emitting only beta radiation and that at a distance of about two
feet there would be no radiation dose. Anybody who professes to be knowledgeable about Los Alamos
National Laboratory hazards and radiation should know that both these statements are false. Although the
dose from the bags may have been small, it certainly was not zero.

Greg states that it was a revelation that many scientists at LANL think low levels of radiation aren't harmful.
Many scientists at LANL have studied radiation, its interactions with matter and its effects on people and
other systems, and they have enough sense to believe the preponderance of evidence that low doses of
radiation aren't harmful. If low levels of radiation were harmful, we would see increased cancers in
populations such as those in Santa Fe or Albuquerque because of the increase in natural radioactivity at
higher altitudes. These increases are not seen in spite of numerous studies.

Greg accuses Dave Kraig of practicing " public-relations science," yet Greg appears to be practicing what
he's preaching against. The risk is only enough to seek publicity -- not to actually cause harm -- and Greg
Mello appears to. know this.

Brian Rees

Santa Fe

via e-mail



DOMENICI PROPOSES SPENDING UP TO $1 BILLION A YEAR ON FACILITIES

Sen. Pete Domenici, R-N.M., last week proposed spending between $500 mijlion and $1 billion
annually during the next five to 10 years 10 upgrade an aging infrastnicture withio the National Nuclear
Security Administration, a move that DOE watchdog groups called 4 tragedy.

Domenici, who catled for the increased funding during a speech to Sandia National Laboratories, suid
the additional money would help address concerns often cited by lab officials and accentvated in a report
issued eartier this month by the General Accounting Office (/E/FL, 8 Jan, 9). That report ¢riticized the
depariment for inadequate planning in determining how much funding it needs for weapons activities.

“The recent GAQ report on stockpile stewardship provided many examples of facilities that are no longer
capable of supporting the missions for which they were designed,” the senator said. As an exampie, he noted
that one of the beneficiaries would be a “compound semiconductor research facility,” Domenici said.

While Dornenici quoted the $500 million figure in a speech to SNL, he later expanded that number to
$1 billion in a meeting with reporters. DOE received $5 billion for weapons activities in FY-01, $600
million more than the previous fisca! year and $400 million more than the department’s request.

The senator said National Nuclear Security Administration chief John Gordon, who shares his concerns,
supports the increases. Congress created NNSA in 1999 as a semiautonomous agency 1o coordinate weapons,
nonproliferation and naval reactor programs. “General Gordon and I have discussed the issue and we've agreed
10 kick off a major initiative focused on infrastructure renewal in the weapons complex,” Domenici said.

Domenici did not say how the additional funding would be allocated. But two nonproliferation groups
blasted the notion of secking more money for NNSA — arguing that it is unnecessary. Greg Mello,
executive ditector of the Los Alamos Study Group, Santa Fe, N.M,, said in an interview Thursday that DOE

_should focus on maximizing use of existing facilities, rather than seeking funds to build new ones. “Many
of the facilities at Los Alamos are not old. The real probletn is that they’re under-utilized,” Melo said.

While Domenici has argued that an improved infrastructure is vital to improve employee morale,
Mello had a far different view of the reasons for building new fucilities, “Most of the budget growth at
L.ANL is not driven by mission need. It's driven by pork barrel politics.”

Mello cited the Accelerator Transmutation of Waste program at LANL and at Lawtence Livermore
National Laboratory’s National Ignition Facility as-two tunnecessary projects. In the case of NIF, Mello said
the proposed increase will encourage DOR to develop a new generation of nuclear weapons, instead of
trying to maintain the existing stockpile. *What we need is a thorough inventory taken of DOE facilities to
determine where we stand,” he said.

While DOE has studied the facility needs of individual programs, it has not done so comprehensively,
Melio said. “What the department needs in a independent audit that is not conducted in a political
environment,” Mello said, Mello acknowledged that Domenici’s influence in Congress is extensive when
it comes to DOE because the senator chairs the Senate Budget Committee and the Appropriations subcom-
mittee on energy and water development. “While Senator Domenici may be able to get funding for
programs like SSP and NIF, that doesn’t mean that he can get them to actually work,” Mello said.

And that reality could lead many fiscally conservative membets of Congress, especially Democrats, 1o
try to thwart any large increases in SSP, Mello said. “Thete are a lot of people who believe that stockpile
stewardship is a joke and that it’s nothing more than a poorly thought out enterprise,” he said.

Marylia Kelley, executive director of Tn-Valley Communities Against a Radioactive Environment,

6 INSIDE ENERGY/with FEDERAL LANDS — January 22, 2001
@ 2001 The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc. Reproduction prohihited widhous pertission.



‘Tritium Traces
' In LANL Well

BY JENNIFER MCKEE 2'/ /ﬂ
. Journal Staff Writer

Scientists at Los Alamos National
Laboratory have found trace

amounts of radioactive waste in the

ground water near the lab’s nutlear

~ storage area, which may suggest
the facility is leaking.. =

A monitoring well near lab Area

G, a collection of dry nuclear waste

stored dbove ground in oil drums,

showed contamination by tritium, a
radioactive form of hydrogen that

seamlessly blénds in with water.,

The findings were announced last
week at a meeting ‘of the lab
Groundwater Integratlon Team.

The contamination was tiny —
109.2 picocuries of tritium per liter
of water — and a minuscule fraction.
of the Environmental Protection
Agency’s’ drmkmg water standard
of 20,000 picocuries.

- Nonetheless, said lab spokesman
James Rxckman the lab takes the
finding semously and hasn’t ruled
out the possibility that the tritium is
leaking from Area G — the first
time any deep ground-water conta-
mination has been tied to the dump.

“It underscores our need for con-
tinued imonitoring - and . surveil-
lance,” Rickman said. -

~ Greg Mello, of the Santa.Fe-based_,
Los Alamos Study Group, said the

contamination is cause for concern.

" “We.have a huge, nuclear waste
dump (at Area.G) to which more
waste is added every day,” heé said.
“It’s located right next to a wetland
and above a drinking water
aquifer.” )

‘Area G is home to the equivalent
of 45,000 drums of dry, solid nuclear
waste, Rickman said — all of it
eventually bound for the federal
government’s Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant near Carlsbad.

The tritium, which was probably
produced as either steam or water,
is absorbed into a special kind of
_resin to make it solid. Then, it is

See TRITIUM on PAGE 3

Tritium Found in Water

from PAGE 1.

sealed in drums.and stored in'shafts

drilled 65 feet into the ground; Rick- " -

man ‘said. The shafts and barrels
are designed to be more or less
waterproof.

But older tritium storage wasn’t

so sound, he said, leading scientists -

to believe the tanks might be leak-

ing. Still, Rickman said; the mesa’

where-Area G sits is very dry and
composed of volcanic Tock that

. would not give water any easy path-
- way to the deep aquifer where the
- tritium~ was found. Such water

migration would demand more

. water’ than typical Los Alamos.

. rains.’

The tritium also could have trick- N

- led into the aquifer from some place
else near the lab and merely ended

up in the aquifer near Area G, Rick-

man said. Scientists will continue
watching the well to see if the cont-
amination levels change. L
The tritium definitely came from
the lab, Rickman said. Both he and -
Mello agreed that the tiny amounts

- found in the well aren’t dangerous:

The contamination was found in
one of 10 monitoring wells on the

1ab to help scientists map the under-

ground geology of the lab and how -
ground water moves: through it,
Rickman said. Such-a picturé w]ll

~ help scientists predict where possi-

ble lab~generated pollution may
appear next and in what amounts: -
‘Then, Rickman said, they will be

-able to clean up the source of the )
- contamination or plug it to keep it

from further -seeping into the

aquifer. ‘
So far, the.lab has drilled 10 such

wells, with plans to sink 22 more.



Bio-Weapon Work

At Labs Criticized

Sandia, LANL Oversight Faulted;

Public Health Not Jeopardized

By JouN FLECK
Journal Staff Writer

“Sandia and Los Alamos national laboratories have
been handling potentially dangerous
weapons materials without proper scrutiny from the
Department of Energy, according to a report by feder-
al auditors.

After more than a year of investigation, the auditors
criticized the department’s oversighit of the potentially
dangerous work at the labs, but they said worker health
and public health were never jeopardized.

Safety officials and senior managers at the depart-

" merit’s Albuquerque .Operations Office were in some
cases not even aware the work was going on, accordmg
i tothereport.
" The investigation was done by the Department of -
. Energy’s Office of the Inspector General, which does
independent audits.
“ The lab research, aimed at defending soldiers or citi-
Zens from blologlcal weapons attack, uses deadened

i

o

biological

AlldltOl‘S Cr1t1c1ze Blo-Weapon Work Superwsmn

Sfrom PAGE A1 R

forms of plague anthrax and other
" dures;rather than- theisafety itself.

fragments of ‘a. mlcrobe s DNA. In
others, deadened microbes similar
t0 those in vaccmes are used in lab
research.

The materials are: used asa stand-
in for the real thing in development
of devices to detect and neutralize
the ‘microbés used in biological
weapons.

Live microbes were never used at
the laboratories, accordmg to John-
Olav Johnsen, manager of thé DOE
Albuquerque office’s biological
safety program, though there are
plans to use live anthrax bacteria at
Los Alamos at some point.

Regulations for handling danger-
ous microbes are set out by the fed-

eral government s Centers for Dis-

ease Control and Prevention. They
are aimed at preventmg dangerous

microbes from escaping and threat-
ening workers or the public.

“People here are extremely care-
ful in’ complying with the CDC
requirements,” said Sandia
spokesman Nigel Hey.

Los Alamos also follows CDC
rules, said lab spokeswoman Nancy
Ambriosiano.

The Inspector General’s report
cites several isolated incidents in
which safety regulations weren’t

followed, but.in general the prob- -

lems identified in the report focus
on DOE oversight of safety proce-

" “We found no: evidence that the
health of workers or the public was

) adversely affected » the report con-
cluded.” .

Los Alamos and Sandia are among
seven Energy Department labs
doing more than $90 million per
year in biological research.

U.S. work.on biological weapons
is banned by treaty. “No offensive
biological weapons work has taken
place in the United States since
1972, Johnsen said. But U.S.
researchers are active in efforts to

defend against biologicadl weapons -

attacks by others.

The work at Sandia and Los Alam-
os is primarily in two areas —devel-
oping sensors to quickly detect bio-
logical weapons, and DNA analysis
of the microbes.

Johnsen acknowledged the accu-
racy of the Inspector General’s
report but said it didn’t mean the
Department of Energy was
unaware of the biological defense
work going on at the labs.

DOE officials lower in the chain
of command, at offices at Kirtland
Air Force Base and in Los Alamos,
were aware and providing over-
sight, he said.

The department’s sometimes con-
fused chain of command over the

labs involves two layers of over-":
sight — the Albuquerque Opera-:
tions Office and two gmaller local :
offices, the Kirtland A¥&a Office at™:
Sandia and the Los Alamos’ Area-f
Office in Los Alamos. :

While the Albuquerque Opera-
t_10ns "Office. safety officials and
managers were in some. cases -
unaware of the biological defense.
work, their subordinates at the Kirt-
land and Los Alamos offices were

aware and providing oversight to

make sure the work was safely
done, Johnsen said. : :

Johnsen acknowledged one case .
in which even that oversight broke
down, when a Sandia researcher
used deadened plague bacteriainan
experiment.

In that case, the researcher noti-
fied the CDC and followed its guide- .
lines for handling the material but
didn't notify the Department of
Energy, Johnsen said. ‘

In addition, Johnsen acknowl- °
edged that a federally required
environmental study for the plague
research wasn't conducted.

“That one just fell through the
cracks,” Johnsen said.

While the investigation was under
way last year, the DOE set up a “bio-
surety initiative” and placed
Johnsen in charge of making sure
there is proper scrutiny of all bio-
logical defense work. .
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" BY JENNIFER MCKEE

’ Smentlsts

Antl-N uke

. ; “There are so many

, ndciear extr em.‘?ly important and

Journal Staff Writer
created:

Weapons' and it’s science, says a

- ing of ‘the American Association

" for- the Advancement of Sc1ence,
Greg Mello, leader of Santa Fe's

“Los Alamos Study Group, will -;

unveil Saturday. ‘a pledge for- .
- ’:hke showmg the pubhc that sci-

physmlsts and engmeers to sign

‘swearing - 'to not Work w1th

nuclear weapons.

“There are so many extremely:,-
1. unp_ortant and interesting things
't for scientists to do, takmg care of
| “nuclear weapons is not one of -
- them,” he said. ‘
- Zia - Mian, a phys101st and y
| research scientist at Princeton
University, has- already s1gned’~.

the pledge '
“There is a tradition gomg back

" .to Einstein that nuclear weapons _
-are a-crime against humanity,”
Mian ‘said,, “It :goes. agamst the .
- very spirit of what science is

about.”
Political- - will. doesn’t bulld

~ nuclear bombs, he said, scientists

do, Mian said scientists rﬁﬁst be

aware.of theil’ enormous respon-. _

31b1hty to civilization.

-+ “It’sthe smentlsts that matter,
. he said. :

Mello said he hopes the pledge

will' prompt other effects, too,’

~ Resources -

" San -Francisco Press’

| grotp of physicists and nuclear interesting things for
|- weapons activists, that must w]pe

* the weapons-out. R A
“ ' During a San Franclsco meet- ,

‘not one of them.”

scientists to do, takmg

care of nuclear weapons is

) GREG MELLO
LOS ALAMOS sruov GROUP

- eagerly: -

.~ entists have ethics.

It says that we as-a- soc1ety‘
"have not resigned ourselves to

- living under the threat of nuclear

.war forever,” he said.

‘The pledge is sponisored by the .

study group,. the Natural
‘Defense  Council,
-Western States Legal Foundation
and Tri-Valley CAREs, a nuclear
weapons watchdog group that

ionitors the Lawrence. Liver- -

more, Natlonal Lab i in Livermore,
annoimced this Saturday at the

although all the sponsors will also
have a .booth at the American
Association for.the Advancement
of Science meeting. ‘

Mian isp’t the only scientist
.already signed on.. Joseph Rot-

blat, winner of the Nobel prize in -

1995 and the only Manhattan Pro-
ject scieritist to leave the project

will be” formally
Club, .

‘ledge Offered

- for-ethical reasons, has added his
signature.

‘Anothér signatory is Andreas‘» 1

Toupadakis, a scientist who once

worked at both the Los . Alamos-

and Livermore labs. He quit for .
~ ethical reasons ‘and now teaches .
‘at a community college. The head
physicist of Pakistan, a country -
pursuing - nuclear
weapons, has also 51gned on, Mel--
lo said.”

‘Christopher Pame asenior ana--

‘ lyst of -the Natural ‘Resources :

Defense Council’s- nuclear pro- -
gram, said he doesn’t-expect the:,
pledge to end nuclear: weapons_

. research overnight.
““But itis part of the process by:‘ .
which the world gets rid of them,” |

he said. “This is where the. Amer- -

“ican nuclear physws community .
‘has failed. There:is a sort of col-
»lectlv_e ,mpral failure:. Scxentxsts »
- have been co-opted into_-the

Department of Energy fundmg

network. They :offer- either no- |
_~oppos1tlon or lukewarm .support - |
arid get a:lot of research dollars.” |

“This is not the first pledge of its
kind. A group of Japanese scien-

 tists have a similar agreement, .
"Mello said, and other movements
“have c1rcu1ated across Europe.

.But the pledge is the first com- 3

’~prehen31ve launch of such an

idea, Mian said..

“We need to make a clear pubhc'
statement,” he-said. “We expect
lots of support for it.”
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Activists take their case to
Scientists

Anti-nuclear activists across the
nation, including Santa Fe lab
watchdog Greg Mello, are launching

a campaign next week

encouraging scientists and

engineers to sign pledges that they will
never work on weapons of mass
destruction -- namely, nukes.

The kickoff for the campaign
happens at the annual meeting of the
American Association for the
Advancement of Science in San
Francisco, where anti-nuke workers
will have a booth.

Initial signers of the pledge
include Nobel Laureate Joseph
Rotblat, a physics professor at
the City University of New York,
Berkeley physics professors and
others.

The groups plan to ask working
scientists as well as science

students in the/nation's top

universities to sign the pledge, which is
a three-page document outlining

why scientists should not use

their skills to build weapons.

The anti-nuclear activists include
the Los Alamos Study Group, the
Natural Resources Defense Council,
Tri-Valley CAREs and the

Western States Legal Foundation.
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Los Alamos Monitor

Laboratory christens new
nuclear waste accelerator

The Associated Press

The idea is to take highly
“radioactive spent nuclear fuel and
bombard it with neutrons that eat up
the worst of the problem, leaving
only a small amount of highly
radioactive waste and a large pile of
low-level waste that can be buned in
landfills. ’

Supporters of the concept, called
transmutation of nuclear waste, say
it might take care of the nation’s
problem of what to do with radioac-
tive waste left by nuclear power.

Critics say it’s a shell game that
costs more and generates more new
waste than it’s worth.

Nuclear power plants generate
_energy through controlled chain
reactions.

The process changes the reactor
fuel into other radioactive elements,
including plutonium, which has a
half-life of 24,000 years, meaning it

. stays radioactive for tens of thou-.

sands of years.

The United States plans to-bury
~ such waste. Under federal guide-
lines, the waste must be buried in
dumps ‘“‘guaranteed” for at least

10,000 years, said Pete Lyons, sci- -

“ience adviser to Sen. Pete Domenici,
‘R-N.M. -
i “Talking about what’s going to
happen in the next 10,000 years is
more theology than science,” Lyons
said.
Los Alamos National Laboratory,-

under a $34 million program, is

researching transmutation technolo-
gy. The lab officially christened the
experimental Advanced Accelerator
Applications program — AAA —
last. week.

The. technology, if successful,
would use up the waste’s plutonium,
leaving material with a half-life of
only 300 years. -

Lyons said the program is experi- .

mental, and the process may prove
too costly or too environmentally
questionable.

Still, he and Domenici believe it

hiolds promise. -

“We’ve got to find a much better
solution to the permanent disposal
of nuclear waste,” Domenici said.

Some scientists and ac(i_vistg
believe the accelerator process is no;
the answer. '

The technology does not actually

: reduce nuclear waste, said Hisham
- Zerrissi, a consulting senjor scientist

for the Institute of Energy and Env1~
ronmental Résearch. »

Los Alamos scientists propose a
special particle accelerator thai
would hurl neutrons .at the waste:
Ideally, the plutonium would absorb
the neutrons, making it less radloac-
tive. :

Zerrissi does not argue the pomt
that plutonium will “fission off” if
saturated in neutrons, but said the
process still leaves radioactive urai
nium. N
Current law defines only ele-

.ments heavier. than uranium’ as . .

“high-level” waste that must be .
buried in special, highly controlled
dumps. Uranium, no matter. how
radioactive, 1s considered low level
waste. :
“It’s a loophole,” Zerrissi said.
Under that loophole, the leftover

~ uranium can be buried in less secure |

landfills, even though it’s ag
radioactive as some of the material
buried in the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant near Carlsbad, a federal dump
for nuclear waste generated by
weapons programs. :

“This is going to create more
‘dangers _than it’s proposed to
solve,” Zerrissi said. ““There’s not a -
clear clear argument for transmuta-
tion.”

The United States needs to learn
from the mistakes of nuclear power
rather than chase ‘“‘fantasy” tech-
nologies, said Greg Mello of the
Santa Fe:based Los Alamos Study
Group. '

“There is no technical solution
that will take away the responsibili-
ty for nuclear weapons,” Mello said.



Who wants to be a nuclear physicist? No one.

US Sen.

Jeff Bingaman,
D-NM, recently
introduced a

$238.8 million
bill to recruit
nuclear

scientists over
the next five
years.

BY WINIFRED WALSH

When nuclear scientists attend next
week’s American Association for the
Advancement of Science conference
in San Francisco, they will be lobbied
by activists to take a pledge against
building any new nuclear weapons.
The Los Alamos Study Group, a Santa
Fe-based watchdog organization, also
will be there, campaigning to discour-
age the next generation of scientists
from entering the nuclear field at all.
But the point may soon be moot.-
A high percentage of today’s
nuclear scientists are nearing retire-
ment age, and the number of college

~ students majoring in the field is at an

all time low. To be precise, only 106
freshmen nationwide chose nuclear
science as their majors this year.

The drastic decline may be one of
the surest signs that the Cold War is
over. Most math- and science-orient-
ed students have found that a career
in nuclear science has less potential,
both economically and otherwise,
than other disciplines.

For example, upon graduation,
students with bachelor’s degrees in

zfufos

nuclear engineering can expect to

make $45,000 a year; their computer
engineering counterparts will start at
$55,000, according to alumni
statistics compiled at the
University of California at
Berkeley.

Add a master’s degree or-a
doctorate and the gap widens.
Computer engineers who
complete a Ph.D will likely be
hired at $85,000 a year; a nuclear [%
engineer at $60,000.

But it’s not just the money.
Students want to be in a dynam-
ic industry with a future. Many
students shy away from the
nuclear job market because they
perceive the industry as a thing
of the past, according to David
Lochbaum, a nuclear safety
engineer with the Union of
Concerned Scientists.
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That’s good news for activist organi-
zations such as the Los Alamos Study

" Group, the Natural Resources Defense

Council, Tri-Valley CAREs and the
Western States Legal Foundation,

‘which recently began a'pledge cam-

paign directed at scientists against the
building of nuclear weapons.

‘The number of nuclear scientists is dwindling at LANL—and
around the country. ’

“The jobs that are out there
are to maintain the existing fleet of
nuclear power plants. For most young
engineers, the idea of building some-
thing new is more exciting than
maintaining something your father

built,” Lochbaum said.

In today’s climate, says Lochbaum,
scientists are more likely to disman-
tle, than build, bombs.

And many of the industry’s most
challenging problems—what to do with
nuclear waste, how to increase nuclear

power safety and how to use nuclear
power for medicinal purposes—fall
under other disciplines, such as civil
and environmental engineering,

As a result, many nuclear science
programs have been swallowed up
and integrated into other programs.
What remains are 25 nuclear-science
programs nationwide—the lowest
amount there’s ever been. Further,
two-thirds of nuclear science faculty
are over 45 years old.

But the nuclear scientist shortage
is not just a few years down the line.
Currently, the US is short approxi-
mately 350 nuclear scientists, accord-
ing to a Nuclear Research-Advisory
Comumittee report. Los Alamos
National Laboratory has about 25
positions open. ’

According to the NRAC, within five
years, 76 percent of the nuclear scien-
tists and engineers running nuclear
power plants will be at retirement age.

As a result, the government is
pushing to recruit more young scien-
tists. Department of Energy labs such
as LANL have an internship program
with the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.

“We don’t know where the new
workers are going to come from,”
says Lochbaum. “It's hard to turn out
young students if the industry is
perceived as stagnant.”

SFR
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Terrorism Study Part of Bio Plan
By Jennifer McKee Journal Staff Writer

A proposed research lab at Los Alamos National Laboratory — one designed to handle live,
dangerous organisms like anthrax — would not be used to build biological weapons, a group of
lab and federal officials said Wednesday.

The Los Alamos lab wants to do research on small quantities of living, potentially deadly,
biological agents, said Jill Trewhella, director of the lab's Biological Sciences Division. Los
Alamos scientists currently research the DNA of such organisms, but are not equipped to
handle any live batches. The new lab, which is far from a reality at this point, would be
specifically designed to safely handle small amounts of such organisms.

"We're talking about teaspoonfuls," Trewhella said.

The lab says its research in anthrax, for example, is vital to understanding its use in rogue,
terrorist weapons. The lab also studies naturally emerging diseases like tuberculosis and
influenza.

Both she and John-Olav Johnsen, manager of the Department of Energy's Biosurety Initiative
in the agency's Albuquerque office, vehemently asserted that the new lab would have no role in
the development of biological weapons which would violate both federal and international law.

"That is the government's position," Trewhella said. "That is our society's position. That is
the position of this lab, and that is my position."

Several lab and DOE officials spoke with the media Wednesday, detailing the kinds of
disease-causing organisms that would be handled at the proposed lab and the safety measures
the lab would use.

The proposed new lab has upset many local groups, who say LANL's recurring safety and
security problems, along with its history of secrecy and deadly weapons make the place a poor
candidate for any kind of bioterrorism research.

Los Alamos wants to build a Biological Safety Level Three, or BSL-3 lab, a designation
assigned by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention which sets the industry's
standards. According to CDC information, there are four levels of research lab security. High
school chemistry rooms typically have a BSL-1 lab — they handle only agents not known to
cause diseases and require simple safety precautions like protective glasses and lab coats.

Slightly higher on the danger list lie BSL-2 labs, which Los Alamos currently has, as do
most hospitals and dentists' offices. These labs are set up to handle live, disease-causing
organisms, but only things like measles or salmonellae, which do not necessarily kill people.

The top tier of labs are BSL-4, and only three exist in the nation. These places are very
secure and handle the most deadly and mysterious of diseasing-causing organisms, like Ebola.

What Los Alamos wants is something in between. The proposed BSL-3 lab would be set up
for batches of live and potentially deadly organisms, but nothing for which there is no vaccine
nor cure. That includes live batches of tuberculosis or anthrax.

Many local groups say they have no problem with the research but are very concerned about
the Los Alamos lab, birthplace of nuclear weapons, working with any bioterrorist agent.

Peggy Prince, executive director of Peace Action New Mexico, cited the lab's dubious safety
and security history.

2/23/01 10:05 AM
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"They have absolutely no business doing this," Prince said in a phone interview. "They
should not be taking on any additional work."

Her group has publicly called for the Los Alamos lab plans to be "stopped 1mmed1ately

Jay Coghlan, of Nuclear Watch of New Mexico, also questioned the placement.

"We're not against strictly defensive research,” he said. "But it's provocative to have it at
what I would argue is the most aggressive nuclear weapons lab."

Hundreds of other such BSL-3 labs exist nationwide; he wonders why one of them can't
conduct this research.

Greg Mello, of Santa Fe's Los Alamos Study Group, has also spoken out against the new lab.

"Even if this particular building is open for public entry, its presence at the lab and the
growth of biological sciences there suggests that there may be dozens of other labs in other
buildings at Los Alamos that are not open," Mello said, questioning the expansion of Los
Alamos's biological interest.

Furthermore, he said, a "secret nuclear weapons lab" is not the place for any research on live,
bioterrorist organisms. For decades, the lab has operated with secrecy, he said, but keeping
secrets about deadly disease research would only stir suspicions.

Mello did not question the value of the lab's proposed research, but said that some other
government agency, like the CDC, would be a better place for it.

Trewhella said she's sensitive to those concerns. She specifically requested that the new lab,
if it is built, be located on a part of LANL property that is entirely open to the public. Nothing
in the biological lab would be secret, she said.

CDC measures also require that all the living agents be destroyed after they are studied, she
said, so the lab would never accumulate a stockpile of bioterrorist organisms.

In addition, she said, the building would be kept at negative pressure, so no spills could
escape, and all the air in the building would be pumped and sifted through two special screens
before it escapes into the outside air.

For now, the proposed live organisms lab is in its earliest planning phase. The DOE is
conducting its first environmental study, a process that also includes the wishes of the public.
The department has scheduled just one public meeting, however, today at its Los Alamos
office.

Copyright 2001 Albuquerque Journal
- Cliek for permission to reprint (PRCH 1.4676.257898)
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LANL: Lab Not for Weapons

Jennifer McKee Journal Staff Writer

Terrorism Study Part of Bio Plan

A proposed research lab at Los Alamos National Laboratory one designed to handle live, dangerous
organisms like anthrax would not be used to build biological weapons, a group of lab and federal officials
said Wednesday.

The Los Alamos lab wants to do research on small quantities of living, potentially deadly, biological
agents, said Jill Trewhella, director of the lab's Biological Sciences Division. Los Alamos scientists currently
research the DNA of such organisms, but are not equipped to handle any live batches. The new lab, which
is far from a reality at this point, would be specifically designed to safely handle small amounts of such
organisms.

"We're talking about teaspoonfuls,” Trewhella said.

The lab says its research in anthrax, for example, is vital to understanding its use in rogue, terrorist
weapons. The lab also studies naturally emerging diseases like tuberculosis and influenza.

Both she and John-Olav Johnsen, manager of the Department of Energy's Biosurety Initiative in the
agency's Albuguerque office, vehemently asserted that the new lab would have no role in the development
of biological weapons which would violate both federal and international law.

"That is the government's position," Trewhella said. "That is our society's position. That is the position of
this lab, and that is my position."

Several lab and DOE officials spoke with the media Wednesday, detailing the kinds of disease-causing
organisms that would be handled at the proposed lab and the safety measures the lab would use.

The proposed new lab has upset many local groups, who say LANL's recurring safety and security
problems, along with its history of secrecy and deadly weapons make the place a poor candidate for any
kind of bioterrorism research.

Los Alamos wants to build a Biological Safety Level Three, or BSL-3 lab, a designation assigned by the
U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention which sets the industry's standards. According to CDC
information, there are four levels of research lab security. High school chemistry rooms typically have a
BSL-1 lab they handle only agents not known to cause diseases and require simple safety precautions like
protective glasses and lab coats.

Slightly higher on the danger list lie BSL-2 labs, which Los Alamos currently has, as do most hospitals
and dentists' offices. These labs are set up to handle live, disease-causing organisms, but only things like
measles or salmonellae, which do not necessarily kill people.
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The top tier of labs are BSL-4, and only three exist in the nation. These places are very secure and
handle the most deadly and mysterious of diseasing-causing organisms, like Ebola.

What Los Alamos wants is something in between. The proposed BSL-3 lab would be set up for batches
of live and potentially deadly organisms, but nothing for which there is no vaccine nor cure. That includes
live batches of tuberculosis or anthrax.

Many local groups say they have no problem with the research but are very concerned about the Los
Alamos lab, birthplace of nuclear weapons, working with any bioterrorist agent.

Peggy Prince, executive director of Peace Action New Mexico, cited the lab's dubious safety and security
history.

"They have absolutely no business doing this," Prince said in a phone interview. "They shouid not be
taking on any additional work."

Her group has publicly called for the Los Alamos lab plans to be "stopped immediately."
Jay Coghlan, of Nuclear Watch of New Mexico, also questioned the placement.

"We're not against strictly defensive research,” he said. "But it's provocative to have it at what | would
argue is the most aggressive nuclear weapons lab."

Hundreds of other such BSL-3 labs exist nationwide; he wonders why one of them can't conduct this
research.

Greg Mello, of Santa Fe's Los Alamos Study Group, has also spoken out against the new lab.

"Even if this particular building is open for public entry, its presence at the lab and the growth of
biological sciences there suggests that there may be dozens of other labs in other buildings at Los Alamos
that are not open," Mello said, questioning the expansion of Los Alamos's biological interest.

Furthermore, he said, a "secret nuclear weapons lab" is not the place for any research on live,
bioterrorist organisms. For decades, the lab has operated with secrecy, he said, but keeping secrets about
deadly disease research would only stir suspicions.

Mello did not question the value of the lab's proposed research, but said that some other government
agency, like the CDC, would be a better place for it.

Trewhella said she's sensitive to those concerns. She specifically requested that the new lab, if it is built,
be located on a part of LANL property that is entirely open to the public. Nothing in the biological lab would
be secret, she said.

CDC measures also require that all the living agents be destroyed after they are studied, she said, so the
lab would never accumulate a stockpile of bioterrorist organisms.

In addition, she said, the building would be kept at negative pressure, so no spills could escape, and all
the air in the building would be pumped and sifted through two special screens before it escapes into the
outside air.

For now, the proposed live organisms fab is in its earliest planning phase. The DOE is conducting its first
environmental study, a process that also includes the wishes of the public. The department has scheduled
just one public meeting, however, today at its Los Alamos office.

Public hearing

The Department of Energy has scheduled one public meeting on the proposed new research lab, 2-8
p.m. today at the DOE's Los Alamos office, 528 35th St. Comments may also be sent to the office, 528
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35th St., Los Alamos, NM 87544, Attention: Elizabeth Withers; or e-mailed to ewithers@doeal.gov.
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Ebola Expert Backs Bio Lab

By Jennifer McKee Journal Staff Writer

One of the doctors who helped identify the deadly Ebola virus said plans for a new research
lab at Los Alamos National Laboratory — one that would bring live batches of dangerous
organisms to the mesa — is "better" than safe.

"There is absolutely no danger," said Karl Johnson, a virologist and adjunct professor of
biology at the University of New Mexico. Johnson formerly worked with the U.S. Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention's investigation of Ebola and reviewed LANL's plans for the
new research lab. "I would be happy to live within 50 feet of it."

Los Alamos lab wants to build a new laboratory — one specifically outfitted to handle live,
disease-causing microbes — designated as a Biosafety Level Three, or BSL-3 in CDC lingo.
The CDC has strong oversight in all such laboratories, including any to be built at LANL.

The plan has drawn fire from local critics who say LANL has too many safety and security
problems and too long a history of secrecy and bomb making to be a good home to any
biological research.

The new research lab is in the early planning stages. Los Alamos lab and DOE officials held
the only scheduled public meeting about the proposed lab Thursday, where Johnson and many
DOE and LANL officials milled with the public talking safety and microbes.

Critics, like Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group, and Joni Arends of Concerned
Citizens for Nuclear Safety, who both attended the meeting, said LANL is simply not the place
for such research. :

Arends said she believed the presenters, but simply doesn't trust the DOE.

"The DOE does what the DOE wants," she said. "The assurances of these good-hearted
people doesn't assuage our fears."

While the new lab may have no weapons-related role now, what's to stop the DOE from
changing the lab's mission in the future, she asked.

Mello agreed.

"It's just not a good idea to put a bioweapons facility of any kind in a secret nuclear lab," he
said. "This isn't a good place for it."

James Freyer, acting deputy director of LANL's biosciences division, which would control
the new lab, said Los Alamos lab officials would not have the final say on anything that goes
on in the new research laboratory. The CDC lays the rules for how the lab must be designed
and also keeps tight tabs on all live biological agents everywhere in the nation. Furthermore, he
said, the biosciences division has an Institutional Biosafety Committee, made up of both lab
and local people. That committee makes all decisions for LANL's current biological research
and would make all decisions about research for the proposed lab.

Not even Los Alamos National Laboratory Director John Browne can overrule the
committee, he said.

"That's unique in all (of LANL)," Freyer said.
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> The announcement
.coties at a time Bush
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WASHINGTON Days after tellmg-

the nation that there’s a real epergy cri-

gy by as-much as-a third.

Bish' proposes to cut the Department-
.of Energy’s reriewable: fuels ‘and ener: -

" gy- efficiency budgef by 30-to 40 per-

. cent, according to Energy Department
. and- Whlte House officials who ‘havk
briefed-energy and environmental lobt.

- byists. That will be offset somewhat by
-an increase in grant programs to help

. -homes, DOE officials said:

While: the president is ‘weeks’ away :

A".:from releasmg his energy policy, ‘his

"proposed Energy Department budget is
. vanother.indication that the administra--

.tmn will’ emphaslze ‘increasing oil, nat-
”ural gas and coal productioni more than

wcutting energy demand or- developmg_

“;alternatives to fossil fuels. ]

¢ -“It’s all too soon to-téll how we're

sgoing. to- allocate our little niore ‘than
¢$19 billion budget,” said Energy Depart-

':ment spokesman Joe Davis. “We're
rexpecting to deal with belt-tightening.”.

" Office -of -Management and Budget -

.~ sis and vowing. to “promote alterpative - “$600 milli

.energy sourcés and conservation A
Presxdent ‘Bush:is proposing a budget-
" that ‘would " slash federal. spending on-
" energy’ efflclency and renewable ener- B

* Director Mitch. Daniels. told Sen. Jeff.

-. Bingaman, .D-N.M., that the cuts are

.- negessary because the president warts .-
: to boost spending-on “clean coal” tech- .
- nology .to-make. the -workhorse fossil
" fuel-more efficient and less harmful to -

the -envirdnment, accordmg to. Bmga-

However, the coal -technology . pro—

" Bingaman, the rainking Democrat on

proposed cuts in energy-efflcxency pro-

"grams-don’t make sense: :
“Clearly, -if we don't dedlcate ade-'

qudte resotirces to (research and devel

jopment), ‘welose -out on our ability. fo,
‘benefit: from this technology,’i Bmga-v
“man said;. '

" JBush’s proposed $19 bllllOn DOE bud-

get is $700; million less than what- the

low-income people weatherproof thexr ,department now Spe ends. But its. the
. clency™ programs that -have -angered.
‘environmental ' groups -and Democrats L
- such as Bingaman.

" The' DOE’s $1.2 billion-a- year energy--
--conservation program has: ‘dlready -

saved: $30° billion and 5.55 quadrillion

BTUs of energy, according a 12000
Department: of -Efiergy report, Thats‘n
- enpugh to power the entire country-for’ -
. three weeks, ‘and more . power than,
Florida, anesota and South’ Dakota
-used in all of 1997, the most recent year °
for which energy ‘consumption: flgures :
: “are available.’

However, an edmxmstratlon offxclal

_ment.
force, -
-~Cheney, will be “taking a closelook” at
. energy- efficiency spendmg, especially .
Jin llght 'of the budget plans, the of£1c1al
-.gram that would get the money has pro- .- - :
‘duced few usable results and has hearly .-
in unspent money, accord- -
X rt{a year.ago by the con-
:‘gressxonaI’General Accdounting Office.. - cal errors; but.
: program Had saved billions of doliars.
.the Senate Energy Committee; said the .

“Thorsday, March 8, 2001 THE HEWMEXiCAN A3

;ﬁ-Sh’ budget Would slash energy fundmg

H

who requested anonymity said the-
White: House believes “there hasn’t
been much mlleage” from federal ener-
gy-. efflc:lency .research .and. dévelop: -
The president’s energy- task
chaired by Vice President -

sald :
CAC 1996 GAO report found that prevx-
ous Energy Department-claims of sav-
ings were_ inflated and had mathemati-
i acknowledged that the:.

““Tin ﬂabbergested that-we would' be

i -cuttmg ‘this fype of budget at the very
- mofient” the. cpuntry.-is- facmg somé of
~the’ blggest ehergy problems we've'been
““seeing-in detades,” 'said Dan Reicher, -
;‘who was assistant energy.secretary for:
:energy efwaency and rengwable fuels
+ In'the last’ years of the Clmton admlms-:
-'_tratlon '

- Last year,' Relchers offlce touted 11':'

: ) research ‘and development “success-sto-
~cuts.in: energy conservation and effi ' ries” for- nergy. efficiency-and renew-

-able fuels: They in¢luded. clainis:that: ¢ °

B 'New window - glazmg developed by .

Ct the Lawrence'Berkeley ‘National Labo-.
~ratory -would
- wcosts by $1.3 bitlion by 2010,

werthe natlon s coolmg.’_

lCompact fluorescent lxght bulbs

" developed - at " the.saijie. lab” and sold
 since '1998: will. save $41 mxlhon over

seven years

‘A “The; Energy Department pelped_ﬁ
developed lightweight materlals for car -

“parts that-have saved more than &6 bil-
. libn gallons of gas and $7 b]lhon since.
" 1978. . :



Paper: Albuquerque Tribune, The (NM)

Title: Dropping bombs on Los Alamos

Author: Lawrence Spohnlspohn@abqtrib.com / 823-3611
Date: March 16, 2001

Page: Al

With billboards, studies and a new campaign to foil recruitment, tiny nonprofit takes aim at the national lab
SANTA FE The sign on Greg Mello's door mockingly shouts "Fallout Shelter."

On his top shelf are "radioactive active plants" collected, he says, from polluted lands 35 miles to the west.
There, in the picturesque Jemez Mountains, is the object of Mello's frustration: Los Alamos National Laboratory.

It is the birthplace of nuclear weapons and still the world's premier nuclear weapons lab one of three administered by
the Department of Energy.

Some 60 miles to the south, along I-25and Albuquerque's Gibson Boulevard, those frustrations are expressed for all to
see.

Along these roads are several giant billboards, put together by Mello, that display (at a cost of about $4,000 a month)
the infamous atomic mushroom cloud and describe New Mexico as "America's nuclear weapons colony."

"It's true," says Mello, executive director of the Los Alamos Study Group, which has been bird-dogging L.os Alamos
Lab since 1989.

New Mexico, he points out, is easily the nation's top nuclear weapons state, with installations that include Los Alamos
and Sandia national laboratories, the Department of Energy's Albuquerque Operations Office and one of the nation's
biggest nuclear weapons storage depots on Kirtland Air Force Base.

While lab defenders and proponents point to the billions of federal dollars these facilities bring annually into the state,
Mello and the Los Alamos Study Group counter that New Mexico fits the classic definition of a colony in which
imperialist capital is invested to extract a local resource at the expense of the colony's overall health, economy and
social well-being.

He argues that it is no coincidence that New Mexico, even during the greatest economic expansion in U.S. history,
continues to rank near the bottom in most economic and social measurements, including per capita income, education,
child welfare, drunken driving and health care.

The mild-mannered Mello says that long after the Cold War has waned, New Mexico's nuclear weapons culture
continues "to hold hostage not just the Congress and the people of the United States, but the whole planet."

The study group has been ardent and audible in its criticism of Department of Energy plans to consolidate the nation's
far-flung nuclear weapons complex in a miniature, virtually self-sufficient version at Los Alamos.

Citing DOE plans to use Los Alamos Lab to produce perhaps hundreds of plutonium pits the atomic triggers for
thermonuclear bombs Mello says simply: "This is not nuclear disarmament."

Mello said he believes nuclear weapons, in and of themselves, are as evil as the mass murder technology used by Nazi
Germany, and should be opposed by all people on fundamental humanitarian and environmental grounds.

Still, Mello is not a stereotypical rabid, anti-nuclear activist. Instead, he challenges Los Alamos with a growing
portfolio of analyses and arguments that raise questions about what the lab is doing and where it is going.

Long known on the hill as the thinking anti-nuke group, LASG, quite naturally, isn't embraced by the lab, which is
frequently bashed in LASG news releases and besieged by the group's Freedom of Information Act requests.



Officially, says Christina Armijo, Los Alamos Lab community relations director, "the study group has been an
important element in advancing constructive dialogue."

She said the group's scrutiny has stimulated "interest in the diverse opinions about the laboratory's mission."

"Our mutual interactions and dialogue, despite our differing stances on the work that we do, have proven to be
appreciatively respectful and civil in nature over the years," Armijo adds.

Mello's group was reserved during last year's Cerro Grande Fire, during which other environmental and anti-nuclear
critics raised questions about radioactive contaminants in the smoke plume.

Still, the study group has produced its share of heat on the hill.
Mello's group won a battle with Los Alamos' Bradbury Science Museum, which chronicles the nuclear era at the lab. It
got wall space to display an alternative picture: the human ravages and devastation endured by Japan's Hiroshima and

Nagasaki, the only cities bombed with nuclear weapons.

A Los Alamos veterans and lab retirees group countered with its own claim for museum space to present a view of a
prewar, barbaric Japan. They got half of the wall.

Still, the confrontation, like others LASG has forged, forced the lab and its proponents to at least engage in the debate
and defend their views.

An engineer by training, Mellohasn't favored confrontation. He has taken an intense analytical approach to assessing
the lab's programs, plans and budgets exposing what he believes is a mentality of "nukes forever" and "a colossal
waste of resources."

Indeed, much of the time, he sounds like Don Quixote in his quest to rein in the lab.

"We are interested in social justice, stewardship of the Earth, human dignity and economic sustainability," he says of
the study group.

These fundamental values, he says, cannot be squared with the development, threat or use of nuclear weapons. While
he appreciates the need for the United States to safeguard and maintain its current nuclear weapons stockpile, he firmly

believes it is a role, that along with the stockpile itself, ultimately can end.

Equally opposed to the continuing nuclear engineering mission of nearby Sandia Labs in Albuquerque, Mello
nevertheless says it shines in contrast to the entrenched Los Alamos.

He offers praise albeit faint for Sandia, saying that unlike Los Alamos, it at least has made substantial strides in
broadening its core mission to include energy and environment as key national security components.

But in his David-and-Goliath struggle, Mello has no illusions about winning a public relations war with Los Alamos.
The lab has some 6,800 employees working on a 43-square-mile federal reservation and a $1.2 billion annual budget.

In contrast, Mello's nonprofit group has an annual budget of about $150,000, the bulk provided by grants from some
17 civic foundations and by "many small donors."

Housed in a back-hallway, three-room office off Santa Fe's Marcy Street, the study group has just two full-time staff
members, several part-time volunteers and four outside people who do "contract" writing or analysis work.

"Not," he muses, "the stuff to launch a revolution."

But just enough to follow the environmentalist's mantra of thinking globally while acting locally.



The Los Alamos Study Group draws strength from its affiliation with the global Alliance for Nuclear Accountability.
It also maintains strong ties to East and West Coast anti-nuclear organizations, including:

#The Natural Resources Defense Council, in Washington, D.C., a broad environmental watchdog with expertise in
nuclear issues that is considered the best independent source of nuclear weapons information.

*Tri-Valley Cares, Inc., in Livermore, Calif,, which monitors Los Alamos sibling Livermore National Laboratory.

*Several other anti-nuclear organizations in Santa Fe and Albuquerque, which have primarily focused on opposing the
DOE's Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, near Carlsbad, and on environmental issues at Sandia Labs.

*Western States Legal Foundation, in Oakland, Calif,, an independent watchdog, which like NRDC, tackles a broad
range of nuclear weapons issues.

In 1997, many groups, including the Los Alamos Study Group, collaborated in filing a lawsuit against the DOE,
charging that its nuclear stockpile stewardship program violates environmental law. The lawsuit failed to stop
construction of the controversial National Ignition Facility, a nuclear blast simulator at Livermore Lab. But it did force
DOE to agree to several reforms, including providing $6.25 million for community and tribal monitoring of its
environmental programs.

Last month, several of the same groups collaborated again in issuing a public challenge to all scientists and engineers
to renounce weapons of mass destruction, signing a pledge promising never to work on them.

Mello, who helped coordinate this effort, says it is primarily aimed at young scientists, whom the weapons labs have
already acknowledged difficulty in recruiting to replace retiring weaponeers.

Like many of the group's efforts, "the pledge" aims to force Los Alamos to justify what it is doing.
It also is an opportunity to publicize what Mello sees as the post-Cold-War nuclear contradiction: the almost
exponential growth of nuclear weapons research and development to levels that he says now exceed nuclear weapons

spending at the height of the Cold War.

While many New Mexicans applaud the infusion of funds as a sign of healthy national labs, Mello says it is a ruse.
Much of the money actually gets spent outside the state on unique materials, equipment and programs, he argues. And

the trend has made it difficult, if not impossible, for the state to even consider economic alternatives, he says.

Mello, who recently recruited Colorado College Economics Professor William Weida to the LASG board of directors,
believes it is appropriate to challenge Los Alamos Lab on economic, as well as national security, military and
philosophical grounds.

Weida, a retired Air Force colonel and former Air Force Academy professor, couldn't agree more.

In fact, Weida said he believes government-financed economic studies have misrepresented the true impact of the labs
in New Mexico.

The incoming federal dollars are "unevenly spread across the state, and unfortunately it doesn't trickle down," he says.

Weida, who spent years in the non-nuclear contingent at the Pentagon, says many military leaders see nuclear weapons
as an egregious waste because their is virtually no chance they will actually be used.

They "are way beyond being moral weapons," he says.

Weida said he likes the study group's eye-catching billboards because in a small but frontal way they are "raising
consciousness in several quarters, not the least of which is among the physicists themselves."



Mello acknowledges his group has had practically zero impact on ever-increasing nuclear weapons budgets and
expansion at Los Alamos and other nuclear weapons facilities.

"Maintaining the stewards," he observes, chuckling, "has become more important than the stockpile.”

"We don't know if we will be successful,” he says. "But there are those with greater insight than me who are quite
optimistic about the human spirit and the power of our good side to overcome our dark side."

Watchdog on the Web

To learn more about the Los Alamos Study Group's concerns about Los Alamos National Laboratory, go to its
Internet Web site: www.lasg.org/

Among the concerns expressed there:

*Details about hundreds of radioactive and hazardous waste sites at the lab.

*A report on slightly radioactive ants and plants contaminated by lab operations.
*The lab's role in future nuclear weapons development.

*Criticisms of the nation's nuclear weapons Stockpile Stewardship Program.

*A pledge scientists can take promising not to use their knowledge and talents to help develop weapons of mass
destruction.

Author: Lawrence Spohnlspohn@abqtrib.com / 823-3611
Page: Al
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Dropping bombs on Los Alamos

With billboards, studies and a new campaign to
foil recruitment, tiny nonprofit takes aim at the
national lab ~

Chris Schneider/ Tribune

Greg Mello and Trish Williams-Neusch of the Los Alamos
Study Group ook over budget numbers for a project
designed to discourage people from going into nuclear
weapons work. The study group, an anti-nuclear weapons
organization based in Santa Fe, has become one of the most
vocal opponents of work done at Los Alamos National
Laboratory.

By Lawrencs Soohn
Tribune reporter

SANTA FE -- The sign on Greg Mello's door
mockingly shouts "Fallout Shelter."

On his top shelf are "radioactive active
plants" -- collected, he says, from polfuted
lands 35 miles to the west.

There, in the picturesque Jemez Mountains,
is the object of Mello's frustration: Los Alamos
Nationa! Laboratory.

It is the birthplace of nuclear weapons and
still the world's premier nuclear weapons lab --
one of three administered by the Department
of Energy.
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Need for $49 Million Machine Questioned

Jennifef McKee Journal Northern Bureau

SANTA FE Just two months after the Department of Energy unveiled a $49 million machine at Los
Alamos and as it prepares to spend another $12 million moving it to Nevada a DOE investigation
released last month questions whether the machine is necessary.

Critics, supported by some in Congress, contend that the move of the multimillion-dollar machine is a
mere bargaining chip in the larger effort to pass a federal budget.

The Atlas Pulsed Power Experimental Facility came online at Los Alamos National Laboratory in
December, according to an audit report published in February by the DOE Inspector General's Office.

Atlas stores electricity, then shoots it out in intense bursts that simulate parts of nuclear weapons
detonations, according to lab information. The machine was designed to help test weapons' reliability.
Aside from test runs, however all of which show the machine works exactly as planned Atlas has never

been used.

That's because the DOE never allocated any money to run Atlas, only to build it, according to the
audit. The audit reported that the DOE still hasn't set aside funding to operate Atlas, although the
agency now proposes to move the machine to its Nevada Test Site at a cost of $12 million.

The Inspector General's audit questioned just how valuable Atlas is to the DOE.

"|f Atlas was important enough to build,” the audit says, "then it should have received enough priority
ranking to allow it to operate."

A spokesman for the National Nuclear Security Administration, the semi-autonomous arm of the DOE
that oversees parts of the weapons labs, said the agency disagrees with the report.

"The people that are involved in project management see (Atlas) as an important tool," said Darwin
Morgan, an NNSA spokesman.

Some outside the lab, however, praised the report.

Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group, a Santa Fe watchdog organization, called it "a small
measure of truth bubbling up to the surface.”

Moving Atlas to Nevada when the machine has been completed for only a few months at Los Alamos
is a waste of money, Mello said.

1ofl 11/3/05 2:14 PM



| Grou-p Plans Weekly Prayer

Co-Leader Says Events

- Will Begin Thursday
BY JENNIFER MCKEE 3/27/», :
Journal Staff Writer K

A group of activists and religious
people who said they want to con-
“hect with Los Alamos National Lab

.~ workers as “fellow human beings”
are planning silent prayer vigils in

a parking lot in the center of the
weapons lab every week starting
Thursday. -~ - R
© The group will also pass out fliers
“in front ‘of several lab-buildings
questioning: nuclear: weapons

research, said Greg Mello, of the -
Los Alamos Study Group, a co-orga-

‘nizer of: the prayer movement.
Harold Wheat, an intern from the

Methodist Church, is another orga-

nizer. <~ o T
_Every Thursday morning at 6
‘am., the group will meet in the
DeVargas Mall parking lot in Santa

the lab, and distribute their Jeaflets

_ for 90 minutes in front of several

lab buildings, -including TA-SS,
where plutonium js handled. Mello
said anyone is welcome. :
After passing out fliers, the.group
will have breakfast in the lab cafe-

teria, possibly with lab workers,

and then set up pillows and folding
chairs in’ a parking lot near the
Chemistry and  Metallurgy
Research building, roughly in the

" middle of the weapons lab; for sev-

eral hours of quiet prayer.

. They plan on hosting the v1g1ls '
indefinitely: o R
“People may come with different -

motives or different perspectives,”’
Mello said; “but we will all be unit-

‘ed by-a concern about an economy

and policies directed at maximum

. violence and not at maximum digni-

ty.” .

planned as rallies or protests.
- «We will be sitting there in soli-

* darity with the lab workers as. fel--
Fe, Mello said. They will carpqol_ to .

low human beings,” he said. “They

‘to,grips with tha . -
‘ , Co " Rickman said he’s never heard
Mello said the events .are not- .

Vigils at Lab

are struggling with the same moral
questions we are.” . ‘
Lab spokesman James Rickman
said the lab will accommodate the
group as long as they want to-come.

- As per lab policy, the group will bé -

assigned a security guard to.gscort
them, Rickman said. He said the lab

respects -and accommodaté§ any-
one’s First Amendment. right to
- assemble as long as the assembly is - -

peaceful. L
The §tudy group has both distrib-
uted fliers and prayed on lab prop:
erty before; Mello said, but only for
a few days-at a time. The group’s
current effort is its most aggres-

- sive, . o ‘ v
" . “The heart of (the lab) embodies - .
- the contradiction and pain in our -

society,” he said. “We have to come

L2

any complaints about the prayersin
the past, ‘and some lab workers .
énjoy taking part. .

%1 think a lot of people don’t even
notice,” Rickman said. " )
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Sandia Labs Boss
Seeks 2—T1er Defense

. BY Joun J. LUMPKIN
. Journal Staff Writer

The United States should develop

" a class of nuclear weapons geared

toward deterring small aggressors

" with big ideas, Sandia National Lab-

oratories dlrector C. Paul Robinson
told weapons experts Tuesday.

Robinson, seeking ways for the

nation’s nuclear weapons complex

to remain relevant in the post-Cold

~ These weapons would prevent:
_these countries from using: any of
their own weapons of mass destruc-
tion, including chemical and biolog-
-ical weapons, he said. | '

“The hlghest goal is to deter
aggression,” he said.

Robinson and others have come:

_out in ‘support of “mininukes”
before, But earlier pltc_hes had not
framed those weapons as.a way to

_prevent war. .

.In an aside, he said China could
conceivably »uild up its nuclear
forces to ~pproach those of. Russia
and ﬂ~ dmted States. The U.S. mls-

War world outlmed a two-tleredf
"capability he urged the United "
States to develop. His" ‘comments -
came at-the Nuclear Security Deci- -
sionmakers’ Forum being held this .
-, weekin Albuquerque R
The first is continuing the capa~ ‘

bility of the Cold War — many: long-
range nuclear weapons that balance

U.S. forces with “the only nation in
the world that can threaten the actu- )

al existence of the Umted State
Russia.

The second however, would be
new.

Robinson proposed a class of»

sile defense program, backed l)y the.
Bush administration, could- incite

- such a buildup, as China would build

more nukes to overcome : any

. defenses, he said.

Robinson had some dlssenters at

_ Tuesday’s forum, which-drew lab;

officials, contractors and arms-con-

_trol activists.: One speaker told.

Robinson he didn’t believe that any -

nuclear weéapori. could' be used on.
) underground bunkers w1th0ut mas-

sive collateral damage.
Robinson’s comments about the

,role of nuclear weapons in the

emerging world situation struck a

: WEDNE$DAY, MARCH 28,2001

small, - relatively low-yleld nukes
that would be satellite-guided and
therefore extremely accurate. Cur-
rent nuclear weapons avoid satellite
guidance and other complex sys-
tems, as the electromagnetic pulses
‘in the opening stages of a nuclear
war would disable most sensitive
electronics on Earth and in orbit. .
But these néw weapons would be
used to deter the Irans, Iraqs and
North Koreas of the world because

" they would enable the United States

to kill those countries’ leadership

. and.military without killing a lot of

cxvmans Robmson sald

' sharp contrast to the familiar set of
laments

pronounced . by other
speakers at the forum.

Morale at the labs is low; talented
experienced scientists are retiring
and being replaced with those who
have ‘not taken part in actual

nuclear tests; and not enough fund-
'ing is being put into infrastructure

and weapons mamtenance speak-

ers said.

They repeatedly ha1led Sen. Pete
Domenici, R-N.M,, for his. effortsto
secure $500 m11110n for mfrastruc-
ture improvements at the natlonal
labs and weapons plants



Livermores multibillion-dollar National Ignition Facility, a huge fusion reactor, was supposed to be the answer
to testing U.S. nuclear weapons, now that blowing them up is banned. But the project has intense critics, '

By LawrenceSpohn

A quiet war over the nation’s biggest and
most controversial science project, the gi-
ant, $3.6 billion National Ignition Facility
fusion laser, moves back into the open bat-
{lefield this week in Washington.

The project, several years late and a cou-
ple of billion dollars over budget — de-
pending on who’s counting — is under
construction at Lawrence Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory, east of San Francisco.
~ With a critical Department of Energy re-
port on NIF’s future due to Congress on
Friday, the hefty laser was also being chal-
lenged this week in a federal court hearing
in the capital. . '

It undoubtedly will be a hot topic of con-
versation as wéll this week in Albu-
querque, at the Nuclear Weapons and Ma-
terials Monitor’s Second Annual Nuclear

‘Security Decision-makers’ Forum at tlie
Hyatt Regency Hotel. ,

Many of the top officials, scientists and
lab directors involved in debating the pro-

“ject’s worth — including from New Mexi-

co’s-Sandia and Los Alamos national labo-
ratories — are expected to attend the four-
day forum, which begins today and ex-
plores a range of nuclear-weapons issues.

And around the world, Hoya, the Japan-
ese lens company responsible for making
half the special glass needed in NIF, sus-
pended shipments to Livermore this month
atid js reassessing its role in the project.

‘The project is getting heat from some
Japanese critics and officials, who see NIF
as a facility for continuing the development
of nuclear weapons, a highly sensitive issue
to the Japanese, whose industrial centers of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki were decimated
by nuclear bombs toward the end of World
War Il

In short, NIF’s mission is to generate tiny.
thermonuclear bomb blasts in the laborato-
1y. Using the force of laser beamns from
every direction, it aims to compress a fu-
sion fuel pellet to generate fusion-energy
bursts.

particularly here in New Mexico. The issue now is coming to a head.

The DOE and its nuclear weapons labs
see NIF as critical in replacing the tradi-
tional tool of testing — underground nu-
clear bomb explosions, now banned.

 Critics, like Greg Mello of the Los Alam-
os Study Group in Santa Fe,seeNIFasa
design tool for the next generation of nu-

. clear bombs.

Longtime NIF critic Leo Mascheroni, an
independent Los Alamos fusion physicist,
insists that “NIF will not work,” that it ac-
tually represents a threat to U.S. national
security and that it has been a costly diver-
sion in the 50-year quest for a fusion ener- ’
gy power plant. :

Concerned that the United States will be
forced to return to nuclear testing when
NIF fails, Mascheroni continues to push for
a head-to-head, independent and open sci-
entific showdown among NIF, his pro-
posed hydrogen-fluoride laser alternative
and any other alternatives. 4
"~ «What are they afraid of?” he asks, insist-
ing officials have routinely deceived Con-
gress. As recently as last month, he says, he
was rebuffed by top DOE officials during a
visit to DOE headquarters, though he be-
lieves he made headway in visits to key
congressional committees.

The United States currently has a mora-

' torium on nuclear testing, but the Sepate

two years ago rejected the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, which has been approved -
by dozens of nations, including Japan. -

For years, the NIF battle lines have been
drawn, with proponents and opponents
squaring off over whether NIF is needed,
whether it is cost-effective, and whether it
is even technically capable of achieving its
mission of fusion ignition and studying the
most detailed energy outputs of hydrogen
bombs. o

How the coming battle plays out at the
Department of Energy, in Congress and in
the federal courts will have a substantial
impact on the nation’s entire nuclear
weapons program and potentially on the
budgets of Los Alamos and Sandia.

Both of the state’s U.S. senators, Repub-
lican Pete Domenici, the powerful chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee, and
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Democrat Jeff Bingaman, ranking minority
member of the Senate Committee on Ener-
gy and Natural Resources, are expected to
play prominent roles as various pro-NIF
and anti-NIF factions maneuver this year.

Mascheroni, a former Los Alamos em-
ployee who has spent nearly 15 years in the
fusion front line fighting NIF and promot-
ing his alternative with extensive technical
arguments, says, “This isit. This is the b1g
battle for NIE.”

At issue is whether to continue building
the monster laser at full throttle, substan-
tially alter NIF’s marching orders by slash-
ing 1ts budget and reducing its objectives,

or possibly dlscharge it all together, as
Congress did with DOE’s Tast big science
fiasco, the Superconducting Super Collid-
er.

Already, NIF has forced Congtess, with
Domenici leading the way, to repeatedly
supplement DOE’s defense programs bud-
get to keep the ever-bloating NIF from
completely overwhelming the rest of the
nuclear weapons program.

Los Alamos, Sandia and Livermore are

" the nation’s three nuclear weapons labs,

whose mission has shifted since the Cold
War from designing and engineering new
nuclear warheads to maintaining the na-

tion’s nuclear arsenal through DOE’s sci-
ence-based Stockpile Stewardship and

" Maintenance Program.

Eachhasa bllhon-dollar-plus annual
budget, and each has significant pieces of
the stockpile stewardship puzzle. Although
all three weapons labs directors officially
supported NIF in a “white paper,” several
of their own nuclear weapons scientists
have raised serious technical and fiscal

oncerns about the project.
T Last year, when Sandia officials openly -
criticized NIF and suggested reducing its
design and cost to protect other nuclear
weapons program components, they were
promptly chastised by then-Secretary of
Energy Bill Richardson, a New Mexican
expected to run for govemor.

Richardson, who originally was outraged
when NIF’s-cost overruns and delays be-
came known two years ago, later surprised
New Mexico interests when he became one
of NIF’s most ardent supporters, insisting it
remains crucial to maintaining the nation’s

nuclear weapons arsenal.

NIF was a prominent topic at last year’s
nuclear weapons forum, also in Albu-
querque. At it, Sandia President C. Paul
Robinson openly stammed NIF, pethaps
setting the stage for the confrontation with
Richardson. ,

Asked then why Sandia was not pushing
its highly successful Z-accelerator fusion
technology as a far cheaper alternative to
NIF, Robinson confessed Congress “would
never believe the second liar.”

Several senators last year fired shots
across Livermore’s bow over NIF, and crit-
ics — from anti-nuclear groups to tax ac-
countability organizations — are pressing
Congress more than ever to blow taps for
the troubled project.

On Saturday; the DOE is to send Con-
gress a mandated report on NIF’s status, in-
cluding: a certification that it can get the

Please see LASER/C4
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project back on track; reassurances
that NIF can achieve its technical
promises; and an assessment of NIF
alternatives, such as slashing its.de-
sign from 192 beams to 48 or even
a single module of eight beams.
The project, which rose out of the
DOE’s still partly classified mili-
tary - or “inertial confinement” —
fusion program, has become far

more than-a nuclear weapons plum.

It is seen as having significant im-
plications for all science, for future

research funding and even for Liv-

ermore’s prestige and life.

Critic Marylia Kelly, of the Liver-
more watchdog group Tri-Valley
Cares, believes NIF is “tarnishing”

all science with overblown promises.

Others have argued that Liver-

more and the DOE are clinging to

.NIF at all costs, because without it,
Livermore’s mission ~ as the third
nuclear weapons lab with declining
responsibility for existing warheads
—becomes highly questionable.

“A lot is riding on this,” says nu-

clear weapons program analyst

. Christopher Paine, of the Natural
Resources Defense Council in
Washington, D.C.

The council has a pending lawsult -
against the DOE that returned to the

U.S. District Court in Washington
this week. It seeks to bar the DOE
from using two expert reports in
justifying NIF to Congress.

The council and associated

. groups, such as Kelly’sand the Los

Alamos Study Group, argue both
NIF review panels violated the pub-
lic aspects of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act and were funda-
mentally biased.”

“Once again, and there is history

. of this, they were loaded with paid .

outside Livermore consultants,” ac-|
cording to Paine. “You couldn’t ex- |

" pect them to be objective and Con-
gress needs to see that.”

But even in the procedural as-
pects mandated by the:act, Kelly
says, “DOE has not complied with

.any aspect,” refusing to allow even
public involvement or overview.
Paine and Kelly believe the
DOE’s report to Congress is pre--
dictable.
“I don’t think there is any give,”..

_ says Paine. “They are gomg full '

~ bore.

“So are we,” he adds, saying that
a favorable court ruling helps, but
~ ultimately the battle will be won or
*lost in Congress.
Mascheroni agrees, saying Con-
- gress needs to hold ““a full-blown
. hearing” on NIF to obtain indepen-
dent expert perspectives.
. Then, he reasons, it should order
- the National Academy of Sciences
to conduct a chartered, open, fair
. and comprehensive review, not
only of NIF but of the entire mili-
tary fusion program and the best
- technical alternatives for the tax-
- payers dollar.
Livermore and DOE officials
have repeatedly said that NIF, while

troubled, has suryived numerous
and continuing scientific and tech-
nical reviews that warrant its full
support and continuation. :
DOE officials declined to discuss

specifics of the upcoming NIF re-
port. But they say it will comply
with all congressional require-

- ments, including assessing various

permutations of NIF and other tech-
nical alternatives. They insist it has
not been produced in violation of
the Federal Advisory Committee
Act.

Headquarters, however, is con-
cerned about the implications of
Hoya backing out of the NIF glass
contract, although a quick analysis
suggests other vendors, using the -
same techniques, could fill the void.

Reportedly, one-third of the unique
glass NIF needs already hasbeen
delivered to Livermore.

A Government Accounting Of-
fice report last year was highly criti-
cal of NIF, and that agency report-
edly is doing a follow-up report
which it intends to submit to Con-
gress shortly.

Despite congressional efforts to
revamp DOE defense programs and
get straight answers about NIF,
Kelly predicts the DOE’s new Na- .
tional Nuclear Security Agency will
send Congress a report “repeating
all the sins of the past.”

“I expect a whitewash,” she says.
“Unless Congress is prepared to
turmn over the national freasury to
Livermore, NIF must die.”
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A quiet war over the nation's biggest and most controversial science project, the giant, $3.6 billion National Ignition
Facility fusion laser, moves back into the open battlefield this week in Washington.

The project, several years late and a couple of billion dollars over budget -- depending on who's counting -~ is under
construction at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, east of San Francisco.The laser was also being challenged
this week in a federal court hearing in the capital.

It undoubtedly will be a hot topic of conversation as well this week in Albuquerque, N.M., at the Nuclear Weapons and
Materials Monitor's Second Annual Nuclear Security Decision-maker's Forum.

Meanwhile, Hoya, the Japanese lens company responsible for making half the special glass needed in the laser, has
suspended shipments to Livermore and is reassessing its role in the project.

The project is getting heat from some Japanese critics and officials, who see it as a facility for continuing the
development of nuclear weapons.

In short, the laser's mission is to generate tiny thermonuclear bomb blasts in the laboratory. Using the force of laser
beams from every direction, it aims to compress a fusion fuel pellet to generate fusion-energy bursts.

The Energy Department and its nuclear weapons labs see the laser project as critical in replacing the traditional tool of
testing -- underground nuclear bomb explosions, now banned.

Critics, like Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe, N.M., see it as a design tool for the next
generation of nuclear bombs.

Longtime critic Leo Mascheroni, an independent Los Alamos fusion physicist, insists that the laser "will not work,"
that it actually represents a threat to national security and that it has been a costly diversion in the 50-year quest for a
fusion energy power plant.
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| Domen101 Vows
.To Up Lab Funds
.'BY JENNIFER MCKEE /l %
Joumal Staff Writer

.. The White House’s proposed fed-

’ eral budget _ignited both, - head

seratching. and criticism in ‘north-
«ern’New Mexico on Monday as offi-_

ta'see what President Bush

fete.
iThe! budget request is wholly

» Sald Sen Pete Domem-

: . More
T oF Iess

5 .p lutomltjon; president.-

nos Nation: - Bush’s.

Taboratory. : $1.96 trllion .
. frankly,. : .federal budget
rkto see . : proposal has
-t At dOeS‘nOt : some posﬁw@s4
stand. It simply " -and negatives”
dloes not c‘?g;fj : for New Mexico -
- close. to sups i :
porting the ™ Al,AG
_ requirements.

. for pit production and certlflcanon

- work at LANL.””

‘Domenici estunated the program

fieeds anather $150 million above

- the Bush ‘administration’s proposal:
Bush sent his $1.96 trillion budget
spending plan to Congress on Mon-
-+ day. The document outlines h1s
.- administration’s proposed spending
L for every federal agency. In north-
‘ern New Mexico; that means fund-

" ing for everything from the Santa

Fe Indian School to Los Alamos lab. -
The document is far from written
in stone. Both houses of Congress

Cwill likely produce comproxmse'
* budget resolutlons after the sprmg'-

recess.

- Nonetheless; Bush’s plan attract---

ed much attentlon in northern New

Mexxco .
.On the less’ contentlous side, the

plan calls for $4.5 million for. the *

Institute of American Indian Artsin
Santa Fe; $375,000 more thar last
yedr. The plan, also allocates money
to purchase 860 acres on the Taos

“cials. and activists waded through -

o wants o spend- on federal projects'~_ .

Protests

 from PAGE 1° 4 .
_ Valley Overlook as part of the

Bureau of Land Management's $4
xmlhon Land Acquisition Program.

Itslates $23.2 million for the first
phase ‘of rebuilding the Santa Fe
Indian School, a boardmg and. day
schiool for about 1,000 Native Amer-

"ican $tudents run by the Bureau of

Indian Affairs. The plan also calls

for transferring the existing school.
" —a-smattering of” historic adobe

bulldmgs on Cerrillos Road —tothe

19 Pueblos of New Mexico, accord-
ing te Hal Schultz, assistant super-_

intendent of the' Indian school.
“An! mdependent study finished

- last sprmg showed that fixing up
the aging building would cost more_

than 50 million, while building the

campus’ anew would oost rough]y .

$38 million.
. Bush’s proposed spendmg for the

. "school falls far. short of that, but
" according to Domenici, this i is only .
- the first phase of rebulldmg

“Weve built plenty of schools for

", this kind of inoney and they’re pret-
+ ty"good schools;” said Nedra Dar-

hng, aBIA spokeswoman ]
Perhaps the most heéated part of

the budget was the Department of .

Energy s roll-out.

- New ‘Mexico’s senators attacked' :

the proposal, which calls-for an esti-

. mated $312 million lessspending in -
' New Mexico than last year and cuts.
. "at'various pregrams throughout the_ :

agency.

Sen. Jeff Bmgaman D -N.M., saxd '
- the: budget “sends a very. dlsturbmg _
- message ‘about how the preSIdent

v1ews” the labs.

Domenici sard the - budget ias
“some serious deficiencies” arid has

. 'already co-sponsored two amend--

ments to_the Senate budget resolu-

tion that-would tack on an addmon- ’

al $900 ‘million for DOE .defense

prograin spending and $469 million -
for-science research at national

labs. -

The budget calls for little over

- $1.4 billion for-Los Alamos lab, a

dectease of $281 million from. last

’ year "That number may be deceiv-

mg The budget also beefs up fund-
ing of the National Nucléar Security
Administration by $281 million. The-
administration is . a - semiau-

" tonomous arm of the DOE that now

oversees some work at- the Los .

. Alamés lab.

. Lab spokesman ‘John Gustafson

‘sald it’s too -early in the budget
* process and too, soon after Bush’s

enormious budget volume was
released to say exactly how the lab

-might end up financially next year

“There’s a long process ahead and
it’s -too- premature to speculate on

_any of that, *he said.’

-Activists didn’t he31tate ]

According to Jay: Coghlan of

Nuclear Watch of New Mexico, the’
budget is long on weapons and short
on environmental cleanup..

" ¥It’s basically a budget for the
- weaponeers-of Los ‘Alamos,” he

said, pomtmg out that DOE calls for

ispendmg afi extra $230 million for-
- ‘weapons with-almost half of that to
be spent at ‘Los Alamos, whlle the
1ab’s environmental cleanup budget
. was ¢iit by $15 million to Just-over
-$75 miillion; In explaining the cut, .
‘the DOE’s. budget reads, the “net

decrease reflects a sh1ft toward
higher priority activities.”

- “To mie. that’s weapons ? Coghlan
said.- -

- Joni Arends waste program man-

ager for Concerned Citizens for '

‘Nuclear Safety, also zeroed inonthe

cleanup cuts:

- “For . every dollar increase  in
stockpile stewardship, there should

"be a similar dollar for cleanup,” she

said. “What_is national security if
we don’t have our health.” -

Similarly, Greg Mello of the Los -

_Alamos’ Study Group said the bud-

get focuses sharply on weapons.

“More weapons less sctence ” he
sald
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Watchdog group has 1ts eyeon Los-

“Jane €, Phillips The New Mexican ;

Greg Mello, left executlve drector of the Los Alamos Study,

Group, speaks wlth hoard member David Bacon on Frlday jbxlhon budget compared to. LASG’
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By KATE FERLlc
The New Mexncan

It’s a Dav1d-and-Gohath struggle The ”_Ms,

‘Alamos Study ‘Group, a nonprofit organiza-

““tion dedlcated to the goal of nuclear disar-

mament, facing off against the Los Alamos
. National Laboratory; the world’s leadmg

' miclear-weapons lab.

© Interms of resources, LASG is engaged

-in an uphill battle. Housed in a thrée-room

- office.on Marcy Street it Santa Fe, LASG
has two full-time employees a handful of
part-time volunteers and four. contract per-

sorinel to do analysis work:

Thu'ty-flve miles north on 27,800 acres of -
land, LANL boasts nearly 10,000 émployees .

contained in about 2000 buﬂdmgs.
LANL has an intimidating annual $1.739

gl
$150 OOO . :

Desplte the odds, LASG contmues slmg-
ing shots at the labs via-awareness’

campa1gns and distributing alariing infor- :
miation about the enviropmental, cultural -

* and economic dangers of ¢continuing to

develop nuclear weapons. :
In New Mexico are LANL, Sandia Nation-

- al Laboratories and Kirtland Air Force

Base, one of the nation’s blggest nuclear- '

. weapors storage depots.

: Accordmg to the Department of Energy’s .

-fiscal year 2001 budget request, federal

‘spendingon nuclear—weapons research,

' development and production i in New Mex1co-;

. exceeds $2.5 billion.

Based'in Santa’Fe, LASG’s proxumty to

these sites serves the organization’s goalto:

. play the role of watchdog” for LANL's

PIease see WATCHDOG Page 4
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nuclear activities, Called the “thinking a

“antinuke group”on the'Hill, LASG,
about deétrimental effects nuclear -
weapons have on.the environment and.

works to.obtain hard 4nd fast statistics -

- 'society. .

“Nuclear weapons are a metaphor
that'integrates a lot of destructive - -
trends in our society,” Greg Mello said, -

“They embody and.represent a great -

deal of violence and help legitimize -

- lesser forms of violence.” : : . R
- LASG also works to expose LANL pro-

jects to the public, such as the labs ©

. ongoing Appalodsa project, a weapons: "
. testin a steel vessel that mimics a fis--

sion explosion, LANL)s waste dumping’.

" provides yet another ground for attack..
“Dumping'is a permarnent consumption

of land,” Mello said. “The safety over. -
the long run is unknown.” .~ - IR
Mello identifiéd the organization’s

Short-term goal'as improving the quali- .

ty of awareness on a'day-to-day basis,

-nuclear-weapons.arsenals, as well as n ‘
stopping the development of newer
* weapons. Ultimately, Mello-said the

ed'States sign the Unitéd Nation’s Com.”
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. -~ & -

_Thetreaty. obligates nations tq stop: - .*

nuclear testing, the stockpiling of * - .

nuclear weapons. . ¢ o '
i Mello emphasized his think-globally, .
- . act-locally mentality. “Community -
awareness alone will be politically pow-

erful,” he said. “Wé always have social

Wweapons-and the development of new - .

transformation in mind.”:

Born from an ad-hoc.group of ébqut_ -

- - main objectives, To'dissuade young sci-
JIti ., - entists from Wworking on weapons of - ..
organization would like to se¢ the Unit- -

ries. Lo Do
. Inlate Februaty, LASG, alonigwith
. Other disarmainent organizations; LT
-issued a public challenge to all'scien- *

25 people, LASG formed 6 Halp Heal.

some of the scars the Atomic Age left
on American cultyre. “We, all wanted an
end to' the madness we ‘iad grownyp .-

‘with,” Mello. said; “Pecple my age heed: -
“ éd to be free of the shadow of the mush-

room cloud and the nihilism that came: -

- alongwithit”. . :
* . The orgahization recently bought six -
-+ billboards in Northern' New Mexico at .
..$4,000 a month,.intending to'promote its
~-anti-nuke message. ‘Orie billboard on
- Interstate 25 at-Algodones reads, “New. .’
» Mexico: #1 in nuclear .weapons, #1 in .

poverty, Coincidence?” - Lo
The billboard-points out.the fact that

- while New Mexico receives the largest
- -federal funding per Capita because of - * °

the lab, the state sléuches at the bottorm -

-in statistics including per capita, o
-income, educatien and-health care, . -
" Another billboard, showing a woman- - -

wearing 4 lab coat with the notorious -
atomic mushroom cloud behind, reads .
“Nuclear Science? A mind is a'terrible -

A s, 'thing to waste.” The'billboard is meant
For the future, however, LASG hopes to .
- help facilitaté a large declines in

jobs at'the Jab. . .

to deter young SCientist$ .frdm taking”
" Mello identifies. fhis.as“dn'e.“c')‘iiLAS‘G’s _

mass destruction; LASG members dis-

-tribute leaflets outside,of the laborato- ;..

tists and engineers to'take a stand -
against nuclear. weapons. by signinga

. pledge never'td work onthem. .-
© . As of Tuesddy, LASG has 150 signa- . :

tures. - -

"+ Onthe afterncon:of April’5, MeIlo'jﬁg~

gled a slew of phone calls. while reading.

‘incomning faxes with breaking news on a
- Bush administration’s decision to

increase nuclear spending, :
' Bush proposed tq.increase the , :
Department of Energy’s budget for the .

nuclear-weapons program by almost 5 -

..percent, while cutting spending for

environmental cleanup and nonprolifer-

- ation work, -

Sen. Pete Domenici, R-N.M.; known in

_ the LASG circle as the “patron saint of:-
‘nuclear weapons of mass destruction,”

is'poised to support-an-annual nuclear-

. weapons budget of almost $6 billion. He
- is the chairman of the Energy and -
© Water Appropriations Subcommittee :
and the chairman of the Senate Budget

Committee, " .
. On Monday, the Bush administration -
asked for $5,3 billion, but Mello '

suspects the Senate will bump up spend- h

ing by $800-million for'improvements in
infrastructure for housirig weapons. ,
.- With-thé'Bush administration, LASG

- will be In gverdrive, continuing to cam-

paign for disarmament. ) :
. For anyone who would like to get

;involved in a nuclear-weapons debate,
. Mello recommends writing letters to
. the'editor as.an effective way to
. promote opinions. His call to arms; how-

ever, rests on the idea that “if we are
really aware of an injustice, then we are’

- -obligated to act.”™ - Coe L
. - Andif awareness spawns actions, -
~~. Inactidn creates-a lack of awareness,
" Mello explained. : . s

“We areti't out there to change peo-

_Dle’s opinionts. We want.to. work to pave
* the' way for educated opinions, so that
-people can be pol

socially transformative.. . . _
- For more information on LASG, go to

itically effective and” -

" wwiw.lasgorg.
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Low-yield’ nuclear weapons might help
deter attacks from rogue nations,
but they require new strategic thinking

Courtesy Sandid National Laboratones
A'B1B bomber drops a mock version of the B61-11 earth—penetratmg nucleat warhead durmg a 1997 low-altitude “lay-down” test at Sandia’s
Tonopah Test Range in the Nevada desert. The bombing approach, in whlch the weapon detonatlon is delayed, allows the aircraft to escape the
nuclear blast that alms to destroy underground bunkers.




THE

DEBATE -

TODAY’S ARTICLE is an

abridged version of a

- paper and speech

- delivered by Robinson at
the Nuclear Weapons

. Decisionmakers’ Forum

* last month &t the Hyatt
Regency Hotel in

- . Abuquerque. .

.~ Sporisored by the -

" Nuclear Weapons-and ™
Materials Monitor —a -
newsletter that closely
covers the nation's :
extensive nuclear ..

weapons complex —the -

meeting was aftterided by~
- -some 200 of the country’s *

" top nuckear scientists and

officials. - .
_ON THURSDAY, The .

. Tribyne-will publisha

- -contrasting view to *

Robinson's by Greg Melio,” *

. executive director of the

- Los Alamos Study Group

- an antihuclear

- wa'tchdi?ggmupbased'in_ i

. SantaFe. -

.. Tocomment, writeto . "}
" usat Letters to the editor,
The Albuquerque Tribune,

P.O. Drawer T,
Albuquerque, NM. .
- 87103. Our fax number
Is 8233689, .

* - Our e-mall address is

: - letters@abatrib.com,

“tion’s riuclear posture should be,

- follow=on START III (2,000-t0 2;500
“-watheads on.deployed strategic launch-

... rearm, should theie be a révanchist -

aluler o
' TODAY'S BYLINE . -

C. Paul Robinson is president of Sandia
National Labotatories, one, of three u.S.
nuclear weapons labs., , ) ]

He formerly directed the nuclear weapons

" By C. Paul Robinson

th every new presidential ad-
ministration, a strategic review
is usually held to recalibrafe

the content and direction of U.S. miili-

" “tary strategy and policies. With the end

of the Cold War in 1991, thete was con-
siderable confusion as to what our na-

There were many schools of thought
as to whai should happen with the large _
arsenal of nuclear weapons builtup by

both the United States and the former - .
- Soviet Union. o '

There was widespread agreement that
substantial reductions could be' :

achioved, and the START (Strategic - .
- Anns Reduction Treaties) process began

torealize that goal. However, the

" process is curtently paused at START 11, .

which would set a limit of'3,000 to

+ 3,500 deployed strategic warheads, with

agreement 6f only a frammework fora -

ers). S
. A strategy called “lead and hedge” be-

' ¢ame U.S. policy, in which the United

States would attempt to lead the way to
much smaller nuclear arsenals, as we

sought to engage Russia and the other -
(nuclear) inheritor states in imore posi- .

;- tive internatiorial relations, whiile af the °

same fime sustaining the option to .

.movement within these states toraise. <
the threat level against the United States.
+ " Today, the'U.S. and Russian strategic
-dialogue no Jonger focuses on the ques-

{tion of how many weapons are-enough. .
But each has shifted to a more cautious’
stance.in considering thé flip side of the

i - question, “How few are enough?” At the

same time; tens of thousands of other

nuclear weapons ~— the so-called “non-" -

.| strategic”devices intended foruse in-

-} . theateror tactical conflicts — remain
i+ - outside of the START frameworks.

Consequently, the United States and .’

* Russia no longer appear-to place nuclear
- ams limitations at the top of their priori-
-ty lists, more than likely because of'an .

- increasingly shared view that war be-’
“tween the two is far less Jikely than dur--

- ing the Cold War era. The U.S; riational

security adviser, Condi Rice, recently

 stated that “American security is threat-. _

ened less by Russia’s strength than by its

weakniess and incoherence.” Each side. - .
. now devotes more effort to seeking .

ways in which they might movetoa _

new rélationship as “strategic partners.”?

Russia has already begun to empha-
size the importance of its arsenal of nui- .

.+ control adviser and as
* the U.S. ambassador to .
- the Joint Verification -

~escapable that the United States must _
. carefully think through how we should-

program at Los Alamos
National-Laboratory and
also served as an ams

Experiment.

Inthe 1988 JVE, the
Unitéd States and the
former SovietUnion ™~ B&==
observed the détonation of nuclear

‘warheads'at each ofher's test sites for tredty
- enforoement purposes. That expetiment”

paved thé way for Senate ratification’of the .
Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the Peacetul
Nuckear Explosion Treaty, .~

clear weapons to compensate for its tim- .
. ited conventional capabilities to deal :
* with hostilities that appear to be increas-

ing alohg its borders. It seefns i< - -

be preparing to deal with new threats -

. fromeother comers of the world, includ- . .
- ing the role that nuclear weapons might
“serve in deterring these threats from ever
" reaching actual aggressions. - - .
* Nuclear weapons fiture :
" Ipersonally see the abolition of niu-
.- clear' weapons as an impractical dream »
4in any foreseeable future. I camerto this
* . view from several directions. The first is
the iinpossibility of ever “uninventing” -
‘or erasing from the human mind the

knowledge of how to build such ~

- weaponis. Whilé the sudden appearance -
" of afew tens of nucléar weapons causes
. "only a 'small stir iri a world where sever-- .
- dl thousands of such weapons already -
exist, their appearance in'a world with- -
. outuclear weapons would produce
.hugeeffects.” - S

The impact of the first Mo Weapons in

<. endling World War II should be a suffi-
ciént example. I believe that the words -

- of Winston Chirchill, as quoted by Mar-

- garet Thatcher to a special joint session -

ofthe U.S. Congress on February 20,

* /1985, rethain convincing: “Bé careful -
above all things not to let go of the-
atomic weapon until you are sute, and . .

* rhore sur¢ than sure, that otherimeans of :

preserving the pedce are in your hands.”
_ Similarly, it is my sincere view-that
the majority of the nations that have -
now acquired arsenals of nuclear -
weapons believe them to be such potent’
tools for déterring conflicts that they

. would never surrender them. oo
Against this backdrop, I recently be- -

_ foreseeable future: ,
 Nuclear weapons role -

-gan fo worry that because there were

few public statements by U.S. officials

“in reaffirming the unique rolé which - ,

clear weapons play in ensuring U.S. and
world security, far too many people (in-
cluding many in our own armed forces)

 were beginning to believe that perhaps -
. nuclear weapons no longer had value,

. It seemed to me that it was time for
_'someone to'step forward and articulate.

the other side of these issues for the pub-

- lie: first; that nuclear weapons remain of

vifal importance to the security of the . .

% United States and to ouir alliesand -

friénds today and for the near futuré; and
second, that nucleat weapons will likely
have an enduring role in preserving the

- peace and preventing world wars for the

The commandet-in-chief of'tﬁé Strate

- gic Command, Admiral Rich Mies, suc-
-citictly reflected the current U.S. deter- -

rent policy last year i testimony to the * * h
U.S. Sepate: - - o S
* “Deterrence of aggression is a corner-

 stone of our national security strategy, - . ;

and strategic nuclear forces serve as the
anostvisible and most important element-

“of our commitment ... (further) deter- -

rence of major military attack on the

"."United States and its allies, particularly -

attacks involving weapons of mass de-
struiction, refnains our highest defense
prority” © .0 S
hile the application of this policy
seemed clear — perhaps we could have -

" 8aid even “straightforward,” during the -
-Cold War— application of that policy’

becomes more complicated ifwe con- |
sider applying it to any nation otherthan

_Russia. S

‘Eet me first stress that nuclear arms,
must never be thought of as a single
“cure-all” for security concems. For the

. past 20 years, only 10 percent of the
- U8, defense budget has been spent on

nuclear forces. The other 90 percent is

“for “warfighting” capabilities. Indeed,

coriflicts have continued to break out”
every few years in various regions of the
globe, and these nonnuclear capabilities
have been regularly employed. L
By contrast, we have not used nucléar .
weapons in conflict since World War II.
“Thils is‘an important distinctionforusto
emphasize as an element of U.S. deferise
‘policy, and one not well understood by -

* the public atlarge,

Nuclear weapons must never be

" considered as war fighting tools. Rathér

we shotild rely on the catastrophic na-

- ture of nuclear weapons to achieve war

’ 'Plet'zse‘see BANG/ c3
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preverition, to prevent a conflict from
+ escalating (to the use of weapons of

- 1nass

destruction), or to help achieve war

* termination when it cannot be
achieved by other means, if the ene-
my has already escalated the conflict
through the use of weapons of mass

" destruction.

Conventional armaments and
forces will remaii the backbone of
U.S. defense forces, but the inherent

- threat to escalate to nuclear use can
help to prevent conflicts from ever

starting, can prevent their cscalatxon i

as well as bring these conflicts to a
swift and certain end. .
~ Incontrast to the sifuation facmg
Russia, I believe we cannot place an
over-reliance on nuclear weapons,
. but that we must maintain adequate
conventional capabilities to manage
* regional conflicts in any part of the
world: Noting that the United States
" - has always considered nuclear
weapons as “weapons of last resort;”
we need to give constant attention to
improving conventional munitions in
order to raise the threshold for which
we would ever consider nuclear use.
It is just as important for our policy-
makers to understand these interfaces
as it is for our commanders.

" An enduring strategic tool |
- Let me then state my most impor-
tant conclusion directly: I believe nu-
clear weapons must have an abiding

* place in the internatipnal scene for
the foreseeable future. 1 believe that -
the world, in fact, would become ™
more dangerous, not less dangerous,
wete U.S. nuclear weapons to be ab-
sent. -

The most lmportant role for our
nuclear weaponsis to serve as a
“sobering force,” one that can cap the

~ level of destruction of military con-
flicts and-thus foree all sides to come

(~] / [ l/ ol
to theirsenses. - .
Nuclear detefrence becomes in my
view a “countervailing” force and, in

fact, a potent antidote to mlhtaxy ag- -

gression on the part of nations, But to
succeed in hamessing this power, ef-
fective nuclear weapons strategies -
-and policies are necessary ingredi-
ents to help shape and maintain a sta-
ble and peaceful world.

What I propose is still quite skele- -

tal in nature, but it appears to-have

* some advantageous characteristics

that can provide a new approach on
the way to creating a compréhen-
sive, post-Cold War nuclear

weapons pohcy

Cenlral deterrence: ‘Cap()ne
n mtroducmg this framework;, I

would begin with one critically im-

portant observation: Russia today is *

the only nation that we can conceive .

of with the potential to threaten the
“U.S. national existence. It would be
exceedingly foolish to allow our de- -

tertent forces against Russia to weak-
* sia’s place. I will designate this capa-

en as long as that potential exists.

. Therefote, in the near term (say 10
years or $0) our najot plansand -
force decisions will continue to be.

_based on hedging against Russia.
The strategy and policy for continu-

_ing to deter Russia follows closely:
that which we developed during the
Cold War.

The current war planmng approach
(known as the SIOP, for Single Inte-

~grated Operational Plan) and its con-

figuration of forces have beenin” .
transition somewhat in recent years,
but are in surprisingly good shape
We would continue to focus on
treaty-limited strategic weapons in

+ configurations that lead to stability

against surprise attacks.

Our future arms control efforts
with Russia must endeavor to some-
how take account of the total nuclear
arsenals of each side, not just those

* within the START framework. Each

‘side will want to evaluate carefully

its needs fornuclear forces beyond -
the mutual deterrence purposes and
seek ways to harmonize.its forces.
As long as there are large destruc-
tive forces in being, I believe that the
deterrent policy and the force struc-
ture created during the Cold War

‘cannot be abandoned entirely. One

can imagine a continuum of nuclear
weapons capabilities whichatthe
high end could be used to deter Rus-
sia and at the low end could be:adapt-

. ed to deter other states. How the fu-

ture unfolds, particularly with respect

- to theater nuclear planning, will de-

termine whether and how such a-pol-
icy and it accompanying capabllmme .
would change over time. :

" Texpectthe U.S.-Russia re]anon-

ship will change only slowly, al-
though a warming would be wel-

 comed, perhaps making it possible

someday to eliminate the need for the

_ hlgh end of our nuclear arsenal. That

is provided of course that another po-
tentially powerful nation— suchas
China— does.not arise to take Rus-

bility as Capability One or “CapOne”

~ — which might also be thought of in

the context of detemng China as

well.

4 "I'bwho_mitmayconoemi

But 1 believe that nnclear weapons
do have a place and purpose today in
other than a Russian or Chinese con-
text. Rather than inflame debates



prematurely as to who is or may be-
-come America’s enemies.or adver-
saries, I would call the second force -
_ capability the “Non-Russian Force,”
or simply “CapTwo.” In my early
thinking on this subject, I even re-

ferred to this second force as the “To

Whom It May Concem Force.”

. The whole question of, “Against

whom would we really contemplate

the use of nuclear weapons?” is an

- important political and interational

. issue. A direct response might well
be “Any nation or targetable sub-na-
tional entity that, if not otherwise de-
‘terred, might be tempted to employ

- nuclear weapons, or other weapons
of mass destruction, against the

- United States, our forces, or our al-

. lies.”

We have adopted policies to dis-
courage the proliferation of nuclear,
chemical, and biological weapons.

. We have also urged the acceptance
of treaties that would globally ban -
both biological and chemical '
weapons, even though progress has

" been agonizingly slow in achieving

complete elimination of such
" weapons.

In several crises, U.S. pres1dents
have wamed other nations that “un-
speakable destruction” would be the
result should they resort to attacks on
the United States or its allies with
. such “Weapons of mass destruction.”

Although the United States has
been careful not to suggest that such -
retaliations would inevitably mean

A

we would use nuclearweapons, we

have left open the possibility for ag-
gressor states to conclude for them- -
selves that perhaps we-might indeed

use such weapons. We have certain- -

ly wanted adversaries to think hard
about this possibility.

. Unfortunately, we caniot enjoy :

the ambiguity of such declarations

forever, even though the decision to

seriously consider nuclear retaliation -

for use of less than nuclear weapons
would carry a héavy burden of

“demonstrating “proportionality.”

I'believe we face an even greater
difficulty if we look at how we have
been going about planning for poten-
tial Theater Nuclear Options (or
TNOs). There has been no clear pol-
icy in place — I can-even say there
has been a lack of clear thinking in

- place — regarding “limited nuclear
- attacks.” We have been reduced to

contemplating within each potential
theater, the particular targets that
should be held at risk and then ana-
lyzing appropriate options for attack-
ing them with various nuclear.or. -
conventional weapons systems.

* ‘But, without a well-understood
and well-justified policy in place, the
development of TNOs is of limited

-value and might even appear to be

“nuclear war fighting.” I believe that
our policy in these cases should em-

 that we will never directly or sys- -
_ tematically target civilians. This ..
principle has been a foundationof

tions have no voice in developing

ulate our Cold War policies; that is,

it should focus first on deterrence of
conflict, escalation contro] and-war
prevention, and contemplate nuclear-
attacks only if deterrence should fail.

Civilian copcems

Among the fundamentals of a poh- :
cy, the United States should reem-

phasize the principle it has embracc(f
for most of the Cold War, namely ~

our Russian deterfence policy as .
well, although far too few are even =
aware ofit.
1 believe T am safe in asserting that )
in considering nuclear deterrence in
a non-Russian context, collateral -
damage issues willbe ofeven
greater importance than ever beforg.;
These issues must be better under-++ -

.stood in contemplating nuclear at= -~

tacks against a North Korea, an Tran;=
anlraq, orevena China. -
The fact that civilians in these na--.-

the policies of their government -.#
would make their slaughter L

. abhorrent to Americans, as.it would

be to any well-meaning peoples of
the world However targeting the ,T :

Please see BANG/ 04
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leadership, along with mﬂxtary
forces and military capabilities —
the very tools of aggression —are

the appropriate primary targets that

should be held at risk under any U S.
deterrent pohcy ,

In examining the characteristics of
post-Cold War deterrence, it appears
important to make our pohcy and’
plans both country and leadership
specific. At the same time, we '
should appropriately keep our
thoughts confidential regarding
“whom or how. If and when a future
coniflict first begins to unfold, that -
will be the time for'us to comruni-
cate — directly, but pethaps still not
- publicly — what it is that we.donot
want them to do, that is what we are.
‘trying to deter. That will also be
when we communicate our capabili-
- ties to hold at risk what they value

and fo protect what we value. -

" While we should remain ambigu-

ous about the details of what our - -

specific responses to their acts of ag-
gression would be, we must make
abundantly clear that our actions =
“would haveterrible consequences
- for them.

Finally, the most important foun-
dation for our policies and actions,
and the most important part of our
cominunications to the other side in

an impending crisis must be that we . -
have the national will, as well as the_ :

.means, {0 catry’ out our policy.
Adopting such a policy will place

* enormous challenges before the U.S.
intelligence community — to pro-
vide the same detailed level of un-

- derstanding about potential aggres-
sors as was determined for the for-
mer Soviet Union during the Cold
War, This understanding must in-
clude elements of their culture, their
values, theit leadership, as well as
operational data regarding strategic
target coordmates and charactetis-
txcs

u.s. declaratuons ofmtent

‘I believe it will be importantto-
make a part of our declaratory policy
that the United States’ ultimate in-
tent, should it ever have to unleash a

L[[U[ o\

nuclear attack against any aggressor,

- would be to threaten the survival of
the regiine leading that state. I do not. -
mean that the aggressor state would

cease 1o exist as a nation, but that
governance under the existing na-
tional government could no longer

- be tolerated. Unless that state’s lead-

ers are deterred from the acts we are .
seeking to deter, our war aims wou]d

~ be too destroy that leadership. .

The most difficult issue may-be
the question of whether or not the

‘United States would attack a nation
.with nuclear arms, if that nation pos-
+ sessed blologlcal or chemical -

weapons but did not possess nuclear
arms at the time and was not-allied to
anation that had nuclear weapons.
We have some historical examples,
and it is imperative that the United-
States must avoid bemg vxewed qs a
“global hegemornie.”

In spite of growihg mtemahonal
pressures, we have attemptod to pre-
vent our hands from being tied by

* . such a constraint — prcfemng to
have the policy appear in executive
_orders and declaratory policies that

could be changed rather than allow-
ing treaty provisions to govern this .

- issue. I believe this is the right

course of action: Those who would"

advocate that we should not be al-

‘lowed to consider deterring: chemical

or biological attacks with our nuclear
. arsenal must first show how such at-

tacks might be deterred by other.
means '

: ‘CapTwo foroe

" Insoine past conﬂlcts such as the

. bombing strike against Libya, and
- during the planning stages of other
. contemplated attacks, overflight of

noncombatant nations, by bombers
or cruise missiles, was a major con-
sideration in determining whether of
how to undertake such attacks. Pene-
tration of the air space of a sovereign
nation with bombers or cruise mis-
siles would be a violation of interna-
tional Jaw, as would be the reentry of

a ballistic warhead through such air -
. space.

Such concerns would mulnply
considerably,.if we should contem-
plate nuclear deterrence in a (broad-

er) non-Russian context. For exam-
ple, if our craft or missiles had to fly
near or through Russian borders,
Russia might well believe that the
United States was attacking them,
and a retaliatory response couldbe -
triggered. Thus, it would appear that
ballistic missiles may be of lesser
utility in the sécond capability of our
forces, if these would have to transit
Russia in flying enroute to targets in -
the nations of concern. -

- Of course; if future missiles can’
have gieatly increased ranges, allow-
ing them to fly over the South Pole
or at other polar angles, the difficulty
of avoiding Russian overflight paths
would be alleviated. Ballistic and

cruise missile-carrying submarines
inherently provide some relief

-against these overflight problems,

but their patrol areas would have to

. be altered from what is currently the
-case, It shonild also be noted that

while it is theoretically possible to
teach any target on earth with
manned bombers, very significant
tanker support would be required in
many parts of the globe. .

Next, outside of some number of

targets in China, there is little real

utility or need in having-any Multi-
ple Independent Reentry Vehicle
missiles in CapTwo. I think we must

* contemplate placing some number -

of singlet reentry vehicles carrying -
low-yield weapons on submarine-
lauiched missiles. These, along with’

. cruise missiles from both bombers

and submarines, are hkely to be the
most imiportant weapons in CapTwo -
because they also allow us to have’

. “forward-basing” in a crisis, again
~ without encounfering major over-

flight difficulties.

- In'a somewhat obvious way, aside
from the still perplexing issues of
how to hold at risk hardened or
deeply buried underground targets 1
believe that we would desire primat-
ily low-yield weapons with highly:
accurate delivery systems for deter-

" rence in the non-Russian world.

Here, ’m not talking about sub-kilo-
ton weapons, or so-called “mini-
nukes,” as some have advocated; but
rather, devices in the low-kiloton

~ fegime, in order to contemplate the

destruction of some buried or hidden - '



targets, while being mindful of the
need to minimize collateral damage.

I believe we can achieve the low-
yieldlevels that are likely to be most
appropriate for deterring wider
threats, particularly if we are unable
to design and test new weapons un-
der a nuclear testing moratorium, by.
depending on the features mherent in
many current designs in the U.S.
stockpile.

An obvious and also very effecuve'
- approach to obtain low-yield devices
-would be to use-dummy secondaries
(the hydrogen or thermonuclear
-components). This is quick way of
achieving single-stage (basic atomi¢
bomb) yields without having to
modify the devices, or to repeat .
flight tests for the delivery systems

or to conduct addmonal nuclear test- .

; mg

"~ There are many other aspects of

' modermzmg the warheads’ electron-
ics as we bring them into being un- -

. der CapTwo. We could add the abili- .

ty to retain a much larger number of

- .pre-planned targets within each de- - .

hvcry system, either within the elec-
tronic memories of each warhead or -
within the fire control systems, as

~ has been achieved in advanced con-

- ventional systems.

- We will also want to consider ; pos—
sibilities for instantly determining
impact coordinates'and instant " -
Bomb Damage Assessment (BDA),

gy, in conjunction with the existing
- satellite nuclear explosion detectron
system. -
* Such a system would cntrcally de-
. pend on the defense satellite constel-
- lations still functioning during a con-
flict in which only a limited number
of nuclear weapons would be avail-
able foruse: o

" During the Cold War, we had al-

o ways assumed that, in any strategic

-nuclear conflict with Russia, the -

- satellite constellations would proba- " -

bly be severely damaged. Changing
- this assumption might open up even

greater opportunities for imagina-

tion, for example, the ability to in-

) cIude Global Positing System (satel- -
. lite) guldance for even greater target

precision. '
Many of the unproved guldance -

:4[“(1:‘ l

systems now being incorporated into
a variety of modern conventional

. munitions could quite easily be-ap:

plied to nuclear delivery vehicles.

- Similarly, for the first time it should

be possible to minimize collateral
damage — and insure against any
compromise of design technology
——by including technology that -
could harmlessly destroy any U.S.
warhead without giving nuclear

yield, for example, if it had flown off .
course to the extent that it would fall -

outside pre-planned delivery coordr—

. nates.

-Amrs:conh'ol'implicatibr)s_ |

‘The. partitioning of ournuclear -

.. forces into two different capability

sets, each-designed for a different -

- primary purpose may also present
‘some opportunities for fresh think-

ing inthe area-of atrms control.
As the new administration urifolds
its arms control strategy it will be

timely to examine how the creatlon '

of two distinct policies, strategiés,
and force capabilities might solve

" some of the classic problems inher-
ent in past agreements. For example,

the United States (and no doubt the
Russians also) labored heavily in -
past arms control riegotiations to de-
velop definitions that, while restrain-

- ingeach side’s strategic nuclear
. forces in agreed ways, would not
through already-developed technolo-
* - ment of new delivery systems in-
. tended for conventional payloads.

* Similar problems can be easily envi-

- sioned as we seek to continue the
current limitations on forces intend- -

also overly constrain the develop—

ed for central deterrence, while also

‘devoting some of our nuclear force

to deterring wider threats,

* A second problem that must be.
considered in the arms control arena,
as well as in defense planning, is the

. likely. continuing trend of prolifera-

tion of both nuclear and other de-

- structive weapons in rogue states.

They could not hope to directly de-
feat the United States in a general
contflict, but might very well be pre-
‘pared to use these weapons in an at-

tempt to deter the United States from - :

intervening in what they percerve to
be “their” region. ~ - -

So far the existing agreements. -
(the Nonproliferation Treaty, agree-
ments to create nuclear weapon-free
zones, or nuclear test ban treaties)
have had only marginal success.
Eventual agreements for limiting

- CapTwo forces would need to be
- evaluated against the totahty ofpo- -

tential threats.

Justa start

As with any srgmﬁcant depanure ‘
from the status quo, there is much

. more work to be done in evaluating
-+ the pros and cons of this duality

framework ~— of reconciling the

‘needs for a continuing central deter-

rence while also detemng wrder
threats. .

Dividing the strategrc worldand -
the corresponding force capabilities
into two distinct parts— CapOne -

~ and CapTwo — opens up many av-

enues for thought, and we should"
thoroughly explore these “new terri-

fories as we undeitake the upcom- .

ing Nuclear Posture Review. Within.
our own staff at Sandia National
Laboratories, in Albuquerque, each
individual who has considered the -
possibilities — which this approach
allows ~— leaps to additional ideas .

‘and opportumtles for nuclear deter- o

rence in the future
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The mushroom fifeball from a low-yield 1 kiloton (1,000 tons of TNT) boils out of its crater during the codenamed “Ess” nuclear l:)o;m*:o.t:j:
detonation on March 23,1955, at the Nevada Test Site. That bombh was slightly smaller than those proposed by Sandia Natlo'nal La f:
President €. Paul Robinson in Wednesday's Tribune and countered by today’s author, Grég Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe.



s by Greg’ Mello, the
-exectitive director of the-

The organization is a
- - SantaFenuclear. .
* "weéapans watchdog

.. “group.that imonitors © .-
¥ programs and pioposals
atNewMexneostwo o

S nuclear weapons
T resea:ch_centers, Los

. TODAY AR’TICLE .

. -the nuclear wedpons commumty and ..
1 ‘the country last month in Albuquerque E
. that he wants more kinds of nuclear -’
o weapons But that 5 I)Ot all. HC alSO ..~ byC. Paut Robmson presujent of -

. wants specl_ﬂc nuclear, guidance, ot -+

i**“doctrine,” as it is calledin the nuclear -

o pnesthood, and he wants that doctine - N

- "1 blessed by the commander-m—clnef the .
i :pres1dent of the United States.”. . . .

- “His doctnne would. lay dOWH the ba:

... Log:Alamos Study Group.

_:-n orial Iaboratonesb l, i
: ONWEDNESDAY T

co The whole package would cons1st of
" 7 thenuclear weapons, modified for-their. -
~i new rolés, associated doctrines foruse;: -
i and pre~planned Jttack strategies: for-
-1 every-potential aggressor country, He .
| - calls this “Capability Two,” or the “To * -
Whom It May Concern” nuclear arse- -
Jmal t
S Sucha fonnal structure does Dot cur-, -
T réntly exist. It would be created to com-

.. One,” the arsénal and war plans we

- Pethaps not eurpnsmgly, Paul told

'sense of meamng

plement what he calls “Capability .

have today

~ thelos Alamos Study Group, a Santa Fe -
_ : Sandla Nanonal Laboratones,_‘ -
. Teally want?

10, the- public ; and the wotld, he; wouId
" Tike them to'be enshrined in'the. “Nus...-
~ ;clear Posture Review’” now under way - |
.in the Bush administration. This docu- -

“ . secrecy by-afew people; like Paul
"Robinson. After this; the next stepfor’
" Paul and his friends would be to-start "
'embodymg these ideas in new hard--
~- ware, in revised military fotce stric- -
- -tures and revitalized institutional cul-

- TODAY'S BYLINE

- Greg Melfo is the, executrve dlrector of ~

nuclear weapons watchdog group ‘that

- Mmonitors programs aiid proposals at New
- - Mexico's two nuclear weapons résearch
" centers, Los Alamos and Sandla natnonal

4

1aboratories, ;
Today‘s commentary IS a response to the

proposal featured:in Wednesday’ s Tnbune

Albuquerque’s Sandla Natlohal o

Both men attended Iast month s Nuclear :
Secunty Decaslonmakers Forumatthe. . -
buquerque Hyatt Regency Hotel where

Amenean pubhc.may not: value nuclear :
weapons properly He wo_uld heve the.

To_ aclne_ve such absolute se unty '
ul offers us the absolute Weapon In .
order to better communicate hisideas -

ment will receive the'i imptimatur of the

_president, and possibly of Congréss as !
‘well, and it will guide the actionis.of -
- ‘both Congress and the’ executive, Vsmce
" it will be treated as a COnSeNsus:s atlon—
lal staternent about nuclear weapons.

“In reality, it will have been written m




:"ture's at he nuclear labs and nfants o |
hew diplomatic relationships (or the - Thursday, Ab“l 12 2001
~lack of them), and in out mlhtary and iy

+ rade dlliatces. WARRIOR 1
If thxs could be accomphshed to any f f rom

'.,_f: . casualnes in large numbexs }
- Paul may be a very génteel man;
biit his-vision s, in the final analysm

s, W1H mdeed get what they want,
and it w111 be very dxfﬁcult to take 1t

" that it would make state-sponsored .

. térrorism the avowed policy of this
AR counhy, as well as prov1de amost”
* fertile soil for terronsm to grow m
" ofher countnes o -
. Letushope ﬂlatthereareafew f .

clear Nonprohferatron.'l‘_’ ty,

A 'enhre fabric ¢ bf humanitarian clear-eyed souls inthé Bush admin-
Ry : istration who tan se¢ Soriie of the: -
" Such'a shiﬁ neéd: not requlre any.
' " implications of what Paul proposes:
p amﬁﬂ po hncal debate thaF wold- I They will bave o pay close atten-.

. Wit " tion, owever, because Paul uses all
 the right buzzwords; He casts his’

“* proposals skxllfully into the highily- .

- puphemized speech-preférred by the -

', defense community. Often'hie rejests

i the plain-fruth-versionof hispro-~

gramwhllesugg%ungaeu— P
RV ~——evenweaponsmﬂ1e1qloton Lo

_phemistic altemative. *. -

-7 For example Pail says; “Nuclear

weapons must fiever be considered. -
as.war ﬁghtmgtools > Thxs seems »-:5

Tater he offers three roles for nuclear
: 'weapons two.of whlch are precusely

-wat fighting. roles. - - .
- In*Capability ] Two- umque at—

E 'each potentially hostile nation,and; "

" weapons themsélves where possible
_All aspects of such potential foture -

niucleat attacks would, Paul fecom:- .

: _mends “be planned ahead of time by

. -expérts, besause real-time response

(by duly-elected leaders or their. sub-

) ordmates) “Just eannot rise to the

o could aclneve in dehberanve p]an—
ning”

- .. The netwoﬂc of satelhtes we osten-

~sibly bhilt to monitor possible prohf-

- erant explosions would be used for *

“dured, but niever loved Paul wa
“change that. Unlike dunng the '
'War, nuclear doctrine wouldn’t be‘een—
‘teted atound “mutial assured ‘destruc- -
“tion” (although this would reindinin - =" .
- place), but around urilaferal assuréd de- . Sessment. One has the sensethat - .
stiuction, which would have as its cor- Pauls plan would, in the énd; bend -
nerstone the wﬂhng mﬂlctlon of cmhan

Please see WARRIOR/C3 o

. clear enough, but just one senterice’ . -
. “still perplexing issues of how to
'hold atTisk haniene(f
- buned undetground targets ” Put an—
o tack options would be prepared for -

targets pre-programmed intothe -

+ same level of sophlsucatlon aswe 4; :

' real-time nuclear.bomb damage as-

may other plowshares into swords. . g fundamental physical reasons, to

) Newlowyield nul.es’ i

“The “Capability: Two” weapons

- ‘would in general have explosive .
'ylelds in'the very low kilofon range;

a convenient size because such - - -
weapons canbe adapted in Paul’s -

labs from existing designs without, -
. * nuclear testing. Another factor in the”,
- ~ selection of this yleld range; he s says
- aterrotist vision, in the dual sense - “was to achiéve soime nuhtary effec- .-

‘tivéness while * mmnmzmg collater— :

. .al darhage” .. s ,
- There are more detalls but 1f you .

7.7 just imagine. yourself before ‘The_

Big:Board” in Stanley Kubrick’s

. classic movie “Dr. Strangelove,”:

yoir will have the: general drift of
- Paul’s thought Militarily speakmg, :

it may Cofhe as something of a sur-. --
- pnse'that the weapons Dr. Robmson '

‘preposes touge cannot accomphsh ’

e the objectives | he sets out for theim. .
* - He suggests that fot detérrenice to '

 be effective, the'U.S: should hold at

“risk the leadership of énémy coun-
.. tnec or at least their “ability to gov--

em.” But low-y1e1d pucléar’ weapons‘;

- range-~ just cannot conﬁdently de- -
" stroy the deeply-buned facilities- -

‘wheie those leadérs are likely to be '

As Pail dehcately puts it, there are- j- .

or.deeply -

sl

bunkers bunkers win hands down
‘The “perplexing 1ssues” Paul
mentioned include: -
. Identxfymg the ‘propel’ targets
.- wDetermining the precise location -
. of the réal target —which may be -

movmg within that target complex

m-Ascertainihg the location of sur- *

“face featurés that could be destroyed. -
... Avoldmg the risk, in the.event of -

an attack on biological of chemical . -

weapon'depots; of a near-miss which:

- would:carry toxi¢ or infectious :

" agents great distances. downwmd

. D%troymg an underground
bunker at more than: mod&ct depths .

. (it doesn’ t happen)..

. m Dealing with'the total mablhty, T

“deliver any light-weight muiclear.

warhead more than a normnal dlS- o

fance into-the earth. -
= “Minimizing,” as Paul dehcately .

. puts ]t, so-called “collateral dam-
: age



"/// [z [o\

&Nmmwwh@nmmw

' "‘Collateral damage” isacu- ;
phermsm for the civilian death and *>

destiuction attendant upon a mrhtary_- ‘

" attaék. Inthe case ofa ‘nuclear- ©

‘weapon, even a small one, such * ooi-*

latéral damage” will be extensive.:

Weapons in thelow kiloton £ range .

as Paul suggests might be appropri- -

" ate*for his “Capability Two,” could -
easrly canse hundreds; thousands, Ot -

- even-tens of: thousands of civilian "~ :

uon_ )
- Inour oﬁice we have caIculated
_-thé military.effectivenessof low=: -

yieldnuclear warheads against cur-

 rent and former’ underground Iraql
- targets. Even using optimistic:as-
~ sumptions about eatth—penetratmg
+ nuclear weapons, modestly. doep
bunkcrs ate not destroyed: -

.- Wehave also crudely begun the
procees of assessing the resulting

 eivilian déaths from such an attack '
- on'these sametargets 'Ihe results are
srmply horrendous in every way. In- .
--tense air blast-éffects, éven fromun- -

derground explosmns and night- -

-mare level§ of local fallout will lull )

“thouisands of clvﬂ;lans overa w1de
radrus in most cases. - .
- Increasing the yleld of the- weapon

to attempt destruction of a deep tar-- -

. get would just kill more civilians:: -

“.And what is pethaps most tellmg is

. that no one can predict where, or -
““hoWw:-many, the casualties will be. °
- Paul’s use of the hopeful phrase -,
- “minimizing collateral. damages”

‘doesn’t’ come {0 znus wrth thwe re-

ahtles

-are ﬂlegal Tn 1996, the Intemahonal'
Court of Justroe heard a casere- "~ -

- quested by the General Assembly of
“the United Natioris regarding the e~
gahty of the threat of us¢ of nuclear- -.

deaths, dependmg upon target loca- N

- Indeed, Paul’s plans afe’mnore than
Just meﬂ'ectwe and nnmoral They -

. weapons In bnef the court found
- that all miiclear weapon use would be

illegal, exceptpossibly in, theex- .

treme case in which the very sur-- - -

vivalof a coiintry was at stake. f :
Cleatly, this coridition would not

‘be inet in.the case ofan.attack on : -
- U.S. troops by weapons of mass dé-
.- struction, of by.even the detonation
-of on¢or two'nuclear weapQns.on.
U S: ‘soil. Even in the case of ¢ “very.
suivival,” the Court.didnot find for
: legahty, but simply declined to rulé. <

" Furthe; the Court found that any -

o nuclear use would need fo comply:
- with theJaws of war.(“humanitarian .
j_'law’ %) Tn brief, these Taws — which '
"~.aretaughttoeveryU S;officér—.
" banthe apphcatlon of mrhtary force -
" which canriot ¢
"~ ‘combatants and noncombatants or -
B ;behween neutral andbelligerent - .-
- -+ couniriés, which is disproportionate-
" fo rational military objectives, of = <

te betwoen. .

Wthh is not actually mxhtarrly nec-‘

Not éven the smallest proposed

'.l ‘mlm nuke” canmieet these tests, let

" alonie the kﬂoton—range weapons

. Paul proposes, In fact,: such use-
-wouldlikely be a war ctime of hxgh ;

degree and could beprosecuted as:
-such. Under established prmcxples of.

- mternatronal hmnamtanan law; w111 ‘

Cfild ignorance of Blind ‘obedience in

" suchmatters do not by themsélves .’
_ constltute a plausrble defense agamstﬁ

: .cnmes camed out w1th such

: weapons . o
~+.Jn other words Paut hnnself could X
".in theory be liable to prosecution,
- should the policies: he advocates be :

put mtopractlce PR

" Notonly is the use ofnuclear s
‘weapons, to-all intents and purposes
“banned by law, but the improve~ -
- ments that Paul suggests making to
‘the weapons -and in fact their very

possession'into the fliture —are - - -
policies that the United States has al-

reéady agree_d to end, in binding - -’
treaties and in offi¢ial declaration_s' -
pursuant to those tréaties.
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fNucIear haves vs. have-nots

- In:1968, the Uniited States 81g;ned
- the Nuclear Nonprohferatron Treaty
- or NPT. The essence of this treaty is
. a'deal between the riuclear “haves,”
" like us, who promised to get rid of

their arsenals someday, and thenu- - -
- al control 7.

= * These bmdmg drsarmament obhg- s
" ations have increased in political im- -

- States strongly warited then and Stﬂ] ' rportance ince the end of the Cold e

. needs today, In 1970 the treaty was -
* ratified, making it part-of what 6ur .. .
. Constitution callsthe “supreme law :

. clear “have-nots,” who promisedin :
_ return never to acquiré nuclear. *
“weapons.It was a deal the United -

of théland” "
. Some' 182 countnes have agreed
“potto possess ot help develop nu-
* clear weapons under this treaty, and
~ the notms it establishes are v1tally
: nnportant, even without a direct."
‘mechanisnt for efforcement: Our.

nuclear disarmainent commrtment Is j

spelled outin’ Arucle VI whrch
- readsin full:

* “Bachof the Partles to the Treaty ;--

- updertakes. to pursue negotraﬁons i’

good faith on effective measures e- ..

lating to cessation of the nuclear

- armsTacg at an eatly date and to:

_ complete nucléar disarmament, : and
on a treaty for general and complete .

 disarmiament undér strict and eﬂec- B
.. proliferation regime established by " -
the NPT will unquestionably unrav-, .- .
. ¢l. Paul may be able to foolmost of ' -

‘tive mtematronal control.”

~ “This treaty establishes in law: two.

-imiportant nerims: Do- not nnprove

_nuclear weapons; and do not posseesl '-
. will not fool the natioris whose secu- -
-1ty is threatenedby his ideas:

- them — Whether it is ¢ontinuous.
non—possessron by most countries,
and/or eventual nonpossession by -
the five couritries: recogmzed as nu-

_clear weapon-states in the treaty. It

cannot be overemphasrzed that these, .

. norms were sponsored, advanced, -
- and ratified by the full government

of the United States and continue to ‘_

be advanced and supported ini each

and every mternauonal gathenng re- _’

viewing the operation of this treaty:

* It could be argued that to fulfill
this commitment we have only to
try, not necessarily to succeed; to
end the arms race and to disarm. The

United States used that argument be-

fore the Intemational Court of Jus-

 US fespect at stake

Forall these reasons and more; the

tlce in 1996 it was unammously re—
jected Thec court instead ruled that: -

““There exists an obli gation to: pur— >
suein good faith and bring toa con- *

, " clusion riegotiations leading to nu-;
clear-disarmameiit in all its aspects

.. War. The most recent step inthis -

‘process.was the consensus' statement

. ~reached, after an all-night sessionin’
- May of 2000, by 155 NPT signato- -,
. rigs, including the U.S. andthe other :
. nuclear weapons states. < ¢ -
_ - They agrééd, among otheér promis- -
. es, to: “An unequivocal undertaking :
. by the nuclear weapon States to-ac-
. -.complish the total elimination of -
" their riuclear atsenals leading to nu-
" _¢lear disarmament to which alt
. States and parties are commltted un- R
der Atticle VIY - -  eour
WhatlsnnportantforPaullsthe o

~martyrtheenemy, provxde apof, £

‘open abrogation of these binding

*.-commitments and their replacement e

'. ~ . with quite different norms; ohes
: ,__~whlchw111 make thé work ofhls 1abv - Sl

" oratories expressly legitimate,

.Should that happen, the nuclear non-

the people most of the time, but he

deterrent Paul proposes would hot be
credrble Therefore it would not de-

‘ot for a more passive concept 0
“secuity,” still Iess for global ¢
. pire, that our ancestors bled-and
:died: The profession of arms ac-
.quires, its dignity and its respe_ct R
society precisely becauise of its subs: -

- sérvience to law and {6 those id
- thenandnow Therelsno doy
+ . Paul’s plan, evér prior to actial
* clear use, would corrode respectfor:.
“:the military and even. for the Umte&;" _
Statesltself i .
7. Ifsome leader of group sought’iu :
- - bring-about the downfall of the it
od States, hardly a swifter mear ¢
" could be found than r_to‘lu_r‘e some L

¥ focus for simmering anti-U.S:

A ‘struction by our enemies, touch’
-+ global scramible for those: weapons. ‘
" and the means of their delivéry;:

ter. Paul’ “wlder deterrent’ ” would
~-only be credible to the extent that it
_were — not only in perceptlon butin
actuahty mad. . -~ A
" . Finally, any-use. ofa nuclear
- weapon, whether in: battle corin’
tinder strict and eﬂ”ectlve mternatron— A _
: . -total defeat for the U.S. military and .

teprisal, would in itself comprise a-

its ideals. Itis for those ideals

ing - the use.of Weapons of mass

‘break apart the alliances on which-.

. ‘we depend, liberate: individual: and
 organized violence in our own soci-
éty. Italso would de-legltrrmze. T
S 'govemment in the eyes of its em-.

T zens.

Indeed, itwould be an outlaw act,

1t would be w1dely recogmzed as
. such ‘and it would make of this
/. ¢ountry an outlaw _natro_n B



- Billboards blast
bomb industries
Tourists driving I-25 between
Albuquerque and Santa Fe expect to see
billboards extolling ski resorts, restaurants
and casinos, but may be surprised by a
‘series of evocative ads that question the
nuclear-weapons industry in New Mexico.

_ The Los Alamos Study Group, a non-
profit, research-oriented, nuclear disar-
mament organization in Santa Fe, has
placed five billboards with an anti-
nuclear weapons theme along that stretch
of highway.

" The billboards’ messages: “Welcome to
New Mexico, America’s waste colony”; “New
Mexico world center of weapons of mass
destruction” “New Mexico #1 in nuclear
weapons, #1 in poverty, COINCIDENCE?”;

. and “ ‘Nuclear weapons are incompatible

" with the peace

John Rosapepe photo

we seek for the 21st Century’ — the
Vatican.”

The billboards highlight the fact that
more federal funds ($1.8 billion) are spent
per year in New Mexico on nuclear-
weapons research and production than any
other state, and that the state is home to

*over 2,500 nuclear warheads. This booming -

nuclear industry is contrasted with the
state’s high poverty rates and nuclear-
waste problems (Los Alamos Lab’s Area G
alone contains 7 million cubic-feet of
radioactive and chemical waste).

You can reach the Los Alamos Study
Group at 212 E. Marcy Street, Suite 10,
Santa Fe, NM 87501, call 505/982-7747, e-
mail info@lasg.org, or check out the group’s
Web site, www.lasg.org. — John Rosapepe
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Sen. Seeks To Restore
K undlng for Nuke Pits

BY JENNIFER MCKEE
Journal Staff Writer

The Bush administration’s feder-
al budget will leave our country out
of pits, not in the pits, according to
Sen. Péte Domenici, R-N.M.

And that’s a bad thing.

A pit,-in this case, is the softball-
sized plutomum orb inside every

-nuclear weapon in the nation’s
stockpile. Pits cause a nuclear
explosion; without them, no nuclear
weapon would work.

The United States has not built a
new pit since 1989, and some scien-
tists fear the aging pits may not

work as planned. Tb ensure the reli-
abihty of nuclear weapons as-well
‘as maintain a work force with the
knowledge to build a pit, the Energy
Department launched a campaxgn ’

several years ago “of buﬂdmg
replacement pits in small -quanti-
ties.

Los Alamos National Lab was des-
ignated the nation’s new pit produc-'
tion facility. )

So far, scientists at. the 1ab have
yet.to build 2 certified pit, one that
passes rigorous standards and can
be placed in an existing weapon.

Thanks to. cuts in the latest DOE
mget, Domepici said the lab never

“This budget puts off the certifi-
cation and- delivety of a pit to the
military indefinitely,” the senator
said last week. :

The proposed DOE budget cuts .
funding for pit production at Los

.Alamos to $129 million, down from

. See DOMENICI on PAGE 3

from PAGE 1

.- $145 million this fiscal year.

Energy Secretary Spencer Abra-
ham, during a visit to_the Jab last
week, said the cuts will not throw
the department off its goal of build-

. ing a certifiable pit by 2003, DOE’s

- self-imposed pit deadline.

According to Domenici,. there’s a

difference between a “certifiable.

pit,” one that is built and could be
certified, and a “certified pit,” -or
- one that is ready to be delivered to
.the military and placed into a

ment on certification.”

He estimates Congress must add
another $148 million to the pit bud-
get if DOE expects ta have a certi-
fied; ready-to-use pit delivered to
the mlhtary by 2009.

Abraham said during his Los
Alamos visit last week that he takes
seriously the importance of pit pro-
duction, but added that while

“Domenici was one of his best
friends when the two served in the
Senate together, Domenici “needs
-to give us a little time” té figure out
the Energy Department ropes.

Domenici Urges Funding for Nuke Pits

nuclear weapon. .

While the department’ may pro-
duce a certifiable pit by 2003, the
DOE's proposed budget cuts render
any- real-life usable pits a pipe

 dream for the foreseeable future.

“The budget request is totally
inadequate,” the senator said.
“Under an earlier plan, a new, certi-
fied pit was to be dehvered to the
military in 2001.”

That obviously didn’t happen, and -

_according to Domenici, the DOE’s
propesed .budget, released earlier
this mionth, “includes no commit-

Domenici is already pushing to
expand the DOE budget by almost
$1.4 billion.

Some say DOE doesn’t need all
that money to make a pit. Greg Mel-,
1o, of the Los Alamos-Study Group,
a lab watchdog organization based

“in Santa Fe, said many countries
routinely crank out pits for a frac-
tion of what the United States has
already spent with little result.

“Ask the North Koreans,” Mello
said, referring to that nation’s
young nuclear weapons program. “I
bet they can make a pit.”



Some are concerned about the

‘millions in fedeml dollars the lab has
received to repair the fire’s damage —

,.
1.

s/ 6/01

By JENNIFER MCKEE

" Journal Staff Writer .
0S8 ALAMOS The Cerro -

Grande wildfire of a year

ago blackened parts of Los -

. Alamos National Laborato-
ry. Now. the fire is bringing in
something green — alarge wmd—
fall of federal money

Ashes still were smoking around '

the laboratory last summer when
lab managers began adding up. .
their losses:

- w 29 destroyed trailers that had

been temporary office space. . .

® 20 computers burned entlrely, :
many more damaged by smoke. -

u Mﬂes of destroyed power

" lines. -

L More than 100 storage sheds

‘burned to the ground, including . -
.one which held-millions of dollars

in scientific equipment that melted

_into a puddle of aluminum.

Congress gave the lab and the
Department of Energy, which
oversees it, almost $342 million to. -
clean up and repair from last

. May s Cerro Grande wildfire.

A critic says the sum,-almost-$90
million more than the cost of the

Big I construction in Albuquerque, .
" is another example of the lab and

DOE spending huge amounts of tax
money just because they can.
Others, like Everett Trollinger, of
the DOE’s Los Alamos office,
which oversées lab spendmg, said
Congress and the government are

‘scrutinizing how every penny of

the LANLUs fire money is being
used.

“They’ve got a lot of people"
breathing down their throat;”
Trollinger said.

So far, the lab and DOE have
spent $84 million, or about 25 per-
cent, of the fire morey.

and how they’re bemg spent

-Los Alamos Natisnal _Laboratory

.and the Department of Energy
already have spent $84 million on
_postfire’ cleanup and- recovery, _

including $8 million for this dam in
Pajarito Canyon designed to pro-
tect lab facilities downstream.

About $8 million went to the’
Army Corps of Engineers to build
a dam in Pajarito Canyon, designed
to prevent a flood from washing
over sensitive lab buildings there,
The fire left hillsides around Los
Alamos denuded of vegétation,
raising the possibility of floodmg
or mudslides from heavy rains:

Millions more went into cleaning
up, clearmg out and otherwise
preparing the lab to reopen after it

was evacuated along with the rest

of Los Alamos on May 7, 2000.
Almost $92 million more is allo-

cated for big-ticket items, some

controversial, such as two new -

- . Alamos,

400 families

. the ﬁrst

JosH STEPHENSQN/JQURNAL -
. CONTROVERSIAL. " STRUOTURE e

A year ago this month the
Cerro.Grande Fire was started:
at Bandelier National Monu-
ment. The blaze ultlmately ,
swept .
through Los

- destroying )
the homes of .
more than

. and individu-
-als. To mark

anniversary
of the fire, the Journal is takmg o
a look at its lingering effects.

- The'series began April29-and =~ .

continues through Monday. -

office ouﬂdjngs at $5'rm]hoo a

piece, a new emergency operations
center at a cost of $20 million, and -
$25 million to partially rebuild the. -

lab’s electronic fire alarm system.

Fire as an excuse? -

Not everyone is pleased with
explanations for the big-ticket.

“jtems. Although public critics are -

few, other government agenciés —
behind the scenes — have ques-
tioned the amount doled out to the :
lab AR .

See, CRITICS on PAGE 8



8 JOURNAL'NORTH °

Critics

E& S E El‘e

from PAGE 1

. “It doesn’t take a véry sensitive
nose to smell a rat here,” said
Greg Mello, of the Los Alamos -
Study Group, a Santa Fe-based
lab watchdog group. - '

Mello questions much of Cerro
Grande spending, arguing that it’s
a way for the lab to pay for things
it should have bought along time
ago — but didn’t in favor of
spending for its nuclear weapon
programs. ’

He points te the two office ~ .
buildings the lab will build, at $5
million each, with fire money.

The lab is using the fire as an .
excuse, he said, to pay for what it’
should be buying routinely — -

- suitable office space for workers.

_ The lab gets more.than a billion
dollars every year. This year the.
lab’s budget was $1.46 billien,
excluding millions $pent on con-.
i struction. That’s just shy of the

" budget for the state of North
‘Dakota. '

"Mello wants to kiiow why the
lab can’t build office buildings
with inoney in its annual budget.

“What has happeéned to the lab’s
ablllty to manage money7" he
asked.

One vexing problem for LANL
is how to fireproof the 46,000
drums of stored nuclear waste
and aliquid radioactive waste ~
treatment plant. The 1ab has $29.1

*million budgéted to deal with

those problems, and lab budget
experts said last week they still
don’t know exactly how they'll
spéend it.

Cleamng up _
Before the lab could reopen
-after the fire,.said Jim Holt,.
LANLs program director for
buildings and construction, crews
had to survey all 8 million square
_feet of lab office and work space.
" “Everything was dirty inside,”
- said Ming Moy, deputy director of
" the lab’s Cerro Grande Rehabili-

tation Project, which is planning

the rebuilding efforts.

Crews sharnpooed rugs, cleaned
windows and in some cases -

‘scrubbed the walls, said James

Rickman, a lab spokesman. Com-
puters had to be cleaned. Hun-

- dreds of air filters were clogged
- with ash, and some, like those

that sift tiny particles of plutoni- -
um from the air, don’t come
cheap, Holt said. .

In all, the lab has allocated

about $100 million over-two years '

to build the dam, repalr buildings
and prevent erosion. Of.that, $48
million has been spent. . .
~According to Stephen Mee, one
of the project managers for the

; . lab’s rehab, that money bought a -
- lot of work. Last year alone,

crews tore down 63 old buildings
no longer used and at risk to burn’

“in.other fires and stacked 20,000
. sandbags and 38,000 straw bales

and wattles to stop erosion and
control potential flooding.

_The lab also had acres of forest

— some of it burned — to deal
with: It spent several million dol-
lat's last year sawing down 20,000,
burned trees, raking 200 acres of
so0il baked by the fire into a glaze
that would repel water unless -
manually broken apart, and

‘ _ spreading 10 tons of seed.

The cost of some of the other -

- plans for the Cerro Grande mil- -
- lions has raised questions — espe-

¢ially when compared to the
spending of other agencies with
similar projects.

Take the lab’s- forest ~-thinning -
project. The lab wants to thin out

‘trees’on 10,000 acres, much of it

near areas where scientists con-
duct high explosives experi-

ments. Mee expects the project to
% cost-between $6 million and $9

million, to be paid by Cerro
Grande Fire money.

. Compare that to the Santa Fe
National Forest’s thinning pro-
Jects A typical 8,000-acre thin-
ning project runs about $2.5 mil-
lion, said Susan Bruin, of the San-
ta Fe National Forest. The deli-
cate and expensive Santa Fe
Watershed Thinning Project will -
cost around $S million, she said,
far and away the most costly and
painfully orchestrated thmnmg
project on the forest. :

But even that is cheaper than -
the lab’s thinning estimates.

The difference, Mee said, is the
complicated web of security reg-
ulations DOE and the lab must

Greg Mello, of the Los
Alamos Study Group, a
Santa Fe-based lab ;
watcthg group, questions . :

~ much of Cerro Grande

spending, arguing that it’s
a‘way for the lab to pay for
things it.should have
bought a long time ago —. -
but didn’t in favor of

- spending for its nuclear

weapon programs. -

follow to (lo anythmg —from

working with plutonium to cut--
ting trees — on lab property.

Because the thinning crews
don’t have special security clear-
ances, they’ll need to be escorted
by someone who does The rule is
one escort for every six non-

‘cleared workers, Additionally, the

escorts must run through cum- -
bersome security regulations
every time the work crews enter
and leave the lab.

Secunty delays

" All that takes time. Mée esti-

mates DOE work crews’lose

about-3%2 hours of every 8-hour

work day going through security.
To make up for the delays, Mee

_ plans on working the crews over-

time, and that's expensive, he
said. He also has to pay the
escorts. -



e lon

Further complicating thmgs is a
DOE-wide ban on open burning. .
That means ¢rews can’t pile- and.

burn trees culled froni DOE lands

. like they can on the Forest Ser- -
vice. Mee said he plans to get rid
of some of the trees as firewood
to the public and saw logs for
local lumber mills. But that also
- costs time and money.
Because every single person
~‘who wanted a cord of lab pifion.
would have to go through hours of
security procedures to fetch it,
_.Mee-said he plans on hiring other -.
crews to bundle up and mové the. -
. firewood fo an accessible- place,
~ further driving up costs.
- The lab’s proposed $25 million

fire alarm system also raised eye- !

brows. Trolhnger explamed the -
* cost by saying the lab is' buying
more than standard officé build- .
-ing fire alarms. LANL will use
specmhzed comptiter panels.
installed in each building - ;
_designed to transmit news ofa .
* fire and any othér emergerncy to a
- central command. .
Critic Mello also questlons an
effort to catalog archaeological
- gites that is to be financed with
Cerro Grande funds. '
“Taken as a whole, they couldn’t

. justify this much money any oth- wol

‘er way,” he saxd

“Mello-said the' lab is spending .

“as much cleaning up from the f1re B
" —one that burried hardly any:
, permanent structures —as it did -

in'a whole vear during the Man-

© hattan Project days. And that’s in
dollars adJusted for todays mfla-
twn

* “What. this says is: spendmg , : -

- money at Los Alamos is consid- -

ered fo be an absolute good by -

. Sen. Pete Domenici and lab lead-.

ership,” he said. “What this mon- -

ey actually buys is secondary.””

‘I;ab officials have said they -

_ weren’t compensated at all for -

one costly loss from the fire— -

*damage:to research-that occurred

because the lab had to shut down
during the fire or when computer

_ records burned.

- Domenici’s offlce is sansfled

- with the: spendmg Every-month, -

DOE officers in Los Alamos send®

* detailed reports.to the appropria-
tions committees of both the U.S. -

House and Senate. Domenici is

_chairman of the Senate Budget

Comm1ttee
* Thé lab first requested $408

million for cleanup, said Clay Sell, "b

a Domenici aide. Congress whit-
tled it down from there and. has

- regular overs1ght over where all

the money is going..
- “It’s approprlate for us to make
sure the money is being spent in -

.-the way Congress mtended "he
’ sa1d “It all looks square )



" By ROGER SNODGRASS.
Momtor Assistant Editor : .
The fallout’ from Department of
: AEnergy budget cuts_has become

“ more vmble ‘and ‘more particular in .
the last. few weeks as the prefer-
- ences “of 'the -new admlmstratlon.‘“

" have been made more exphclt
“While citizens’
. expressed‘ concern for the risks of
~ delaying environmental cleanup,
“and environmentalists -insist that

-funding' is not the real problem,:

Energy. Secretary Spencer Abraham
emphasized his = intention to
“rethink a host of programs whilé
we craft the Bush Admxmstranon s
policy.” '

" In presenting the details of the
'$18.1 billion budget on Wednesday,
+ Abraham argued for a pause to fmd
new approaches.

- “When [ assumed this office,” he
~said, *I.was told that the schedule

calls for-the remaining cleanup to -

. take.some.70 years at a cost of $300
bitlion. “That-is -not good enough.
And I share the frustranon ot those

-Domem
- groups_ have .

living near these sites. 'The‘que‘stibn

- is this: do we follow that course or.
seek change?-1 seek change And

that begms w1th some very serious

. study

- Meanwhile, the next phase of the
budget battles gear up, ‘as Sen. Pete .
i; R-N.M., chairman of the
powelful Senate Budget Committee

,sald on quay that increasing fund-
. ing for the Department of Energy

next year is “not only appropriate,
but urgently needed.”

As reduced funding targets for
DOE’s environmental management
(EM) budget for next year became
evident to the Albuquerqueé Opera-
tions office, said Ted Taylor,
DOE'’s project manager for envi-
ronmental rehabilitation, the cen-
tral office had to defer or cut pro-
gram elements planned for next
year from activities that were in the

‘works this year,

_The president’s'budget, said Tay-
lor, set a figure of $39 million for -
next fiscal year for environmental

(Pléase see BUDGET, Page A-12)



(from Page A-1)

management at Los Alamos Nation-
al Laboratory, a reduction of about
$15 million from the adjusted budg-

“et for this year, and provided strict

guidelines on how to spend the
funds. Top priorities were assigned
to groundwater studies and investi-
gating the most complex cleanup
problems, those that may be the
most difficult to manage.

As local officials weighed
LANL's baseline activities on the
new scales, many individlual envi-
ronmental programs had to be pared
away and deferred in order to meet
the new requirements.

Among them were:

« Delays in cleanup of hazardous
waste at LANL by as much as 19
years, from 2013 to 2032

+ Delays in investigating environ-
mental impacts on San Ildefonso
tribal lands and assessing risks of
hazardous material in the Native
American environment

* Delays in deploying high per-
formance teams to accelerate the
investigation and cleanup of high-
level waste disposal areas

« Delays in investigation and

A-12 Suh’day,' May 13,

clean-up of Technical Area 21, an
important parcel in the planned land
transfer from DOE to Los Alamos
County

« Reductions in force of as many
as 55 environmental workers, a third
of the current workforce, and

» Delays in cleanup of Acid
Canyon “hot spots”

The Acid Canyon problems,
which were reported to the Los

Alamos County Council last morith,’

were the subject of an April 24 rec-
ommendation by the Northern New
Mexico Citizen’s Advisory Board
(CAB) to the DOE-Los Alamos
Area Office.

Citing 20 years of exposure to
radioactively contaminated waste-
water from laboratory buildings and
a liquid-waste treatment plan, CAB
Chair Menice Santistevan-Man-

zanares requested removal of an’

additional 228 cubic yards of rela-
tively high levels of radioactive
contaminants that were detected on
the Los Alamos County land in
1999.

The recommendation was the -

third most costly among four
options, ranging from doing nothing

.'CAB on Wednesday, Area Manag- .
er,. David Gurulé wrote, “The.i,_-

to removing 880 cubic yards, or vir-

tually all the plutonium contaminat-

ed sediments.
In a revealing response to the

DOE concurs in your recommen-
datiofi,” and will take steps to pre-
pare a cleanup plan by August of
this year.

But, he notes,

Acid Canyon cleanup
2002.”

His letter holds out the possnblhty .
that funding levels might change as -~
Congress completes the appropria’ :
tion process, and if they do, “DOE .
will reevaluate the schedule for the -

Acid Canyon cleanup,” perhaps by’
early fall.

working with the New Mexico Envi-
ronment Department and Los Alam-
os County to post information signs

in the Acid Canyon area this sum: .
mer and plans a public meeting on - -
May 23 in Los Alamos to discuss -

this action.

Fran Berting, chair of the CAB's

“Preliminary.. ri
information shows.that the ER .
Project budget will not support the -
in FY'

. .the harder to clean it up i
-added.*

“5:30' p.m. :‘Monday; at Fuller: Lodge

" ed sites at LANL. There are 26

The letter does say that DOE js- MDA’s,a"LANL Where waste has ..

-shafts or: ca_vmes )

department revie ‘would “provide.
'guxdance 10- correct ‘what | perceive
As a- number -of extremely unfortu- '
natc issués w:thx ‘the proposed

Envxronmcntal Restoranon “(ER)
committee, helped formulate the
recommendatmns She called the

: g
notmg that money for the LAN
and county s )Omt new: emergency

mittee, Dorhenici e’mphas'ized stock-

total costs. “It is more expensxve in. 1
pile stcwaraship, the . aging infra-

the -Jong run, not only. from  infla-
tion,” she sald “but also from added

in p]ace, the more expensive itis -
to make sure it-isn't mxgratmg, and.

{The ER Commxttec is meetmg at - operanons cemer is needed; I
. think it’s right to fund new bui
ings with .fire. money, or 'dd;
. “upgrades.to capital plant with emers
" gency checks from Congress.”.
is in the 1ab’s intérest:from a pubhc>
relations perspective to pull ont the:
stops and get the place cléaned up;
to remove the Iegacy of the pastto}
the. extent possible; and-. to. stop>
dumping.” BV

to diseiiss plans for a workshop on
Material Disposal Areas, among the-
most comphcated of thie Contaminat-

beén deposxted mtentlonally or.
accidentally, €ither above ground.or
below, the surface in plts, trenches,‘ _

»aboratory, said " he d1dnt ‘see .
‘suchi-a re!auvely smatll cut for
onrtiental;-restoration ‘couldn’t

of néxt year 5. budg <t re
of the way, Domenici ]
conﬁdent that Energy and Defense'.




A new book says nuclear weapons aren’t ]ust morally wrong—they're 1]]egal

Nuclear
Weapons aid

International

Law in the
Post Cold
World was .
" published
by the
Austin &
Winfield
press and
is availoble
for $65.

' International Law in the Post Cold War

_ Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara
. have praised Moxley’s work as well The

‘war may seem like an
- all-out barrage of killing,

legality of nuclear

SY/[9/S
BY WINIFRED WALSH
wwalsh@sfreporter.com

A 30-year veteran of commercial litiga-
tion, New York lawyer Charles Moxley

-knows how to isolate an argument, hone

in on its weaknesses and blow it to
pieces. His most recent target 1s the ]egal
ity of nuclear weapons.

" His book, Nuclear Weapons and

World, has wedpon policy wonks talking
from coast to coast. Locally, Greg Mello, .
director of the Los Alamos Study Group is
touting the book as “erudite and accom- -

" plished” and hasused it as a textbook in

the group’s internship program. On the,
other side of the country, Columbia Law .
School Dean David Leebron and former -

author spoke this week
on Talk 10 America, and
recently made a presen-
tation to thie United
Nations. ’

To the average citizen,

but numerous rules and
laws aim to make it as
civilized as possible. In -
the body of international -
law that governs war, the

weapons is unsettled.

 The United Nations' International Court: of
‘Justice took up the subject in 1996, but its

decision was not conclusive. Large-scale
nuclear weapons are generally illegal, it
said, but small-scale nuclear weapons
mightbe legal in some situations.

. Moxley, who also taught litigation sub- -

]eCtS such as gvidence and professmnal
respon51b111ty at St. John's Law School in
New York for about seven years, is not so

. much-a nuclear activist as he is a practic- -
ing lawyer who wants to end the threat of -

nuclear warfare. His book, which took 10
years to write, attempts to prove defini-
tively that all nuclear weapons are illegal.

" The Reporter interviewed Moxley from

his office in Washington, DC.

Why do you believe nuclear weapons are
illegal under international law?  ~

‘1 say in my book that I take it from the

US’s own mouth. What I say is essentially
that the US, in its own statements in the
US military manuals, states that if you
can't control the effects of a weapon it’s
illegal to use it. ‘

In the case of srnaller nuclear weapons, ’

the lack of control comes from the radia-
tion. I assumeé if you have a certain blast
effect, you have a level of control over the
blast, but with radiation, you can’t control
the effects. They are affected greatly by the
weather and a number of other factors.
Also, when it comes to accuracy, | think

" What effect, ultimately, dp

‘we only have statistical accuracy. I say it's '
. very unrealistic to do a legal evaluation of

‘the situation in a laboratory environment.
The circumstances under which we
would use nuclear weapons would be

: extremely dangerous and unpredictable.

Do you think nuclear weapons are legal
under any circumstances? .

.- Whatit comes down o is this: What do
© . yousayto the state that says we are
‘wonderful, we are the next Athens and .

the defensé of our country transcends all

_ othier values? This is the good state that

‘thinks it can jeopardize the health of
others to save itself. Can you threaten the

- human future for the defense of one
‘nation or regime? That's the basis of my

argument, that no state can do that.

you hope your
book will have on the world? ’ .
My hope is'that my. rbook
will change US pohcy
There's a whole movement |
8 and direction of minimiz-
ing these weapons, and 1
‘don’t think we even want_
them.” .
- So the question becoms, .
how do we step down and
back away without looking
" weak? It's interesting, and a
questioni I've faced. 1doa
Jot of presentations and
péople make comments
saying that I'm too idealistic
anddxatmyd)eoryxsoneofpaaﬁsmltell N
themn that it's actually the opposite. I fecog-

" nize that we have enemies and need to

defend ourselves, and 1say, “Why don'twe
doit thhweapons we can actuallyuse?”

Who's accountable under your xheory
that nuclear weapons are illegal?
When people talk about whether nuclear
weapons are lawful or unlawful, people
tend to look at states, but I believe
individuals can also be held accountable.

- The Nuremberg principals apply to

individuals as well. The military leader-
ship, the civilian leadership, members of

_ the government, were all prosecuted.
My point is that it’s not only unlawful to
" use nuclear weapons or to threaten to

use thern, but it's also unlawful to
manufacture them. Personal liability
bears into my anialysis.

Are you saying that people who workat
Los Alamos National Laboratory and

-build nuclear weapons could someday’

be prosecuted under international law?
I think that individuals that are working

.in preparation of weapons of mass

destruction that they know to be the sub-
ject of nuclear deterrence can be held
accountable. I think there’s a genuine
issue as to their personal liability.
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nos lab’s tenacious foe

Mello not mellow over New Mexico's proliferating nuclear facﬂ1t1es

By Lawrence Spohn
The Albuquerque Tribune
SANTE FE — The sign on Greg
.Mello’s door mockingly shouts,
-‘Falrout Shelter.”
~ -On his top shelf are “radloactlve
*plants” — collected, he says, from
rpolluted lands 35 miles to the west.
i There, in the picturesque Jemez

»Mountams, is the object of Mello’s.

'frustratlon Los ‘Alamos National
,Laboratory

wall.

Still, the confrontatxon like oth-
ers. LASG has - forged, forced the
lab and its proponents to at least
engage in the debate and defend
their views.

An engineer by training, Mello
hasn’t favored confrontation. He
has taken an intense analytical ap-
proach to assessing the lab's pro-
grams, plans and budgets — expos-

ing what he believes-is a mentality

of “nukes forever” and “a coldssal
waste of resources.”

Indeed, much of the time, he
sounds more liké Don Quixote than
an ideological nuke-buster.

“We are interested in social jus-
tice, stewardship of the Earth, hu-
man dignity and economic sustain-
ability,” he says of the study group.

Those fundamental values, he

3in

The atomic age
began with this
blast in the New -
Mexico desert on
July 16,1945, . .
near whatis now
the Los Alamos
National Labora-
tory. Greg Mello
and his anti-lab- .
Los Alamos - .
Study Group
characterize New
Mexico as ‘Amer-
ica’s nuclear -
weapons colony.’

New York Times

_says, cannot be squared with the

development, threat or use of nu-
clear weapons.

While he says he appfeciates the

" need for the United States to safe.

guard and maintain its current nu-
clear weapons stockpile, he adds
that he firmly believes it is a role,
which along with the stockpile it-
self, that ultimately should end.



¢ Birthplace of nuclear arms

; It is the birthplace of nuclear
¥weapons and still the world’s pre-
» mier nuclear weapons lab - one of

“three administered by the Depart-

y’ment of Energy.
t: Some 60 miles to the south, along
glnterstate 25 and Albuquerque’s

+Gibson Boulevard, those frustra- :

ttions are expressed for all to see.
s, -Along these roads are several gi-
bant billboards, put together by Mel-

{o, that display (at a cost of ‘about :

£$4,000 a month) the infamous
watomic mushroom cloud and de-
vscribe New Mexico as “America’s
$nuclear weapons colony.”

¢ “Is true,” says Mello, executive

tdirector of the Los Alamos Study
i Group, which has been bird-dog-
:,ging’the Los Alamos lab since 1989.

"3+ New- Mexico, he points out, is .
¢easily. the nation’s top ‘nuclear !
'i~3_ve.apo_ns_ state, with installations
ethat include Los Alamos and San-
vdia - National 'Laboratories, the’

+DOFE’s Albuguergue Operations Of-
§fice and one of the nation’s biggest
--‘nuclear weapons storage depots on
+Kirtlaid' Air Force Base.

“New Mexico as colony

TN

»dollars those facilities bring annu-

vally into the state, Mello and the.
»Los Alamos Study Group counter’

~that New Mexico fits the classic
~definition of -a colony — in which
*imperialist capital is invested to
vextract a local resource at the ex-
*pense ‘of the colony’s .overall
rhealth, economy and social well-
cbeing. . | . .

>

+dence that New Mexico, even dur-

hing the greatest economic expan--

tsion in U.S. history, continues to
trank near the bottom in most eco-

nomic and social measurements, -

rincluding per-capita income, edu-
-ycation, child welfare and health
rcare.

i The mild-mannered Mello says
»that long after the Cold War has
*waned, New Mexico’s nuclear
+ .

+ weapors culture continues “to hold
thostage not<just the Congress and
» the people of the United States, but
#the whole planet.” '

+ The study group has been ardent
+— and audible — in its criticism of
“Department of Energy plans to
rconsolidate the nation’s far-flung
» nuclear weapons complex in a min-
+iature, virtually self-sufficient ver-
i*-sion at Los Alamos.

. While lab defenders and propé—é
I'nents point to the billions of federal

r He argues that it is no"coinci-i

“‘Not nuclear disarmament’
Citing DOE plans to use the Los

»Alamos lab.to produce perhaps .

+hundreds of plutonium pits-— the
! atomic triggers for thermonuclear
» bombs ~— Mello says simply: “This
*is not nuclear disarmament.”

. Mello said he-believes nuclear

i weapons, in and of themselves, are -
; as evil as the mass-murder tech- °

: nology used by Nazi Germany and

; should be.opposed by all people on -

+ fundamental humanitarian and en-

" ; vironmental grounds. )
} Still, Mello'is not a stereotypical-

i rabid, anti-nuclear, activist.

""" Instead, he challenges Los Ala-
. +mos with a growing portfolio- of

1 analyses:and arguments that raise.:

} questions about what thé lab is do-
Ying and where it is going.

i Long known on the hill as the -
» thinking .anti-nuke group, LASG, :
tquite naturally, isn’t embraced by -

i the lab, which is frequently bashed

+in-LASG pews releases and be-

sieged by the group’s Freedom of
. Information Act requests. :

b Officially, says Christina Armi-
1jo, Los Alamos Lab community re-
Flations director, “the study group
vhas been an important element in
«advancing constructive dialogue.”
» She-said the group’s scrutiny has
+ stimulated “interest in the diverse

topinions about. the laboratory’s

; mission.”

*  “Our mutual interactions and di- :

ralogue, despite our differing

rstanceson the work that we do, :

have proven to be appreciatively -

rrespectful and civil in nature over .

Fthe years,” Armijo adds.

» Mello’s group was reserved dur- -

ring last year’s Cerro Grande fire;

»iduring which other environmental :

{;and anti-nuclear critics raised
+questions about radioactive con-
+taminants in the smoke plume,

» Still, the study group has produc- .

~ed its share of heat on the hill.
;  Mello’s group won a battle with
+ Los Alamos’ Bradbury Science Mu-
*seum, which chronicles the nuclear
~era atthe-lab. It got wall space to
~display an alternative picture: the

vhuman ravages and devastation :
tendured by Japan’s Hiroshima and

% Nagasaki,.the only cities bombed
+with nuclear weapons.

-+ A Los.Alamos veterans and lab |

sTetirees group countered with its
';fogm claim for museum space to
;:p&"'es_ent a view of a'pre-war, bar:
‘baric Japan. They got half of the
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THE ENERGY Department says that unless it gets more money to renovate the nation's aging nuclear-weapons
facilities, it may not be able to certify the U.S. arsenal without resuming underground tests.

WASHINGTON--Although President Bush is promising deep cuts in the U.S. nuclear arsenal, his administration also
is considering a six-year plan that could exceed $2 billion to renovate and improve the nation's aging nuclear-weapons
laboratories, assembly plants and testing facilities.

Officials who manage the Department of Energy's (DOE) Stockpile Stewardship Program, which maintains the
country's estimated 10,500 nuclear weapons, say they need the money to fix crumbling buildings, install modern
equipment and attract a new generation of nuclear scientists.

Critics oppose the new spending, charging the program is bloated by mismanagement and cost overruns and is really
intended to design new nuclear weapons. DOE and laboratory officials deny those allegations.

Stockpile Stewardship uses computer simulation and other experimental methods to monitor nuclear weapons to make
sure they remain safe and will still work as designed as they age.

Warheads periodically are taken apart and checked for corrosion and other problems, and defective parts are replaced.
U.S. nuclear warheads usually last about 18 years. The oldest is 30.

Instead of underground testing

The program is used in place of underground nuclear testing. The United States declared a moratorium on nuclear-test
explosions in 1992. Every year since then, the DOE has certified the nuclear arsenal as reliable, but its managers say
unless they get more money for renovations, they may not be able to continue certifying the arsenal without resuming
underground tests.

"My confidence in our ability to maintain the reliability of the weapons in our stockpile without nuclear testing is
being impacted by several trends that we see," John Browne, the director of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, told
Congress in April.

The weapons are "not aging gracefully," and the government doesn't have the modern facilities and equipment it needs
to renovate them and make replacement parts, he said.

DOE officials who oversee Stockpile Stewardship refused to reveal the overall cost of their six-year plan to renovate
the nuclear-weapons complex, but they said it would cost $300 million the first year and $500 million a year for the

last several years.

It's costing $5 billion to maintain U.S. nuclear weapons this year, $1 billion more than originally estimated because of
cost overruns and delays. The administration is seeking $5.3 billion for 2002.

Mounting problems

In congressional testimony and in interviews, DOE and laboratory officials said the stockpile program is threatened by
mounting problems at three national laboratories, Los Alamos and Sandia in New Mexico and Lawrence Livermore in
California.

They also said the nation's underground nuclear-test site in Nevada and the four plants where U.S. nuclear warheads
are assembled and serviced or components are made--Pantex near Amarillo, Texas; the Savannah River Site near



Augusta, Ga.; the Kansas City Plant in Kansas City, Mo.; and the Y-12 plant at Oak Ridge, Tenn.--need to replace old
buildings, unsafe work spaces and obsolete or inoperative equipment.

For example:

** At the Pantex Plant, where nuclear warheads are assembled and disassembled, leaks in roofs sometimes have forced
technicians to stop work and cover some warheads with plastic bags, said Dennis Ruddy, president of BWXT Pantex,
the contractor that runs the plant.

#* At the Y-12 plant, built during World War II as part of the Manhattan Project, which produced the world's first
atomic bomb, chunks of roof fall out so often that workers wear hard hats, said John Mitchell of BWXT, which also
runs the Tennessee plant.

**% At Los Alamos, the birthplace of the world's first nuclear weapons, radioactive waste pipes leak and must be
wrapped in plastic to prevent spills and contamination, said Gen. John Gordon, the head of the National Nuclear
Security Administration, the DOE agency that oversees U.S. nuclear-weapons programs.

The United States already is spending more every year on average to maintain its nuclear arsenal than it did during the
Cold War, according to a study by the Brookings Institution, an independent Washington think tank.

The United States spent an average of $4 billion a year in 2001 dollars throughout the 50-year Cold War to build and
maintain a much larger nuclear arsenal, according to the Brookings study, "Atomic Audit."

Warheads contain as many as 6,000 parts--made of metal, plastic and other materials--and must be monitored for
corrosion, decay and problems caused by age and exposure to radioactivity.

Moreover, plutonium, the warheads' explosive fuel, grows brittle with age, raising concerns that aging explosive
assemblies may not perform as expected.

Some experts, such as Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Project, a private group that monitors the nuclear-
weapons programs, say plutonium remains effective for more than 100 years. Others say the DOE's own studies
suggest it lasts for 60 to 100 years.

The annual cost of the Stockpile Stewardship Program is probably twice what's needed, said Robert Civiak, a physicist
who worked in the White House budget office for 10 years monitoring nuclear-weapons spending.

"If you want to maintain existing weapons, then all you need to do is focus on the existing stockpile program, in which
they take apart 10 to 12 weapons a year and fix problems that they find," Civiak said. "They are not focusing on their
program. They are focusing on pushing the envelope on the development of nuclear weapons.”

Author: Jonathan S. Landay
Section: News

Page: A8

Copyright (¢) 2001 Seattle Times Company, All Rights Reserved.



Pdsit:FifeBﬁying
1 'Focus Was Local
L sfler

.. BY JENNIFER MCKEE
N Joumal Staﬁ Writer

Los Alamos Nat10na1 Laborato~
-ry paid moré than. it should — in
- some cages more than the manu-
"facturer’s suggested retail - prlce

Lab ojﬁaals countered | B

some of the cnttczsm —

saying the lab: tries to

- spend. as miich ofits’
: -blllzon-dollar- —year
' budget as posszble at- ;-
< local stores o

. - for’computer ‘equipment pur-

chased in the heady days after the

Cerro Grande Fire, accordmg to a

xgovernment report. . .
‘According’ to the

- released Tuesday from the Gen-

-eral Accounting Office, the inves-

tigative'arm of Congress, the lab

‘could have saved morney, up to 25 -
percent, if LANL purchasers had -

bought computers o1
.government suppliers

Lab officials countered some of;- - Inyestg
the-criticism saying the.lab tries
to spend as much of its billion-dol-

Jar-a-year budget as. poss1ble at
, local stores.- :

report .

As part of ongOmg studles of" ‘

- the lab’s post- ﬁre spending, con-
‘gressional inyestigators exam-
ined a: small samiple of: the-lab’s-
er and electronic puichas:.
e last summier-to replace.

corif
es
equlpment uined. in :the- May.

7, -2000 ‘Cerro Grande - Fire.. The
'mvestlgators looked at Just-17°

“totaling

-$32,971, eompared w1th mittions

of -dollars spent to replace ruined

' »equxpment after’ the flre

.themlmm'mrequlr
: accordmg to {lig report, there was ‘|

Noxietheless they found that " |:

- the lab took advantage of - dis-
counts on only five of the pur- .}

chases. In five other purchases,

: the lab paid roughly the same

retail. prices any,consumer buy-
ing a:single computer would pay.

" Ini two -cases, the lab-paid more. -
... than-retail :prices; In five other"
" cases, the lab saved money..

The report also zeroed ‘in- on - -
several - potenha]ly fnoney-wast-- .

ing purchasing. practlces tHe- lab ;‘
generally uses;

For one; LANL in contrast to |-
.some other Départment of’ Ener- :

gy programs, has no’ maximum - -

- standdrds - computer. . equipment:. |-
must meet. Instead, the lab has "1 :
minimum standards In the case. |
“of the 17 purchases examined for ' |"

the report_ every one surpassed"

no way o tell if the. “extras” -

* inicluded:on the equlpment which -

also ‘drove up costs, were: justi- * ]
See FEDS on PAGE 3 Bk
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fied.

In some cases, they clearly were
not. The report cited one example
‘— aprinter used by one lab employ-

. ee and an assistant. The printer was
a suped-up model with lots of mem-
ory designed to be used by many
people in an office. It cost more

than $1,400. Neither of the two peo-

ple using the printer had any need
for the costly extras. Investigators
said the lab could have bought a
cheaper printer -— costing between
$280 and $700 — that would have
worked just as well. ’

Also, unlike other Department of
Energy projects, the Los "Alamos
lab buys a hodge-podge of different

bfands of computers. Tms drives
up maintenance costs, the report
said, and makes it tougher to com-
municate between computers and
share’ files. The report estimated
the Iab could save up to.$10 million
over 10 years buying the same

brand of computers, especially if '

the lab set up some reliability $tan-
dards for the machines and bought
them in bulk.

The report also questioned the

Iab’s pohcy of buymg computers
“justin time.” That is a lab practice
that lets individual lab employees
buy supplies from pre-authorized

. local suppliers at a discounted rate.

The lab doesn’t track “just in time”
purchases of less than $25,000. But
according to the -report, -th\e lab

spent $46 million last fiscal year in

such purchases, some of which

were computers and other equip-
ment that could have been bought
online or in bulk.

A Department of

comment Tuesday.
Lab representative

the 1ab buys small and locally — not
onhne or from government suppli-
érs — is because LANL wants to

support the logal economy. Ideally,

Gustafson said, the lab tries to buy
equipment from northern New
Mexico compames excludmg Albu-
querque.

According to the report, the Iab-
defended some of its purchases

. . John "
Gustafson said some of the reasons

eds Cmucaﬁ of Lab Computer Purchases

saying that after the fire the goal
was to replace the equipment that
was destroyed, not hecessarily to
find a cheaper deal or replace the

. ruined -computers with something
Energy .
"spokesman , was - unavailable- for

less. Lab officials also pointed out
to the investigators that the pur-
chases were made at an unusually
stressful time for the lab — just
days after the Cerro Grande Fire

scorched the place and left some
- lab employees homeless.

David Bacon, a board member of
the Los Alamos Study Group, a lab

watchdog organization, also ques- .

tioned the lab’s spending.

“It’s a strange way to run a rail-
road,” Bacon sa1d “Why do [they
buy retall”’

10/3/6
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Head Joins

ntl-Nuke
Trustees

. BY J ENNIFER MCKEE
: Journal Staff Writer

as a New Mexico congressman,
Ambassador to the United Nations
and U.S. Energy secretary; has been
elected to the trustees of an envi-
ronmental group that has repeated-
ly sued the Energy Departmeént.

Richardson was .
- elected to the board of trustees on

zation with 450,000 . members
nationwide.

The . group- opposes nuclear
weapons and ‘works .to halt global
warming, among other things. -

As head of US. Energy Depart- - trustés to ever head-a’ ‘cabinet: level”'

- overnmenta enc Metrlck said.
overseeing the hation’s. weapons g g y,

labs —. including . Los Alamos ";
which |-

» -ment, Richardson was charged with

National* Laboratory —
invented, per-
fected: and’
maintains -
America's
_nuclear-

. Weapons arse-’
nal.

_Since retiring
with the end of
Clinton
administration,
Richardson’ has
also joined the R|CHARDSON’
boards of two Ajso on.two oil

Texas-based oil company boards
companies. :

/’7/01.

-+ Bill Rlchardson who has served s

unanimously .

hei aniz, ._
- Thursday of the National Resource cialito bitr organization.

Defense Council, a 31-year-old envi---
ronmental and public health organi-

.- Metrick sa1d it would.b “m pro- -
' priate” to , disqualify v :
. from the board of the defénse coun-
: ¢il' because Richardson’s former
. duties: as top. carétaker of- .several -
; thousand nuclear bombs and war-
Z heads

Met'- '

Allan

.;world leaders who -are: concerned' .
f:_aboutv:f‘hmate change and global .
warming,

accesstoa. large portl of the. glob-
al community will be really benefl— :

Richardson - jeins : other .

trustees; among them: aotor Robert -
- Redford, Chief Operating Officer:of
‘Watner * Bros. :

~Alan Horn, -and .
George. Woodwell, -the: man who_ :

. first: sounded an alarm’ ovex‘ global

warming, : . :
Rlchardson' is the fir and only'

rmgs to the board geographlc‘
rsity, ethnic diversity and- a
great intellect and drive.” .

'IYustees, who are not pald meet ’

" four tlmes ayear to. set tzhe organ1~ N
' See RlCHARDSON on PAGE 3
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zation’s policy, Metrick said.

Trustees serve two-year terms and -

can only be re-elected by a vote of
the entire organization. -

'They also must agree to the
group’s prmc1ples, said Christopher
-Pame, a senior analyst with NRDC

who often works on projects in New

Mexico, which includes pledging to

support a variety of environmental
and health concerns such as nuclear”

‘proliferation and global warming.

.Paine and Greg Mello of the Santa
Fe-based Los Alaros Study Group,

‘which has been a watchdog of the.

Los Alamos lab for years, said
Richardson’s new role as a trustee

bodes well for NeW Mex1co espe-

cially since Richardson seems to be

headed for a race for governor.
“His decision to put his counter

" down on the side of the environment

and go with that is great,” Mello said.

“If this ' means he’s attachmg more
" importance to the environment and

recognizing how threatened it is,
both in; New Mexico and worldwide,

I'can only say it's a good thing.”

Richardson was traveling Mon-‘

day and could not be reached for

. comment. Karen Golembeski,
Richardson’s spokesperson said
Richardson joined ‘“the superb .

_ international organization primari-"

ly for its work on global climate

‘change.”

)2 7'@
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Greg Mello, director of the Los Alamos Study Group, listens durmg a press conference launching the group’s ‘CAN-paign™ pro-
gram inside ‘the state Capitol Rotunda on Thur‘sday The CAN-paign.plans to send cans of féod labeled with a letter addressed
to Gov. Gary Johnson requesting that the disposal of nuclear—waste stop in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area G landfill.

Vlsuahze
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Group using Canned foods to

By KRISTEN DAVENPORT
The New Mexican

Perhaps  someday it will
be legend in these parts:
how thousands of cans of
Del Monte peas stopped a
nuclear-waste dump. .

Greg Mello, director of a
Los -Alamos National Labo-
ratory watchdog group, i
trying to convince citizens
to buy 45,000-cans of food —

from peas to pork-n-beans —-

dressed up to look like
drums of nuclear waste and
then mail the cans to Gov.
Gary Johnson.

The labels will also ask
Johnson to convince his

staff to shut down Area G,

the laboratory’s’ personal

nuclear dump where about”

45,000 drums of waste are
buried each year.

A study several years ago
showed so much waste was

“unburied

irled Peas

protest nuclear-waste dump

Greg Mello said his “CAN-paigr?’is
intended to shut down the on-site
dump so- that Los Alamos lab is forced
to pay more attention to how much
radioactive waste it generates durmg

k ws nuclear—weapons work.

going to Area G that it con-
tained more than the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant, the
nation’s official repository
for nuclear waste in south-
eastern New Mexico, ever
will. '

mesa top in Los Alamos con-
tains about-10 million cubic
feet of low-level radioactive
and chemical waste. The
dump — with its sprawling
white tents that protect
waste from the

The 100-acre site on a

elements — is visible from
high-elevation roads as far

~away as Truchas.

Mello drew: a parallel
between his campaign and
two common bumper stick-
ers — the first asks drivers

to “Visualize World Peace.”

A bumper sticker, apparent-
ly created in response, says:
“Visualize Whirled Peas.”

Mello says the Los Alamos |

Study Group is taking those
messages to heart.
“We have to go a lot far-

ther than visualizing
whirled peas,” he. said. .“So -
as it turns out we re selling -

" them.”

The lab is proposing fur-
ther expansion of the Area
G dump, possibly to accept
waste created by a proposed
pit-production facility and a

‘new plutonium facility.

Los Alamos is the national
laboratory that is slated to

‘be in charge of producing

the nation’s pits, the fission-
ing core of a nuclear bomb,
which contain plutonium-239 -
and toxic metals -such as

beryllium.
The new facilities could
-create  thousands =~ more

pounds of nuclear waste
each year, Mello said.

At a press conference
Thursday, Mello said his
“CAN-paign” is intended to
shut down the on-site dump

Please see PEAS, Page B4
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- Continued from Page B-1

so that Los Alamos lab is
forced to pay more attention
~to how much radioactive

waste it generates during its

nuclear-weapons work. -

_ Instead, Melo
hopes the governor. and the
state . environment depart-
ment force LANL to-come up
with plans for minimizing
their; - creation . of waste

said he:

before they are allowed to
build. :

“We want to send the mes-
sage: No new toys until you
clean up your mess,”

Mello said.

Also, he said, the cans

- come with information about

how much waste the lab gen-
erates. .- v
“Not many people know we
are dumping that much.in
Northern New Mexico,” he

-'s aid. _ _
Shari Kulanu, project coor-

dinator for the. canned-food
campaign, said she is logking

‘for businesses w1lhng to sell ,

the canned “Waste” in thelr

stores..

The cans are selling indi-
vidually for $3 each; in bulk,
they can be purchased for $2
each.

The cans each have a space

for a stamp; the U.S. Postal |

Service has confirmed it w111
mail the " cans for . $3.50
postage. The study group is
asking that the ' governor
eventually turn over the
canned food to a food bank.

-Diane Kinderwater, -John-
son’s- spokeswoman, did not
return a telephone message
left Thursday seeking com-
ment on what the governor’s

_office will do with that much

canned food.

\ 0}‘92} 7



Activists Fighting Nuke Waste With Food

| 'Can'ned'—Good Protest
Targets LANL Dump

7
" By JENNIFER MCKEE 2'?/0)
Journal Staff Writer

A local antl—nukes group plans to

amass 45,000 cans of pork and -

beans, 's‘weet peas and other water-

' . packed delectables to be used as
ideological weapons - against what -

. they claim’ is an illegal nuclear

waste dump-at Los Alamos National

- Laboratory:

“Not that many people know that

".“we have a nuclear waste disposal”
- just 19 miles from the Santa Fe

. Plaza, said Greg Mello,

of Los Alam-
- 0s Study Group, a lab watchdog

orgamzatlon

“The group announced thelr effort

to close down the dump Thursday at

a news conference i’ the Capitol

" rotunda.
Mello claims New Mex1co Gov
Gary Johnson could close down the
dump, known’ as “Area G” under
. $tate environmental regulations. To
spur Johnson to -action, Mello’s
group intends to deliver 45,000 cans
~ of food — each decorated to look

like a SS-gallon drum of nuclear
waste — to Johnson’s offlce by
year’s end. .

" The Los Alamos lab genera‘te’é
45,000 drums of nuclear waste.
every year, Mello said. By dropping

off an equal number of canned

goods, Mello said he hopes to show.

~ Johnson the lab makes more of an
" environmental mess than 1t offsets
w1th local jobs.

Mello.said he hopes Johnson w1ll
deliver the cans to a local food bank

- to helpthe people who have not ben-.

efited from the more than $1 billion
in federal dollars" spent at the lab

-every year. - '
“If we can stop nuclear waste dxs- .

posal, our political leaders will be

forced to come up with real eco--

nomic policies,” Mello said.

The weapons lab, while a steady
employer for 50 years, has failed to
lift New Mexico from among the
poorest, most violent states m

‘America, he said. :
“We need economic policies that

are realistically based,” he said,
“not fantasies based on dog-and-

- pony shows for politicians.” -~~~
Area G, Mello said, is the burial
_ground for a mixture of low level
and transuranic nuclear waste at -
.the lab since the 1950s. “Transuran-
ic” is the technical word for plutoni- -
um and other heavy, radioactive
» elements

See LANL on PAGE 2

. . JOURNAL FILE
LANL WASTE: Barrels of nuclear waste are
stacked in Area G from generations of work in _
nuclear weapons at Los A|amos National Labo-
ratory
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Today, Mello said, Area G holds

the equivalent of more than 1.4 mil- -

lion drums of such waste, although

not all of it is stored in.drums. Some .

was dumped pell-mell into pits, he
said.
Mello said he Wants the lab to

. clean up the site and stop generat- ‘

. ing new nuclear waste."

“It’s been said before,
toys until you clean up y'our mess,
Mello -said, arguing that the. lab
should clear out the nuclear waste it
has before bu11d1ng new plants that
will generate even more.

So far, Mello said, the group has
purchased and decorated 1,600 cans
of Del Monte string beans mixed
vegetables, sweet peas, corn and
pork and beans, The drum-looking
label peels off and Shari Kulanu

“No new

"

said the decorations-are designed to

e

“If we can stop nuclear waste ‘dispoSal our political
leaders will be forced 10 .come up wzth real economlc

polzczes

GREG MELLO OF THE LOS ALAMOS STUDY GROUP

N

be removed before dehvermg to thev

hungry.

The mock:waste labels‘are also -
printed with some brief" informa-

tion about New Mexico rates of vic-
lence, rape and poverty, as well as

'some facts about Ared G. The label

also contains a letter toJohnson,
asking him to close the dump, as
well as the governors malhng
address.

“You can actually ma11 1t ” Kulanu
sa1d

The cans wﬂl be on sale this sum-

mer for $3 a piece at local stores, i

she said, . C
A spokeswoman for Johnson did
not return phone calls. '

A lab spokesman defended Area
G ‘as a necessary part of the lab’s
work..

“As long as we have a mission and

" a mandate from Congress to do our

very important security work, some
amount of waste will be generated,”
said “James  Rickman, lab

: spokesman “We will need some -

place to store it. Area G is a crucial
part of our operations right now.”

Rickman said the lab would like to

aste Targeted

move the several thousand barrels
of 'transuranic waste currently

- stored at the site to the Waste Isola-
tion Pilot Plant near Carlsbad. Los

Alamos, however, isn’t the only
Energy Department site with waste
stored and waiting for shipment to
WIPP so'the lab must wait its turn.
. Rickman also defended the lab’s
economic impacts.

“Los Alamos National Lab S fund-
ing and procurement is a major eco-

. nomic driver in the state and has

been for SO years,” Rickman said.
He cited a University of New Mexi-

co economic study that showed the .
lab-is responsible for 4 percent of *

\o}!/m"();)

the state employment picture. In o

‘the three counties surrounding the

lab — Los-Alamos, Rio Arriba and
Santa Fe — 30 percent of the people
employed in that area can trace
their work to the lab somehow. .



Katharine Kimball/The New Mexican

Greg Mello, director of the Los Alamos Study Group, listens durmg a press conference launching the group's ‘CAN-paign’- -pro- .
gram inside the state Capitol Rotunda on Thursday. The CAN-paign plans to send cans of fdod labeled with a letter addressed
to Gov. Gary Johnson requestmg that the diqusal of nuclear -waste stop in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area G landfill.

Vlsuahze
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irled Peas

Group using Canned foods to protest nuclear-waste dump

Greg Mello said his “CAN-paigr’ is
intended to shut down the on-site
dump sothat Los Alamos lab is forced
to pay more attention to how much
radioactive waste it generates durmg
s nuclear—weapons work.

By KRISTEN DAVENPORT
The New Mexican

Perhaps someday it will
be legend in these parts:
how thousands of cans of
Del Monte peas stopped a
nuclear-waste dump.

Greg Mello, director of a
Los ‘Alamos National Labo-
ratory watchdog group, i
trying to convince citizens
to buy 45,000 cans of food —

- from peas to pork-n-beans —-

dressed up to look like
drums of nuclear waste and
then mail the cans to Gov.
Gary Johnson.

The labels will also ask

Johnson to convince his-

staff to shut down Area G,
.the laboratory’s. personal
nuclear dump where about
45,000 drums of waste are
buried each year.

A study several years ago.

showed so much waste was

going to Area G that it con-
tained more than the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant, the
nation’s official répository

for nuclear waste in south- -

eastern New Mexico, ever
will.

mesa top in Los Alamos con-
tains about 10 million cubic
feet of low-level radioactive
and chemical waste. The
dump — with its sprawling
white tents that protect

‘unburied waste from the

The 100-acre site on a

elements — is visible from -

high-elevation roads as far
away as Truchas.

Mello drew: a parallel
between his campaign and
two common bumper stick-

ers — the first asks drivers
to “Visualize World Peace.”

A bumper sticker, apparent-
ly created in response, says:
“Visualize Whirled Peas.”

Mello says the Los Alamos.

Study Group is taking those
messages to heart.
“We have to go a lot far-

ther than visualizing
whirled peas,” he.said..“So

_ as it turns out, we're selling

them.”

The lab is proposing fur-
ther expansion of the Area
G dump, possibly to accept
waste crzated by a proposed
pit-production facility and a

- new plutonium facility.

Los Alamos is the national

" laboratory that is slated to

be in charge of producing
the nation’s pits, the fission-
ing core of a nuclear bomb,
which contain plutonium-239 -
and toxic metals -such as

berylium. ]
The new facilities could
-create  thousands more

pounds of nuclear waste
each year, Mello said.

At a press conference
Thursday, Mello said his
“CAN-paign” is intended to
shut down the on-site dump

Please see PEAS, Page B-4
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. 8o that Los Alamos lab is”

forced to pay more attention
to how much radioactive

waste it generates during its

nuclear-weapons work. -

Instead, Mello
hopes the governor and the
State environment depart-
ment force LANL to-come up
with plans for minimizing
the1r creation ..- of Waste

said he-

‘before they are allowed to'

build.

“We want to send the mes-
sage: No new toys until you
cledn up your mess,”

Mello said.

‘Also, he said, the cans

- come with information about

how much waste the lab gen-
erates.

e “Not many people know we

are dumping that much in

Northern New Mexico,” he

said. » _
Shari Kulanu prOJect coor-

dmator for the. canned-food
campaign, said she is logking

‘for businesseés w1lhng to sell

the canned “waste” in- the1r
stores.. ‘ ‘

The cans are selhng md1-
vidually for $3 each; in bulk,
they can be purchased for $2
each.

The cans each have a space

for a stamp; the U.S. Postal

_Serv1ce has conflrmed it will,

mail .the - cans for .$3.50
postage. The study group is
asking - that the ' governor
eventually ' turn ~“over the
canned food toa food-bank.

‘Diane Kmderwater John-
son’s- spokeswoman, did not
return a telephone message
left Thursday seeking com-
ment on what the governor’s

office will do. w1th that much
-canned food.
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Visualize Whirled Peas

How Thousands of Cans of Del Monte Peas May Stop a
Nuclear-Waste Dump

by Kristen Davenport

Greg Mello, director of a Los Alamos National Laboratory watchdog group, is trying to
convince citizens to buy 45,000 cans of food - from peas to pork-n-beans - dressed up to
look like drums of nuclear waste and then mail the cans to Gov. Gary Johnson.

The labels will also ask Johnson to convince his staff to shut down Area G, the
laboratory's personal nuclear dump where about 45,000 drums of waste are buried each
year.

A study several years ago showed so much waste was going to Area G that it contained
more than the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the nation's official repository for nuclear waste
in southeastern New Mexico, ever will.

The 100-acre site on a mesa top in Los Alamos contains about 10 million cubic feet of
low-level radioactive and chemical waste. The dump - with its sprawling white tents that
protect unburied waste from the elements - is visible from high-elevation roads as far
away as Truchas.

Mello drew a parallel between his campaign and two common bumper stickers - the first
asks drivers to "Visualize World Peace." A bumper sticker, apparently created in
response, says: "Visualize Whirled Peas."

Mello says the Los Alamos Study Group is taking those messages to heart.

"We have to go a lot farther than visualizing whirled peas," he said. "So as it turns out,
we're selling them."

The lab is proposing further expansion of the Area G dump, possibly to accept waste
created by a proposed pit-production facility and a new plutonium facility.

Los Alamos is the national laboratory that is slated to be in charge of producing the
nation's pits, the fissioning core of a nuclear bomb, which contain plutonium-239 and toxic
metals such as beryllium.

The new facilities could create thousands more pounds of nuclear waste each year, Mello
said.

At a press conference Thursday, Mello said his "CAN-paign" is intended to shut down the

on-site dump so that Los Alamos lab is forced to pay more attention to how much
radioactive waste it generates during its nuclear-weapons work.
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Instead, Mello said he hopes the governor and the state environment department force
LANL to come up with plans for minimizing their creation of waste before they are allowed
to build.

"We want to send the message: No new toys until you clean up your mess," Mello said.
Also, he said, the cans come with information about how much waste the lab generates.
"Not many people know we are dumping that much in Northern New Mexico," he said.

Shari Kulanu, project coordinator for the canned-food campaign, said she is looking for
businesses willing to sell the canned "waste" in their stores.

The cans are selling individually for $3 each; in bulk, they can be purchased for $2 each.

The cans each have a space for a stamp; the U.S. Postal Service has confirmed it will
mail the cans for $3.50 postage. The study group is asking that the governor eventually
turn over the canned food to a food bank.

Diane Kinderwater, Johnson's spokeswoman, did not return a telephone message left
Thursday seeking comment on what the governor's office will do with that much canned
food.
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' Actmsts Flghtlng N uke Waste Wlth Food

_ Canned Good Protest
Targets LANL,Dlélmp'
" BY JENNIFER MCKEE - /2‘7101
Journal Staff Wrzter

A local anti-nukes group plans to

amass 45,000 cans of pork and -

beans, sfweet peas and other water-
. packed delectables to be used as

.ideological ‘weapons - against what.

. they claim is an illegal nuclear

waste dump at Los Alamos National -

- Laboratory:
“Not that many people know that
."we have a nuclear waste disposal”

--just 19 miles frém the Santa Fe-

. Plaza, said Greg Mello, of Los Alam-

. 0s Study Group, a lab watchdog-_

orgamzatlon

"The group announced their efforti _
‘to close down the dump Thursday at -
a hews’ conference in" the Capitol

" rotunda.

Mello ‘claims New Mexwo Gov
Gary Johnson could close down the
dump, known as “Area G” under

. state environmental regulations, To. -
. spur Johnson to -action, Mello’s
group intends to deliver 45,000 cans -

of food — each decorated to look

" like a SS-gallon drum of nuclear .
waste — to. Johnson’s t)fflce by :

_year’s end. .

" The Los Alamos lab generates
45 000 drumis of nuclear waste
every year, Mello said. By dropping

off - an .equal number of canned
goods, Mello said he hopes to show -
Johnson the lab.makes more -of an

" environmental mess. than lt offsets
Wlth local jobs.

-Mello-said he hopes Johnson will
deliver the cans to a local food bank

- to help the people who have notben-

efited from the more than $1 billion

"in federal -dollars: spent at the lab
: .every year.
- “If we can'stop nuclear waste dlS- N

posal, our political leaders will be
forced to come up with real eco-

“nomic policies,” Mello said.

The weapons lab, wh;le a steady

employer for 50 years, has failed to

lift New Mexico from among the

poorest, most violent states in -
. ‘Amnerica, he said.
“We need econoniic pohc1es that

are realistically based,™ he said,
“not fantasies based on dog—and—

© pony. shows for poht1c1ans o .
Area G, Mello said, is the burial

- ground: for a mlxture of low level
and transuranic.nuclear waste at -

.th'e lab since the 1950s. “Iransuran-

c” is the technical word for plutoni-
um and other heavy, radloactlve
elements

See LANL on PAGE 2

: X JOURNAL FILE
LANL WASTE. Barrels of nuclear waste are

stacked in Area G from generations of work in _
nuclear weapons. at Los Alamos National Labo-

ratory




from PAGE 1
Today, Mello sa1d Area G holds

the equivalent of more than 1.4 miil- .

lion drums of such waste, although

nét all of it is- stored in drums Some .

was dumped pell-mell into-pits, he
said.

Mello said he wants the lab to
. clean up the site and stop generat-
- ing new nuclear waste.

“It’s been said before, ‘No new
toys until you clean up your mess,’ ”
Mello -said, arguing that the. lab
should clear out the nuclear waste it
has before buﬂdmg new plants that
will generate even more.

So far, Mello said, the group has
purchased and decorated 1,600 cans

of Del Monte string beans mixed

vegetables, sweet peas, carn and

pork and beans. The drum-looking’

label peels off and Shari Kulanu

said the decorations-are designed to 4

“If we can stop nuclear waste dzsposal our polu‘zcal

leaders will- be forced fo come up with real economzc

polzczes .

G,REG-’M.ELL'-OI_ oF THE LOS .AL.'”AMOs..s‘Tl‘J".DY GROUP

be removed before dehvermg to the'_
hungry.. -

"~ The mock—waste labels are also
printed with some brief: mforma—. :

tion about New Mexico rates of vig-
lence, rape and poverty, as well as
‘some facts about Area G. The label

also contains a letter to ‘Johnson,

asking him to close the dump, as
well as the governors mailing
address.

sa1d .
The cans wﬂl be on sale thxs sum-

mer for $3 a plece ‘at Jocal stores,

“You can actually mall 1t ”Kulanu

.“she said.

A spokeswoman for Johnson d1d
not return phone calls. .

A lab spokesman defended Area
G as a necessary part of the Iab’
work.
© “Aslong as we. have a mlssmn and
a mandate from Congress to do our
very important security work, some
amount of waste will be generated,”
said  ‘James  Rickman, lab
spokesman

“We will need ‘some -
' place to store it. Area G is a ¢rucial
- part.of our operations right now.”

" Rickman said the lab would like to -

»move the several thousand barrels

- -of 'transuranic waste. -currently
- _stored at the site to the Waste’ Isola-
_tion Pilot Plant near Carlsbad. Los

Alamos, however, isn't the only
Energy Departmént site with waste

"¢ stored and waiting for sh1pment to
- WIPP so the lab must wait its turn.

. Rickman also defended the lab’s
economic impacts.

“Los Alamos National Lab s fund- -
ingand procurement is a major eco-

. homic driver in the state and has

been for 50 years,” Rickman said.
He cited a Umvers1ty of New Mexi-
co economic study that showed the
lab is responsible for 4 percent of -
the state .employment picture. In

‘the three counties surrounding the

lab — Los: Alamos Rio Arriba and

Santa Fe — 30 percent of the people -

employed in that area'can tracev
their work to the lab somehow. .



that w111 be dlfﬁcult

‘nuclear weapons. programsf
and the perennial. -€CONoMmic.

dxstress of the populatlon asa.

LASG calls its cambalgn a . - o

ordinary tmned food : §
) the~grocery store_i"'

" The cans ate sold for $3 by EHVH

sponsoring businesses in San-: - nt

taFe and northern New Mex1~ = al
co with the'idéa that they.are Laboratory from Ianu Iy,

supposed to be delivered to -
Gov Gary Johnson w_n;h_the

B B ..,A_.,_.,:. FO

199 i Gregg’ Mello of LASG,"
Please see STORY 8
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Group launches “can-paign” to call attention to LANL waste
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said Tuesday that the lab has

mapped out two new plots,.

Zone 4 and Zone 6, northwest
of Area G, which would add
another 70 acres to the current
63 acres used for the indefinite
storage of plutonium waste.
Zone 4, according to a lab doc-
ument, contains a number of
Native American ruins.

Some of the newly generat-
ed waste, the transuranic
waste, would eventually be,
shipped to the Waste Isolation
Project Plant in Carlsbad, but
some of it would not have
enough plutonium content to
qualify for WIPE and would
most likely be buried at Area
G, said Mello.

There is currently no long-
range plan for the final clean-
up and disposal for the nuclear
waste buried at Area G. Waste
buried there is considered to

. be permanently disposed by

the laboratory.

Two more expansion areas
have been identified in the
document as the North Site,
just north of the western end
of Area G, bordering an area
that is designated sacred land
for San Ildefonso Pueblo; and
another very large area in TA-
67, located about two miles
due south of the administra-
tion complex, half-way to the
edge of Bandelier National
Monument.

James Rickman, a laborato-
ry spokesman said, “The ruins
won't be effected. We've had a
very productive relationship
with San Ildefonso Pueblo in
our planning efforts. Sacred
areas won't be effected.”

Mello pointed out that the
SWEIS estimates about a one-
third increase of low-level
radioactive waste from expan-

sion of laboratory activities,
from 9,130 cubic meters, per
year, to 12,240 cubic meters
per year, or 31,100 cubic
meters over the ten years of
the projection. Even that fig-
ure, said Mello, is four times
the amount of low-level
radioactive waste that DOE
estimated only four years ago.

Ray Hahn, the lab's solid
waste group leader said the
SWEIS had estimated “a worst
case scenario,” and that in fact,
far less waste is being generat-
ed than anticipated. At cur-
rent levels, which he said were
about 2,000 cubic meters per
year, Area G could be used for
another five  years w1thout
expanding.

“The original environmen- -
tal impact statement was
based on the assumption that
we needed additional disposal
space quickly, because dispos-

al efficiency was at about 25
percent,” said Hahn. “Since
then, programs have been put
in place to increase efficiency
up to 50-60 percent. At the
current rate, the proposed
expansionary areas would last
another 50-60 years.”

Disposal efficiency is based
on oncentrating the volume.
“The total amount of radioac-
tivity is not changing,” said
Hahn. -

LASG hopes their campaign
will lead to new public hear-
ings on the relationship
between the state of New Mex-
ico and LANL. State interven-
tion at the laboratory might
take the form of seeking to
"enforce the state Hazardrous
Waste Act or invoking the fed-
eral Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act.

The lab’s goal, admittedly
unattainable, is zero waste. “As

long as we are mandated to do
our national security work, we
will generate a certain amount
of waste,” said Rickman.

“We're always going to have
some,” added Hahn, “but the
less waste that we generate,
the better off everybody is.”

LASG wants future policies
to be based on a full disclosure
of the environmental and
political costs of expanded
plutonium pit production,
which the group considers
unnecessary in the current
post cold-war climate. In an
era of reduced tensions, said
Mello, the nuclear stockpile
should be reduced.

The Bush administration
has indicated an interest in
reducing the number of
nuclear weapons unilaterally,
as well as the number of
weapon systems, but these
policy changes have yet not

‘reduced LANIs activities in

designing and testing weapons
components.

Seeking to connect with lab-
dependent residents of Los
Alamos, Mello said that the
incremental increase of per-
manent nuclear waste on lab
property would inevitably
have an impact on any future
economic activity in Los Alam-
os, whether as a retirement
community or as alocation for
new high-tech companies.
Additional waste disposal
activities of LANL detract from
any economic development
based on healthy environmen-
tal amenities.

LANL sees its future in min-
imizing the expansion of low
level nuclear waste disposal.

LASG is looking to see LANL
achieve its goal by ending new
waste generation altogether.



» Triassic Park’
east of Roswell

would be state’s

first hazardous
waste dump,
but activists

say New Mexico

has enough
toxic waste

By KRISTEN :DAVENPORT
.The New ’Mexicﬂan ‘

Santa Fe environmental groups are’
gearing up to fight a preposed haz-

ardous-waste dump 40 miles east of
Roswell that’ has been dubbed “'Irlassm

. Park.”

Gandy-Marley Inc a company based

in Texas and southeastern New Mexico,"

is proposmg to build a disposal and
treatment facility over a square mile

that would accept hazardous materials .
from across the nation — ‘PCBs, lead, -
mercury, strychnme and byproducts of‘

WWW. santafenewmexican com

! s ready to - > b

the petroleum mdustry The 51te also -

THE SANTA FE NEW MEXICAN
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would accept-waste from American com®
panies working in countries south of the
border. .

The dump would not be allowed to

accept radioactive contamination, how-

ever. If approved by the New. Mexico.

Environment Department, the disposal
area would be the first hazardous-waste

“dump in New Mexico. Hundreds exist in

other states.
‘The proposed facility would be burled

in rock beds formed during the Triassic.

period, about 210 million years ago.
Gandy-Marley officials say the area is

_good for a hazardous waste dump

because no aquifer exists there and
thick layers of rock would hold disposal
bins in place and. keep them from leak-
ing.

But some envrronmentahsts — both in
southeastern New Mexico and Santa Fe
— say the state shouldn’t approve the
disposal site because New. Mexico has
enough toxic waste already, including
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant not far

. from'the proposed Triassic Park. WIPP
_accepts only defense related radioactive

wasté.
Also, environmentalists say, allowing

Please see DUMP, Page B-4
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Continued from Page B-1

the hazardous-waste dump
could open the site to possi-
bly  accepting low-level
radioactive waste when the
nation desperately needs a
place to put spent nuclear
fuel
plants.
“That whole corner of the
state, we're calling .it the
toxic mall,” said Joni Arends,
director of Concerned Citi-
zens for Nuclear Safety, a
Santa Fe environmental

from nuclear-power -

group. “They’re calling it Tri--

assic Park, but this is a toxic
dump, not an amusemeént
park.” L

The Santa Fe environmen-
tal groups, including. CCNS,
Los Alamos Study Group and
Citizens for Alternatives to
Radioactive Dumping, are

working with one of the only -

_environmental organizations,

Conservative -, Use " : of

is a site. where, petrol,

Resources and Envirenment,

in the southeastern part of

New Mexico to fight the
dump. _

Deborah  Reade, - with
CARD in Santa Fe, said the
groups are worried the dump
will adversely  affect  the
lifestyle of ' ranchers and
farmers in the area. Also, she
said, the Audobon Society has
come forward to.complain

" the area is habitat for the

lesser prairie chicken, a bird
with . declining populations
that has nesting areas on the
site. ' :
“They said, ‘Don’t worry.
We’re going to build in (pro-
tection),” but this is a lot of
noise . and . noxious
knows-what. It’s a big pro-
posed facility,” Reade said.
~Gandy-Marley already
runs two petroleum land-
farms at the site. A landfarm

who-.

across the ground and micro-
organisms are encouraged to
break down the toxic chemi-
cals.

Steve Pullen, with the state

Environment .Department’s
hazardous-waste bureay, is in
charge of issuing draft per-
mits for Triassic Park. Pullen
said the site would be permit-

ted to'accept “a very long list .

of chemicals com-
pounds.”

Largely, he said, the waste

anc}

would come from the petrole-

um industry and high-tech

industry in New Mexico and
elsewhere. Also, waste would
.come from environmental
. cleanup operations in New

Mexico. B
The Environment Depart-
ment’s responsibility,-he said,

is to make sure Gandy-Mar-.

ley obeys New Mexico -haz-

- ardous-waste regulations. -

have to make sure the

(Gandy-Marley)

addresses all those regula-
tions — how they are going to
handle the waste, what will
happen when the facility clos-
es, plus hydrology and geolo-
gy issues,” Pullen said.

Pullen. said the Environ-
ment Department had draft-
ed a permit; now, the dump
proposal must go before the
public. Environment Secre-
tary Pete Maggiore will make
the final decision. '

Pullen said the disposal site

" probably would not open New
“Mexico to having another

area that would accept
radioactive and nuclear
wastes, as environmentalists
fear. However, he said, the
federal government decides
what happens to radioactive
wastes, not the state.

And, he said, the public

_should know that Triassic Park

would be different from any
old dump on the edge of town.

“They are storing contami-
nated waste and treating it,
as well as disposing of it,” he
said. “I think the public is
generally unaware of how
comprehensive New Mexi-
co’s hazardous-waste regula-
tions are. It is'in my opinion
the ... most protective set of
regulations anywhere in the
world. People think it’s like
the county dump on the edge

of town, but it’s far more con- .

trolled than that.”

The first public-information
meeting will take place in
Santa Fe at 6:30 p.m. Monday
at the state land office. More
meetings will be held in
Roswell, Tatum and Hager-
man next week.
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PEACE _ .. ~

Activists take annu: i.message to

PEACE BRIGADE Top, protesters banded together

at Los Alamos National laboratory to demonstrate

their opposition to nuclear weapons Monday after-

noon. Right, demonstrators chant and jeer, as Rev.

David McGown, of Santa e, below, is asked to leave

by security, McGown was carried from the proper- - )
ty, but released later,-élonq wittr about 15 others -

who committed acts of passive resistance..

GARY WARREN/M




@ Their numbers
may be declining,
but demonstrators
remain enthusiastic
in ritual protest

By ROGER SNODGRASS

famonitor@{amonitor.com
Monitor Assistant Editor

About 150 anti-nuclear
demonstrators marched
through town Monday on their
way to Los Alamos National

detained briefly after trespass-
ing over a line on lab property,
but all were released by the
end of the day.

nuclear weapons laboratory
protest comes with the job and
- is an exercise in volatile crowd
containment. For the protest-
ers, the annual peace march at
Los Alamos is an act of com-
munion and of conscience.
No matter how insulting the
anger, the lab has learned how
to overlook it, while channel-
. ing the venom into a relatively
safe box of ritual. No matter

L T \ # how gingerly the activists were
»rotesters banded together . W gINgErly the acuvists were
faboratory to demonstrate - : handled, mariy of them felt thé

rar weapons Monday after- i nee:'d to be seen and heard,

‘ors charzmt and Jeer,‘gs Rev. - : which xpveantl-bging strident
‘Fe, below, is asked to leave _ and, ?t nme's, provocative.

15 carried from the proper- - - .. This years marcl; on Mon-

long. with about 15 others - . day, the annive{saryofﬂleﬁrst

sassive resistance. < - - : _nugclear test explosion at Trini-

e 2 : ty Site in southern New Mexi-

GARY WARREN, Monitor i 3 co, was not on the usual date

. ; for the occasion. For about ten

- years the march has been held

: on Aug. 9, the date in 1945

when the Japanese city of

Nagasaki be ame the second

__weapon, .thr e. days after
Hiroshiima was the fifst,

For the last four years, the
rally has been sponsored by
Peace Action of Santa Fe.

Los Alamos Education Group,
which defends the use of the
atomic bombs for hastening
the end of World War 1I, pre-
empted both bombing dates,
forcing Peace Action to hold
. their demonstration some
three weeks earlier than usual.

tor of the Santa Fe-based Los.
Alamos Study Group, comple-
mented the Los Alamos Edu-
cation Group for their tactical
victory in beating out the
marchers for the commemora-
tive ddtes in August.

Please see MARCH , 3

For the world's premier.

“It's s something I would have -

Laboratory. Some 15 were

an - ~aterie. o - e

This year another group, the -

Greg Mello, executive direc-
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MARCH Activists reunited from around the country to focus attention on weapons of mass destruction

From Page 1
-done myself,” he said.

While fewer in number
than in past years, the
marchers were no less hostile
to the “bomb factory,” as one
placard called it.

“The numbers are not as
important as the act of
expressing ‘the conscience of
humankind,”” said Mello,
who added that his message
was not to place blame, but to
ask people “not to accept
uncritically the technologies
of power.”

“It’s sad and outrageous
that we're still spending such
great sums on weaponry,”
said Charles Powell of Albu-
querque, a postal worker and
an officer of the New Mexico
Labor Party. “The money
could do so much good for
the country and the world.”

The protesters gathered at
Ashley Pond shortly after
noon. They listened to folk
singers, poets, and speakers
who typically condemned the
laboratory for it existence and
commanded that it disap-
pear.

There were young and old,
men, women and children.
They were from near and far,
and a carnival-like atmos-
phere prevailed. Some men
dressed in women's garb,
making a statement about
perversity. Other men and
women wore ghoulish face

paint. A red devil played the
trumpet in the band.

Bishop Tom Gumbleton of
Detroit, who spoke at previ-
ous rallies, advocated non-
violence.

Bruce Gagnon, from Flori-
da, who heads the Global
Network -Against Weapons
and Nuclear Power in Space,
demanded to know, “Who the
hell do we think we are to
move the arms race into
space? To take our bad seed
up into the heavens is pure
insanity.” o
. With banging drums and
clanging cymbals and a blar-

-ing parody of a marching

band, the group circled a few
times, gathering momentum.
They picked up their pickets,
banners, puppets and hand

floats and made their way up-

Diamond Drive, across
Omega Bridge and turned on
West Jemez.

They funneled into the
parking lot at the administra-
tive area, where a single
entrance and exit had been
established.

Andrew Toupadakis, a
chemist who left the lab three
years ago, gave an impas-
sioned speech, as he
implored laboratory workers
over a portable loudspeaker
to join him in rejecting
weapons work. He invoked
the memory of Polish experi-
mental physicist, Joseph Rot-

blat, who worked on the
bomb at Los Alamos and the
University of Liverpool,
before dedicating his life to
peaceful pursuits. Rotblat
was awarded the Nobel Prize
for Peace in 1995.

Gene Tucker, the lab’s secu-
rity chief, backed by several
echelons of security guards,
glared across the barricades,
explaining that he just want-
ed to make sure they did what
they said they would do.

“The visit was pre-coordi-
nated,” he said.
lished the groundrules.”

Those rules prohibited
climbing over the fences. A

single point with a big sign

designated the ‘“gate,”
through which those who
wished to commit civil obedi-
ence were allowed to exit one
at a time.

Laboratory workers looked
down from the comfort of the

cafeteria, or stood in front of |

the building.

“We should have our own’
sign,” one woman said:
“Bombs Are Us.”

Several public affairs repre-

“We estab-

GARY WARREN/Monitor

sentatives were also on hand. MARCHERS From Ashley Pond, the marchers organized into a long fine and marched to the fabo-
ratory to demonstrate their opposition to nuclear weapons work.

Rev. David McGown of San-
ta Fe, alone of the protesters,
sat down in the street outside

“the barricade on Casa Grande

Drive for about fifteen min-
utes before four guards gently
hauled him off.

Tucker said those who

crossed the line were risking
fine or incarceration, but that
they would be detained more
or less depending. on their
behavior. “Their disposition
will be based on their disposi-
tion,” he said, noting that

they were violating federal
law and that there were U.S.
marshals on hand to enforce
it if necessary.

The lab reported afterward
that about fifteen people
were detained, but all were

released.

“It’s only three forty-fwe,
said Tucker with some relief,
as the last protestor came
through the gate, and the oth-
ers began heading back to
town. )



