Say a firm and joyful no to terrible weapons of mass destruction

The bomb first was our weapon. Then
it became our diplomacy. Next it be-
came out economy. Now it's become our
culture. We've become the people of the
bomb. — E.L. Doctorow

Nowhere is this more true than here
in New Mexico, where the University of
California (Los Alamos) and the Lock-
heed-Martin Company (Sandia) are fast
becoming world leaders in the produc-
tion — no longer just the design — of
nuclear weapons. These products are
“weapons of mass destruction,” a term
that also includes chemical and biologi-
cal weapons. Making weapons like this
is not guite an ordinary job. Let's face
it: making weapons of mass destruction
is not a great deall different than mak-
ing ovens in case a Holocaust is needed
someday.

Even within the class of weapons of
mass destruction nuclear weapons are
uniquely destructive. Dr. Siegfried S.
Hecker, LANL's director, told Congress
in March that nuclear weapons “are
unique in their ability to inflict massive
damage to a target — swiftly and surely
... nuclear weapons are the ‘big-stick’
that defends our homeland ....” And let
no one doubt, Dr. Hecker said, that

“we” would be “unwilling or unable to
use the nuclear weapons in our stock-
pile.”

This kind of bellicese rhetoric is new.
It projects what the “warheads” hope
will be a new consensus of legitimacy
for nuclear weapons, a watershed shift
in perception and hence funding. Al-
ready the nuclear weapons budget is
considerably higher, in constant dollars,
than it was on average during the Cold
War. And it is growing. Hecker pro-
motes weapons of mass destruction to
keep the money flowing to his lab — by
the truckload if possible.

Hecker is not alone. He is more than
matched by Sandia director Paul Robin-
son, who told the Los Angeles Times
that any further reductions in the U.S.
arsenal would require, in his view, in-
creased targeting of the Russian people.

These men are assumed to speak for
all their employees. In the language of
political pork, the lingua franca of Con-
gress, they are assumed to speak for the
rest of the state as well — we, the peo-
ple of the bomb.

The labs’ nuclear promotion begins,
but does not end, with weapons of mass
destruction. One of Los Alamos® tactical
goals is now to create what it calls “Our
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Plutonium Future,” in part through its
“Global Nuclear Vision Project,” a se-
ries of meetings between the nuclear
elite of many nations that is designed to
work out an agenda to shape public pol-
icy and perceptions regarding “all
things nuclear.”

Walking its talk, Los Alamos is now
poised to begin manufacturing “pits,”
the plutonium cores of nuclear weap-
ons. But this too is just the beginning.
Lab managers hope to please their “cus-
tomers” (their term) in other ways as
well, including establishing the capabil-
ity to make complete thermonuclear ex-

.plosives. These barbaric missions are

painted with an Orwellian rouge that
disguises self-serving - manipulation;
flashy euphemisms cover repulsive re-
alities. Service, so to speak, with a sor-
did smile.

The fact that a university would
stump for such work is an education in
1tsell.
The labs’ future thus looks a lot like

‘ strowe

the past, only more so. But what about
the rest of us — downwind, downstreat
and down dollar? What does our future
hold?

I think you can see it, approaching
from the next century like a highway
sign: “Welcome to New Mexico! World
Capital of Weapons of Mass Destruc-
tion.”

Whether visible or invisible, that
would be our sign, our identity, our leg-
acy to.our children and to our land.

Not long ago a Hispanic farmer was
asked: “What does the Rio Grande mean
fo you?”

“It is the river of righteousness,” was
the reply. In these vivid, memorable

‘words, ‘'we hear a heart and mind not

separate from the world — a world
which is flowing, intrinsically ethical
and fundamentally Good.

That river will flow forever, but the
path of nuclear weapons, the path we
are choosing, does not iead by these wa-
ters. Where does it go? Through the Jor-
nada del Muerto. I am afraid there will
be nothing for us to drink there. And I
am not sure tourists will continue to
find it so very attractive either.

It is simply no good to try to build a

culture on weapons of mass destruction.
These weapons do not deter threats to
our “national security;” they are

threats to our security. They do not
deter “rogue states;” they define rogue
states. Those who make them d¢ not
protect us from terrorists; they are

terrorists, witting or unwitting. These
weapons deter nothing but the military
budget cuts we so plainly need to fi-
nance our schools, care for our families
and protect our communities.

More than this, these weapons cor-
rode our conscience, undermine the au-
thority of the state they supposediy pro-
tect, and attack the democratic free-
doms they purport to guard. They and
the fraudulent paradign -of “security”
they embody distract us from the ur-
gent cries of a world — our only world
— being relentlessly crushed beneath
the bulldozers of greed.

In a world of inverted values, where
our local masters of war patriotically
promote weapons of mass destruction, a
firm and joyful “no!” from the barri-
cades is a liberating “yes!” to human
life and the generations yet o come.

Greg Mello of Santa Fe is a member of
the Los Alamos Study Group.
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Weapons Could Replace
Aging Nuclear Arsenal

Copyright © 1997

Albuquerque journal P ‘ Al
By JoBN FLECK

Journal Staff Writer

Sandia and Los Alamos national
laboratories are designing a possi-
ble replacement for nuclear war-
heads carried by the U.S. Navy’s
Trident nuclear submarines, the
first such design since the end of
the Cold War.

No decision has been made to
build any of the newly designed
warheads, but the U.S. military
wants to be prepared should some-
thing go wrong with the existing
warheads as they age, said Sandia
vice president Roger Hagengruber.

The warhead will match, as close-
ly as possible, the existing W88 war-
heads carried on U.S. nuclear
armed missile subs, Hagengruber
said Tuesday.

Hagengruber said that over the
next few decades, similar redesign
efforts will be required for the oth-
er five nuclear weapons that will
remain in the United States’ nuclear
arsenal.

Critics say the work sends a dan-
gerous signal.
—~Development _of new warheads
undermines the nonproliferation

bargain that the nuclear states have

_Amade with the rest of the world,”

) Lml,orgamzanom

Hagengruber countered that the

work on the Navy missile warhead
does not constitute a “new nuclear
weapon. »

“It is a program that would
replace it as close to its original
specifications as possible,” he said.
“Nothing here represents a new
nuclear weapon. Nothing.”

Details of the design work were
revealed in Sandia documents
obtained by Mello’s group under the
federal Freedom of Information

Act, and Hagengruber elaborated

on it in an interview.

According to the documents, the
program calls for development and
non-nuclear testing of the replace-
ment warhead over the next six
years, including missile flight tests
in 2002 and 2003.

At the end of that time, Hagen-
gruber said, the government will be
in a position to build some of the
weapons if they are needed.

The W88, first manufactured in
the late 1980s, explodes with a force
more than 30 times greater than the
bomb dropped on Hiroshima.

While preliminary studies of new
nuclear weapon designs have been
conducted since the end of the Cold

War, this is the first time a full-scale .

deSIgn has been developed, accord—
ing to Hagengruber. ~

The design work leads the labora-
tories into two areas of fierce
debate in the nuclear weapons com-
munity -- what marks a “new”
weapon, and what is the best way to

See LABS on PAGE A2

U0 URQ 9PIMPLIoM B ‘AJkal] Uey 1S9],

Jouury swos Joy suodeam

Jeafonu paou 0) Suiod SI s9IS
psjup 8y} pue, ‘popssuueq wir
uewusoyods sowrefy sSoT pres ‘19
-A910} sise| Suryjou Aygrewnijf),,

YoM 9y3 pres eqnidusdery sTgm

‘ples 9y ‘aq pInoys 3 se ayes

se 9q [[IM J0 ‘pauldisep se wojaad
i+ vodeam '3y} 3InS 8q JUOM SALI

a[qis

od se J[qe1]a se 3q 01 pausisap 9q

[mom ‘swiasAs £)1anoss pue ullry
{3 Se yons ‘paIsa) 8q Ued eyl sws}

aarsusyaadwo) syl paudis aoul)
uspisald Jequeydag jse| pue ‘7661

JAamyuad yxau

8y} Jo xa3xenb 351y SYI 03U oM 3S€]

pinoys swesAs o13s1en)s Sursixa
ano ‘ney Suol 8yl 10y WSY} UrEISnS

QOUIS 3§39} punoifispun ue pajonp
-U0D JOU Sey $9)elS panun Ayl

-03J810QR] 9Y] 189} JBa[ONU J[8OS-[[N]
g Jonpuos 0} 9yqe Suieq oYM

M ‘pres Jsqriquadery

£$ 19430 9]

R CLHEN
S90[AJOS  DUR 9jes Suewal j1 J8y) SuLInsus jo
pauLIy 93jeusg a9yl plo} ‘puewrwo])  qof 9y} Yim sapiceroqe] suodeam

01 sjuaunssaur ajerrdoxdde yum,,
2189je11§ S ATRIIIWI @Y} JO ISpuewl

‘§1SB[q 159 Jeajonu

[eussie

“yyed snoJaguep 2 Umop |

Syae3s ‘syuradsniq SunsIxa ay} woxy
3TB0IpIngas Ajduns ueyl Jsyjex

up  99RIIIWIo)

yorey

ure)

‘SNoey

-urewr 03 o9s £sy} se ‘A10111193 ure;
-190Un SULIS1US 3.1 S91103B10qe] 9Y)
USYM ST} B JB S90D NIOm SYJ,

noyim

sjusuodwod

2o10nu £9Y ‘UBq 1593 Y3 YIM paje

-

aq pmom

1SNaAT

Iesponu oyj padreyo saey uon
-RIISIUIWIPE oY) pue ssarduo) pue

d 8y} szrwuIw Qf,

deniq sy ut paanides axe g
2M QUIOQ AUl MOY JO S[Ielsp a9y}

J0SSE SWAlqO.I

‘uodeom Jea[dnu e SuTuS1S3PAT JEUT
°81e0 SONIID 18130 Pue O[PS

Lt

-wod Ia81qey] suadny ‘usy ,‘udissp
ul sure)sds suodeam o189jva)s Mou
ou sey $33e18 palun 9yl ‘Aepal,

‘feuss.e ue surelax [[is Axejrjur oy}
ng ‘suodesm Jeaonu s} Jo Auewr

H. . ]

1Sop Mou,,

1,JTe Jou pue 25uryd sass9001d Sur
RIoeJNUBW ISNEIAQ ‘DjqIssoduur st

‘o8e 4ay3 se suodeam Jeaponu

'S PIO JO AN[IQeal oY) Wejwew

‘Suodeom Jesponu  PI[IURWISIP OS[E SBY S9}BIS PIyIuf

smauxhoob BIpUES 9} “‘uo&eam

oY1 ‘Iep PIOD 943 JO puUs oy} 9ouIg

oy, Aue Surmioejnuew! jou 0]

181sep plo Jo eorpdax asioald e Bur
g Jey; psndie IaqniSueSey

LY 39vd woif

JUIWRIR[AIY prayIeA) I[qISSOJ USISI(] Sqe ]

§383] yons

JE3[ONU MAU,, B JNJHISUOD JOU S0P  PINIIIINOD $2Y S9IBI§ PAjIu[) oyl



Access World News

10of2

forld News

Paper: Albuquerque Tribune, The (NM)
Title: National labs working on warhead replacement
Date: July 23, 1997

New Mexico's national laboratories are designing a nuclear warhead to possibly replace aging ones on
submarines, a Sandia official says.

Military officials have not yet decided whether to actually make the new warheads, but Sandia and Los Alamos
were working on designs.

The designs will closely match the W88 warheads carried on U.S. nuclear-armed missile subs, Sandia vice
president Roger Hagengruber said Tuesday.

This is the first time a full-scale design has been developed since the end of the Cold War, Hagengruber said in a
copyright story by the Albuguerque Journal today.

Similar redesign efforts would be required for other nuclear weapons over the next few decades, he said.
Critics say the post-Cold War work for the Navy sends a dangerous signal.

"Development of new warheads undermines the non-proliferation bargain that the nuclear states have made with
the rest of the world," said Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group, a Santa Fe arms-control organization.

But New Mexico Sen. Jeff Bingaman said today that he is comfortable with the work and has no evidence that the
work violates "any of our international pledges regarding nuclear weapons.”

He said he was not aware of any complaint from any country about this or any other work at the nation's
nuclear-weapon labs.

"“This is exactly what | was told several months ago when this first came up," he said, that "nothing they are doing
constitutes the development of a new nuclear weapon.”

Hagengruber agreed.

"It is a program that would replace it as close to its original specifications as possible," he said. "Nothing here
represents a new nuclear weapon. Nothing."

Retired Sandia nuclear-weapon scientist Bob Peurifoy said today that the warhead now in use is the youngest in
the U.S. arsenal and ought to be fine for many years.

Peurifoy said the idea of it being a new weapon is "nonsense."
He said the warhead system is the youngest in the arsenal and is "solid, the single best deterrent we have."

"| believe in a deterrent, and you and | get a vote on that," Peurifoy said, referring to continuing presidential and
congressional support for the labs to maintain a robust and safe nuclear-weapon arsenal.

He said Sandia is portraying the program the wrong way, talking about "improving or redesigning, which gets the
attention of the anti-weapon people in Santa Fe."

"What the labs are trying to do is preserve a credible, safe deterrent," he said.

As far as he knows, there are no problems with it, he said. But at some point, he said, it will be "prudent planning
to replace or refurbish it, not redesign it."

Details about the program were found in Sandia documents obtained by Mello's group under the federal Freedom
of Information Act.

The program calls for development and non-nuclear testing of the replacement warhead over the next six years,
including missile flight tests in 2002 and 2003, according to the documents.

Then the government could build some of the weapons if needed, Hagengruber said.

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has dismantled many of its nuclear weapons, but estimates are
that the U.S. stockpile has about 7,100 warheads. Congress has authorized a program that projects spending
about $4 billion per year for a decade on maintaining their reliability and safety.

"Ultimately nothing lasts forever," said Los Alamos spokesman Jim Danneskiold, "and the United States is going
to need nuclear weapons for some time."

http://0-infoweb.newsbank.com.albug.cabq.gov/iw-search/we/InfoW...
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Mello and other critics charge that redesigning a nuclear weapon, rather than simply rebuilding it from the existing
blueprints, is the start of a dangerous path.

Mello maintains that without being able to conduct a full-scale nuclear test, the laboratories won't be sure
weapons will perform as designed.

The W88, which was first built in the late 1980s, has a yield of about 475 kilotons, which is nearly 40 times
greater than the bomb dropped on Hiroshima, according to the Natural Resources Defense Council, which
monitors nuclear weapons.

Copyright, 1997, The Albuquerque Tribune
Author: Staff and wire reports

Page. A10
Copyright, 1997, The Albuquerque Tribune
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Letters

LA Study Group
gives its viewpoint
on Bradbury wall

Editor: .
1 am a board member of the Los Alamos Study Group (LLASG) and would
like to comment on Peter Kray’s 7/8/97 Monitor article, “Free Speech or

2.29 7%

Trespass?” I would also like to address the museum_wall and Jottery issues,

and our arrests for leafletting. :
The Monitor quotes {Bradbury Science) Museum Director-(John) Rhoad-
es: “The Study Group wants exclusive rights to that space for an anti-nuclear

exhibit” An exclusive right has never been our position. A wall was’

promised and granted, however, for the expression of anti-nuclear views, as
the following history shows. No other dissénting anti-nuclear group has
come forward to ask for space.

In 1992, LASG requested museum wall space for anti-nuclear opinion
after successful litigation by California activists seeking to counter pro-
nuclear exhibits at the Lawrence Livermore Visitors Center. On July 10,
1992, LANL Deputy Director Jim Jackson wrote us saying, “We recognize
the right of reasonable access to the museum,” urging us 10 work with muse-
um staff on the specifics.

Which we did. Rhoades asked us on Aug. 11, 1992, 10 be “gatekeepers”
(John’s term) of the 20-foot section of wall he made available for anti-
nuclear dissent. We had already been in discussions with Mr. Rhoades’
supervisor, Scott Duncan, who on June 18, 1992, suggested that instead of
providing alternative training for museum docents, Study Group members
would be welcome inside the museum as docents.

When the Bradbury Museum opened in early April of 1993, our nine
exhibit panels were there, introduced by the museum’s introductory panel:
“The exhibit on this wall has been designed by a group of citizens who dis-
agree with aspects of the laboratory’s past and current research. The Brad-
bury Science Museum has made this space available to the group to encour-
age responsible debate about the role and future of the laboratory.” We had
spent several thousand dollars and months of work on these exhibits, with
LLANL generously supplying maps and photographs.

Our exhibits hung without incident for more than two years, in perfect
cooperation with LAML, during which time they were popular with many
visitors, #s the thoughtful comments in the museum’s log books show.

From 1992 until now, no other dissenting group has come forward to
compete for dissenting space. Though we would have no problem with shar-
ing the wall with other anti-nuclear groups, should the occasion arise, the
museum has now given what is left of the space it originally allotted for dis-
sent to the pro-nuclear Los- Alamos Education Group (LAEG), who are
emeritus lab employees and veterans who initially organized to defend the
history, as they understand it, of the atomic bombing of Japan.

The museum now urges us to enter a lottery against LAEG for space.
There are many reasons why the museum’s proposed “lottery” is wrong-
headed, the first of which is that it is entirely unnecessary, there being no
other applicants for dissent. I use the term “proposed” deliberately, since
there has not been more than one entry in each museum “lottery™ so far.

There are additional problems with current policy. First, it would mis-
characterize anti-nuclear dissent as one half of a controversy with LAEG,
over which “the laboratory” would reign magisterially. Our dispute is obvi-
ously not with LAEG, but with certain LANL programs, as well-as with a
museurn that, without dissent such as ours, gives visitors no more than the
lab’s point of view. Second, the two small walls now provided — two thirds
of a small niche — do not begin to equal in space or visibility the space we

were promised and granted; exhibit space is now very pinched, and far
fewer people can view the exhibit comfortably, let alone study it carefully
as many did before — assuming they can find it at all.

The wall issue could best be resolved by Rhoades, but only if he had the
support of Deputy Director Jim Jackson, groups like Our Common Ground,
citizens, and the museum staff. Politics played too big a role in 1995, when
the LAEG group demanded some of our wall space. Among the letters they
solicited and gave to the museum director was an intimidating one from ex-
LANL-Director Harold Agnew, who wrote: “We got rid of .the Smithson-
ian curator over the Enola Gay fiasco. Hopefully, the Bradbury staff will
understand.” John should not have to suffer intimidation like this.

On another front, nine of us have been arrested for leafletting at the
museum since April 19, In each case, we stood well out of the way of pass-

“ing visitors and Wwere Urtformly couirteous. Bill Sprouse of LANL security,

who has known us for years, can confirm our polite, courteous attitude.
Nevertheless, LANL spokesperson James Rickman, doing his job 1 sup-
pose, expressed concerns about “sticking a leaflet in your face.” Butin a
New Mexican article of 4-20-97, a Brazilian visitor who witnessed two of
our arrests is quoted otherwise: “It is terrible. They seem to be such nice
people.” . o

Since visitors to the museum come from several directions, we cannot
reach them from the public sidewalks without a small army. In inclement
weather, we would like to be free to stand in the museum’s ample lobby;
some of our leafletters will be elderly. In any case, the visitors are not
accessible in rain or snow out on the sidewalk. Courts have ruled that access
to the intended audience cannot be denied if that access is compatible with
the purposes of the public facility. '

Both the leafletting and wall space issues are especially important First
Amendment free speech cases because they test citizens” right to protest the
policies of their government. We hope LANL doesn’t believe it has to
destroy our constitutional rights in order to save them.

. Cathie Sullivan

Los Alamos Study Group
Route 4, Box 2B,

Santa Fe
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UC Panel Considering New LANL Whistleblower Program

Journal Staff Report

LOS ALAMOS -- A University of California panel signaled Thursday night it will look at a new
whistleblower program for Los Alamos National Laboratory, which it manages.

A diverse assembly of activists promoted the new program in meetings this week. Some lab workers
told of a pervasive fear that stifles dissent, as well as reporting environmental and safety problems.

The proposed program, founded at the Hanford Reservation near Richland, Wash., channels worker
reports of environmental, safety or work problems to a council of contractors, activists and whistleblowers
for mediation.

Activists secured similar indications of interest in the program this week from outgoing lab director Sig
Hecker and from the lab's owner, the U.S. Department of Energy.

Those same activists, mostly based in Santa Fe, sparked protests from Los Alamos County officials that
the Environment, Safety and Health Panel to the UC President's Council on the DOE Laboratories paid too
much attention to outsiders on environmental and other lab-related issues.

Prevailing winds waft the lab's radioactive air poliutants directly over Los Alamos homes, so the panel
should give more weight to the elected officials in Los Alamos than to nonelected activists from Santa Fe,
said County Councilor Christine Chandler

"Instead, we have observed the unwarranted care and feeding of those who portray themselves as
self-appointed protectors of the environment," Chandler, also a lab attorney, told the panel at Los Alamos
High School auditorium. "We committed to supporting the laboratory, but we expect reciprocity. It is our
advice and counsel that should be sought.”

Councilor Morris Pongratz, a lab scientist, joined Chandler in chiding the panel for paying special
attention to a Santa Fe anti-nuclear group, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety. CCNS recently won a
settlement in which DOE agreed to pay for audits of radioactive air emissions to check the lab's
compliance with the federal Clean Air Act.

"We have been given the charter to speak for the public, not CCNS," Pongratz said. "We are
accountable to the citizens of Los Alamos and should be the ones doing radiation monitoring in the
community."

The panel studies the lab's protection of the environment, worker safety and public health. It reports to a
council that advises UC President Richard Atkinson on management of LANL and two other DOE
laboratories in California.

The complaints from Los Alamos officials reveal their longstanding resentment of outsiders criticizing the
lab and its business.

1of2 11/1/05 12:04 PM
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They also reflect Los Alamos' anxiety at the prospect of being forgotten or marginalized as northern New
Mexico presses the lab to be a better neighbor to the entire region -- as an economic engine, agent of
social change and environmental steward.

Activists agree the Los Alames council should have a voice on environmental issues, but they find its
insistence on being the sole voice suspect.

"Clearly Los Alamos is a one-company town. You're not going to find people in this community taking a
strong stand on ES&H issues because they can't stand up to the company,” said Jay Coghlan, program
director for CCNS.

Greg Mello, head of the Los Alamos Study Group, has duplicated lab wind models showing Los Alamos
as the most vulnerable community from radioactive air emissions and from nuclear accidents.

"l think they have a point. They also have a conflict of interest," Mello said. "The Los Alamos community
is not well known for its critical reassessment of any laboratory program but rather tends to be universally
supportive. It can't be trusted for any sort of objective evaluation."

CCNS and a Washington, D.C. whistleblower group called the Government Accountability Project have
aggressively promoted the Hanford Joint Council as a2 model for LANL to use in handling whistleblower
complaints.

The Hanford council tends to keep whistleblower cases from turning into expensive court battles and
ruining the careers of both employees and managers, the groups say.

Patricia Buffler, chairwoman of the UC panel, said some of her colleagues on the panel are interested.

"] think a few of us have said this is something the University of California should look at," said Buffler,
an epidemiologist and dean of public health at UC-Berkeley.

2 0f2 11/1/05 12:04 PM
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LETTERS TO THE JOURNAL

DOE's Labs Are Poisoning, Robbing Taxpayers

THANKS TO the Journal for the informative article on the radioactive bee studies at the
Department of Energy's Los Alamos National Laboratory. It sure is comforting to know that our tax
dollars are being spent so well!

I am a bit curious though why DOE is researching bees when they've already conducted
thousands of illegal radioactive experiments on humans.

These mad scientists have already exposed World War It veterans, the "downwinders" of southern
Utah, learning disabled school children and countless other disempowered and misinformed citizens
and animals to the horrors of radioactive experiments.

Former DOE Secretary Hazel O'Leary last year formally apologized for the human experiments
which started in the '50s and only ended a few years ago. (Meanwhile) the animal experiments at the
inhalation Toxicology Institute at Kirtland Air Force Base continue.

When will the public's apathy toward this agency's incompetence and disregard for the public's
safety end? The weapons of mass destruction which DOE produces are continually poisoning the
people and the planet and draining the U.S. Treasury of money that is desperately needed to clean
up the nuclear nightmare it has created. Los Alamos is already $8 million over budget this year, and
DOE wants $40 billion for nuclear experiments over the next 10 years.

New Mexicans must stand up to the federal government and demand that this institutionalized
insanity end. The first step should be to ensure the dismantling of the out-of-control DOE, and if our
current politicians are too short-sighted to see what DOE's agenda is doing to us, ... then they should
be thrown out of office.

Fortunately, watchdog groups like Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping (CARD) and
the Los Alamos Study Group are fighting against DOE's undeclared nuclear war on its own citizens.

DOE is so frightened by this handful of informed and active non-violent citizens that it recently had
nine activists at the taxpayer-funded Bradbury Science Museum in Los Alamos arrested for handing
out the Bill of Rights on the sidewalk!

We are being systematically poisoned and robbed by DOE and it's time taxpayers said, "Enough is
enough."”

DON KIMBALL

lof2 11/1/05 12:18 PM
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Protesters Remember Nagasaki

S.U. Mahesh Journal Staff Writer

LOS ALAMOS -- A group of anti-nuclear weapons activists held a rally Saturday to remember atomic
bomb victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in Japan and to protest the nuclear weapons program at Los
Alamos National Laboratory.

Fifty-two years ago Saturday, about 140,000 people were killed when the U.S. Air Force dropped a
plutonium bomb on Nagasaki.

On Aug. 8, 1945, a uranium bomb was dropped on Hiroshima, killing tens of thousands of civilians. The
bombs were dropped almost four years after a Japanese air raid destroyed Pearl Harbor in Hawaii.

Carrying sunflowers as a symbols of peace, about 25 people gathered at the entrance of LANL, the
birthplace of the atomic bomb.

Some carried placards that read, "Help end the lethal legacy world-wide," "Stop LANL" and "Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. Never again."

The group marched from LANL's entrance to Ashiley Pond, where they "dismantled” a nuclear weapon
made of stickers attached to a transparent plastic board.

Each activist pulled out a sticker that contained messages against nuclear weapons.

Mill Tailins and members of his anti-nuclear weapons group, 1000 Clowns, were dressed as clowns.
"We're dead serious even though we use humor to get our message across," Tailins said.

A resident of Llano, Tailins said his group would like to see nuclear weapons banned all across the world.

"There are not many of us, but we do represent a lot of people," he said. "We believe there are a lot more
people opposed to nuclear weapons than the government lets you believe."

Mary Riseley, an activist from Gila, said she could never forget what had happened in Nagasaki more
than five decades ago.

"(The) bombing of Hiroshima is very controversial, but the Nagasaki bombing was completely grotesque.
They only dropped the bomb on Nagasaki to see if it worked," Riseley said.

"| don't want to see another Hiroshima or Nagasaki. It will never happen if we remember,"” she said.
Virginia Miller, a Santa Fe resident, said she favored banning all nuclear weapons.

"| want all nuclear weapons abolished worldwide, and it can begin right here in this country and right here
in Los Alamos, where the nuclear weapons are being produced," Miller said.
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The rally was organized by Abolition 2000, a worldwide coalition of more than 700 groups, as part of
several events held worldwide at nuclear weapons facilities on Nagasaki Day.

Peggy Prince, the group's Santa Fe representative, said Abolition 2000 plans to work toward banning all
nuclear weapons by 2000.

PHOTO BY: JANE BERNARD/JOURNAL
PHOTO: Color

LIGHT TOUCH, HEAVY MESSAGE: Bonnie Bonneau of El Prado talks with a woman who identified
herself as Auntie War during a protest against nuclear weapons at Ashley Pond in Los Alamos on Saturday.
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Qur arrest at the Bradbury Science Muscum recently has brought to light
some disturbing realities about our personal freedom here in America. We
do have great personal freedom in this country, but only as long as we are
participating in the consumer economy. We have the freedom to buy what
we want, when we want, where we want. However, when we speak out
against corporate and military greed, we find that our freedoms evaporate,
and we can be arrested for even so innocent an action as handing out the
Bill of Rights. :

After the Nazi holocaust, people asked why so many people went quiet-
ly to their death. Why wasn’t there more resistance? Why didn’t soldiers
question their orders? It is not so different in the struggle against nuclear
weapons. It is hard for people to stand up and speak out against the policies
of their government. You either feel powerless to effect change or arc ner-
vous that you will be labeled a criminal and put in jail or worse. So the bulk
ol people choose not to look at the questionable activities of government.
Instead you distract yourselves with consumer activities and entertain-
ments. If you are poor; you don't iave the time or energy. You are involved
in a struggle just to feed your family.

Meanwhile, political feaders, lab scientists and others who are in the best
position o question “their orders” shy away from the whole subject of
morality and conscience. Whatever segment of nuclear research or produc-
tion.they &ire in has been distorted by tunnel vision. There are no faces on
their victims. (The victims of nuclear weapons include more than just the
people of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. They include everyone who has gotten
cancer from any aspect of our nuclear legacy, including just breathing sec-
ond-hand poltution — the fate of all downwinders!)

The Los Alamos Study Group's exhibit at the Bradbury Science Muse-
um was a small voice for conscience — for putting a face on the countless
victirs of our nuclear obsession. According to comments written there, it

was apprecialed by a great many museum visitors. Moreover, it was a sign.

that we are still a democracy. This country was fourided on political dissent.

We are supposed to be guaranteed certain {reedoms, such as the right of

free speech and the right of the people peaceably to assemble and to peti-
tion the government for a redress of grievances.

There is so much money and momentwn behind the military/industrial
complex. Instead of slowing down the nuclear threat, as seems appropriate
in a post Cold War era, we are speeding up as we head toward the curves

of a new century. All we ask is (o be a small squeal in the braking system
~— reassurance that we still care about the passengers on board! | am,
frankly, very surprised that the lab and the university that runs it are willing

to risk fadcism just to suppress our disagreement over the worth of nuclear
weapons.

Jean Nichols
P.O. Box 30
Llano, N.M.
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By RAY RIVERA
The New Mexican

Environmentalists have lost a
major battle to curb the Depart-
ment of Energy’s Stockpile Stew-
ardship and Management Pro-
gram.

A federal judge on Friday
ruled against a consortium of
anti-nuclear groups seeking to
prevent increased plutonium pit
production at Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory and the cre-
ation of the National Ignitions
Facility at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory in Liver-
more. Calif.

But environmentalists say the
ruling isn’t a total loss.

The opinion issued Friday by
U.S. District Judge Stanley Spor-
k}n in Washington D.C. said na-
tional security concerns war-
ranted the continuation of stock-
pile stewardship, a DOE program
to maintain the nation’s aging nu-
clear weapons arsenal. In the
same ruling, however, he or-
dered the DOE “to perform a ful-
ler disclostire of the environmen-
tal, health and safety risks asso-

Please see DOE, Page B-3

DOE

Continued from Page B-1

ciated with the plutonium pit fab-
rication program at Los Alamos
Narional Laboratory and
Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory.”

“First of all, we're disap-
pointed the judge didn’t see the

wisdom of stopping the construc- _

tion or upgrading of DOE’s facili-
ties,” said Jay Coghlin of the
Santa Fe-based Concerned Citi-
zens for Nuclear Safety. “At the
same time, it’s pleasing that he
recognized that many of our con-
cerns are real.”

Concerned Citizens and the Los
Alamos Study Group were
among 39 groups nationwide to
file the suit.

Coghlin referred to a passage
in the judge’s 24-page opinion
that stated: “The court recog-
nizes fully that there have been
enough accidents invelving nu-
clear programs to make Plain-
tiffs’ concerns over the environ-
mental, health and safety issues
in this case real.”

Sporkin cited the closure of the

Rocky Flats pit production plant
in 1989 after more than 700 plu-
tonium-induced fires and several
radiation leaks.

Plutonium pits are the grape-
fruit-sized triggers at the heart
of nuclear warheads. Pit produc-
tion involves the processing of
substantial quantities of piuto-
nium, a highly toxic nuclear ex-
plosive material. The DOE’s pro-
posal to transfer Rocky Flats’
production capability to LANL -
would increase both the number
and types of pits LANL produces.
The lab is currently able to pro-
duce about 20 pits a year.

A spokesman at Los Alamos
National Laboratory referred
questions to the Department of
Energy in Washington. Officials
there could not be reached late
Monday.
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Access World News

Paper: Albuquerque Tribune, The (NM)
Title: Senators: Test-ban hearings needed
Date: September 12, 1997

New Mexico's U.S. senators today made separate calls for congressional hearings on the languishing
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

The international treaty, agreed to in principle last year but yet to be ratified by the major nuclear powers, would
ban all nuclear-weapons tests.

Two of the nation's three nuclear-weapons labs are in New Mexico. A test ban could mean an increased lab focus
on maintaining the safety and reliability of existing weapons.

Sen. Pete Domenici, a Albuquerque Republican, said he will conduct a series of hearings beginning next month
as chairman of the Senate Energy and Water Development Appropriations Subcommittee.

Sen. Jeff Bingaman, a Silver City Democrat, called on the leaders of the Senate Armed Services Committee to
schedule hearings "at our earliest opportunity.”

Senate approval is needed to ratify the treaty. Some say U.S. ratification has languished because of the
complexities and likely opposition from those who feel that underground testing is fundamental to maintaining a
nuclear arsenal.

"There are certainly benefits to a comprehensive test ban, but there are also costs and risks,” Domenici said
today, "both with respect to maintenance of our nuclear weapons and our varying ability to verify treaty
compliance by others."”

Bingaman endorsed ratification of the treaty which he said is "in our own national interest and in the interest of
world peace." But he said decisions made on alternatives to underground tests could affect the labs.

The calls for the hearings drew both praise and criticism from a New Mexico anti-nuclear group that wants the
treaty ratified but fears it is being used as an excuse to expand U.S. nuclear-weapons research.

Todd Macon, spokesman for the Nuclear Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe, said the treaty is in "a fragile
environment right now" and warned that U.S. alternatives to testing will mock the "spirit and intent" of the treaty.

As part of the hearing process, the Senate is expected to examine the Department of Energy's Science-Based
Stockpile Stewardship Program. DOE, which owns the Los Alamos lab and Sandia labs in Albuquerque, has
called for $4 billion-per- year budgets over the next decade to pay for the program.

The program is seen as essential in maintaining budgets and staffing at the nation's nuclear-weapons labs.

The program is aimed largely at filling the testing void with exotic and costly accelerators and lasers that simulate
tiny nuclear-weapons blasts.

A major component is the $1 billion National Ignition Facility, a powerful fusion energy laser being built at
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in California, the nation's third nuclear-weapons lab.

Livermore and DOE claim the machine is essential in a test ban environment. But many of DOE's own weapon
scientists at all three nuclear labs told the Albuquerque Tribune last May that it is not. Some believe it will fail to
achieve its basic science objectives.

Copyright, 1997, The Albuquerque Tribune

Author: Lawrence Spohn TRIBUNE REPORTER
Page: A5
Copyright, 1997, The Albuquerque Tribune

1ofl 11/1/05 3:41 PM



<///3 /7;7

By ANNE CONSTABLE

.S. courts have protected the
rights of Americans to distrib-
uteleafletsinshopping centers,
airports, private college cam-

: pusesand at the entrance of the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial in Washing- .
ton, D.C. One day a case involving the Brad-
bury Science Museum in Los Alamos might
join that pantheon of constitutional free
speech cases. ' '

The case centers on whether the Los
Alamos National Laboratory may prevent
members of an anti-nuclear organization
from leafletting at its museum, which is
funded by U.S. taxpayers. The lab said it
would be “unreasonably disruptive” to'its -
educational mission and threatened legal .
actionagainstanyone who tried. Last April
two members of the Los Alamos Study
Group were arrested by Los Alamos police
and charged with criminal trespass for
peacefully handing outliterature under the
museum portico. Another seven were ar-
rested in June. The case is scheduled for tri-
al in magistrate court in Los Alamos on
Sept. 30.

The group beganits leafletting campaign
after the museum changedits policy on the
allocation of space it had provided to the
study group since 1993 for anti-nuclear opin-
jon. The original decision to allow the alter-
native opinion by an outside group within

ts Labs Over Free !

the museum followed a California case in
which Bay Area dissenters won space for
their anti-nuclear message at the visitors’

center at the Lawrence Livermore Nation-

al Laboratory.

The study group's exhibit was included
when the Bradbury museum openedin April
1993. Visitors felt strongly aboutitand filled
10 books witharange of comment. Agroup
of retired lab employees and World War 11
veterans calling themselves the Los Alam-
os Education Group objected and the study
group agreed to discuss sharing the space.
Museum director John Rhoades decided to
split the wall down the middle and allow a
rebuttal exhibit by the veterans. The space
would henceforth be titled "public forum”
and exhiibitors would be determined by lot-
tery. Last February the study group removed
its remaining display and informed the lab
that it intended to begin leafletting to pro-
vide guests (an estimated 130,000 per year)
with dissenting views on lab activities.

“Visitors leave with the impression that
LANL doesallkinds of benignscience with-
out a clue that the exhibited projects have
minuscule budgets compared to LANL’s
huge weapons programs,” the study group
saidin a flyerannouncirig their plan. “Amer-
ican taxpayers pay for this museumand their
views on nuclearweapous policy deserveto

‘be heard and expressed within its walls.”

Thelab resporided that leafletting would
not be tolerated. Lab attorney Pierre Levy

<, F. _Ec?av e

which operates the lab, “has the power to
preserve the property under its control for
the use to which it is lawfully dedicated.”

jeech

. wrole that the University of California,

Heargued that the museum was nota pub-

lic forum.
The study group maintained that thelab
rationale was pre-
cisely the kind re-

“We kept jected by ‘the

courts, particu-.

wondering larly when the ex-
. pressiveactivities

Why they Seek to present

didn’t set an alternative,

unpopular or

limits. The uncomfortable
point of view. In

courts 1986, they point-

would have'

ed out, Jews for
Jesus challenged

upheld the constitution-
ality of a resolu-

them? tion that prohib-

: , ited leafletting in

RUTH PROKOP, the central termi-
ATTORNEY nalareaofthe Los

: Angeles Airport,

ostensibly because it would create con-

. gestion. The U.S. Supretne Court struck
" down the tesolution and ruled that nondis-

ruptive speech s protected evenin anon-
public forum.
Thelab claimed that it was notimposing

a“blanketban” on freespeech, whichclear-
ly is illegal. But Ruth Prokop, a former gov-
ermmentlawyer whoisalegal consultant for
the study group, said, “We kept wondering
why they didn’tsetlimits. The courts would
have upheld them.”

While courts have allowed reasonable
restrictions related to the time, place and
manner of free speech, the lab waited un-
til the day before the study group planned
toleaflet asecond time before formally sug-
gesting the dissenters could stand on the
sidewalk along Central Avenue. The study
group rejected the modification.

At the last minute, the lab also offered
to submit the matter to the Department of
Energy’s office of disputeresolutionand to
seek dismissal of the previous trespassing
charges if the study group agreed to medi-
ation. It was toolate. The study group went
ahead with its plans. )

John Boyd, an Albuquerque attorney, is
defendingthe “Los Alamos Nine” in magis-
trate court. He earlier represented Green
Party Senate candidate Abraham Gutmann,
who was charged with trespassing at the
State Fair for distributing campaign
brochures. The charge was dismissed.
Prokop views the Bradburyarrestsas “avery
clearcut case” of unconstitutional restric-
tion of free speech. But First District Attor-
ney Henry Valdez, whose office is prose-
cuting the trespassers, said, “Everyone wants
to know exactly what is permitted.” &
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Environmentalists say the plan’s
finer print reveals several short-
comings:

s DOE's deadlines and budget are
for surface cleanup only. That pri-
marily means digging up and haul-
ing away some, but not all buried
wastes. Or merely “capping” the
waste pits with clay umbrellas to

_.prevent rainwater from carrying
off radioactive or hazardous toxins.
What's missing is groundwater
cleanup. Shallow groundwater in
one Los Alamos canyon shows
radioactive contamination above
drinking-water standards.

“You can't say you're cleaning up
if you're not doing groundwater,”
Hancock said.

Alm and John Arthur, the top DOE
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environmental executive in Albu-
querque, said radioactive contami-
nation in groundwater is harder to
clean up, but DOE does plan to do it
eventually.

“We are not just doing surface
cleanup and then walking,” he told
reporters.

® DOE backed off having the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
set radioactive-waste cleanup rules
for Energy and Defense Depart
ment sites. Without national stan-

‘dards, each DOE facility can pro-

nounce a site “clean” when differ-
ent levels of pollutants still exist
there.

“You don’t want a radioactive site
turned over and an elementary
school or a high-density housing
development built there,” said envi-
ronmental lawyer Mike Veiluva,

Iution left over from the

public on a faster cleanup of po

re see-
here-

duction.

DOE Assistant Secretary Al Alm is banking that his
get the job done by 2006 will rejuve-

port in Congress for nuclear cleanup.

With a steady $6 billion a year, Alm said, Sandia
National Laboratories in Albuquerque can be cleaned
But Alm’s “Accelerated Cleanup” plan has met stiff
resistance from a constituency that ought be an easy

up by 2001 and Los Alamos National Laboratory; by
“We're actually getting to the point where we’
ing the end,” Alm told reporters during meetings
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counsel for the Western States
Legal Foundation in Walnut Creek,
Calif.

“It’s the crux of the problem: How
does one decide how clean is clean?
Certain sites will get cleaned up,
others will be ignored due to socio-
economic reasons,” Veiluva said.

= DOE's plan puts high priority on
clearing sites off its list by declar-
ing them “no further action,” as
LANL has done with nearly 900 of
its 2,100 sites.

Alm’s office, for example, wants
to base the largest, single measure
of environmental performance at
the Los Alamos lab on how many
polluted sites are declared “no fur-
ther action.”

To environmentalists, this smacks
of a paper cleanup rather than get-
ting rid of contaminants.

“Accelerated cleanup in some ways means not doing
cleanup, and that's not acceptable to some folks,” said
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E. Pushing Quick Lab Cleanup

® The plan deesn’t spell out how
DOE will get more work done than
in the past, when its cleanup.pro-
gram generated more paperwork
and jobs than cleaned up sites.
Veiluva calls it “a federal jobs pro-
gram at the expense of a lot of
trees.”

One of the more glaring examples
is at LANL, where DOE investiga-
tors this year found that only a fifth
of the lab’s cleanup budget from
1991 to 1996 was used for site
cleanup.

The DOE’s Arthur said Los Alam-
os has done more actual cleanup
over the last two years.

“Are we there yet? I think we've
still got some efficiencies to gain,”
he said.
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DOE Official OKs Cleanup Plan

lan Hoffman Journal Staff Writer

The environmental chief for the U.S. Department of Energy labored Tuesday to sell the public on a
faster cleanup of pollution left over from the Cold War heyday of nuclear weapons production.

DOE Assistant Secretary Al Alm is banking that his plan's promise to get the job done by 2006 will
rejuvenate flagging support in Congress for nuclear cleanup.

With a steady $6 billion a year, Aim said, Sandia National Laboratories in Albugquerque can be
cleaned up by 2001 and Los Alamos National Laboratory by 2005.

But Alm's "Accelerated Cleanup" plan has met resistance from environmentalists.

"Accelerated cleanup in some ways means not doing cleanup, and that's not acceptable to some
folks," said Don Hancock of the Southwest Research and Information Center in Albuguerque.

Millions of cubic feet of hazardous and radioactive wastes would remain buried at LANL under the
plan, noted Greg Mello, head of the Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe.

"The lab is not permanent, but the waste it produces is permanent. A thousand years from now
someone here will have to take care of all that waste. It's not all going to get shipped to WIPP," Mello
said, referring to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant near Carlsbad.

Environmentalists say the plan reveals several shortcomings:

* DOE's deadlines and budget are for surface cleanup only. That primarily means digging up and
hauling away some, but not all, buried wastes. What's missing is ground water cleanup.

Alm and John Arthur, the top DOE environmental executive in Albuquerque, said radioactive
contamination in ground water is harder to clean up, but DOE does plan to do it eventually.

* DOE backed off having the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency set cleanup rules for Energy
and Defense Department sites. Without national standards, each DOE facility can pronounce a site
"clean" when different levels of pollutants still exist.

* DOE's plan puts priority on clearing sites off its list by declaring them "no further action,” as LANL
has done with nearly 900 of its 2,100 sites.

Alm's office, for example, wants to base the largest single measure of environmental performance
at the Los Alamos lab on how many polluted sites are declared "no further action."
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* The plan doesn't spell out how DOE will get more work done than in the past. At LANL, DOE
investigators this year found that only a fifth of the lab's cleanup budget from 1991 to 1996 was used
for site cleanup.
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Peace Conference Draws Big Names

Tom Sharpe Of the Journal

Offbeat

When Stephen Fox first approached me about organizing a peace conference in Santa Fe, | laughed at
him. But he may have the last laugh when the conference convenes Jan. 17-19 at the Eldorado Hotel.

Fox tells me that those who have agreed to attend, so far, include:
Knut Hammarskjold, a Swedish diplomat who owns an art gallery near Stockholm and is the nephew of

the late United Nations Secretary General Dag Hammarskjold; Arun Gandhi, grandson of the late
Mohandas Gandhi -- mahatma is a title whose non-violent resistance led India to independence. Arun

now lives in Memphis, Tenn.

Robert Muller, chancellor of the United Nations' University of Peace in Costa Rica; and Uwe Morawetz,
chairman of the board of founders of the International Peace University in Berlin.

Fox envisions that the confab could spawn a permanent institution in Santa Fe for the study of
international peace.

When | first wrote about Fox's plan, | got a call from the wife of a prominent Los Alamos politician,
asking if Fox was "one of these Greg Melio types,” referring to the head of the Los Alamos Study Group
and a persistent critic of Los Alamos National Laboratory.

The Los Alamos woman, who did not want her name published, says she is tired of the lab being used
as a scapegoat by peaceniks. "Everybody wants peace," she said.

This got me thinking about the irony that the old policy of Mutual Assured Destruction (the acronym
says it all) has managed to deter all-out conflict. What rational person wants to turn the planet into

thermal mist?

As another lab critic, Edward B. Grothus, put it, in the prayer he sent this week to the Journal North's
"Arts and Intellect" desk, suggesting that lab employees recite it each morning:

Gentle Jesus bless our lab,

Flow the funds that pay our tab.
Let not our nuclear mission cease,
For fifty years it's kept the peace.

MARTIAN LANDING: Santa Fe sculptor Mac Vaughan thinks he's got a little piece of Mars.
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Vaughan, who did the sculpture of the late artist Tommy Macaione in Macaione Park, formerly Hillside
Park, dropped by this week to show me a 3-pound rock he found in the Tesuque hills two years ago.

Vaughan said he immediately identified the rock as a meteorite from its black burned crust. But after
reading several books about Martian rocks and watching the recent Sojourner video, Vaughan has
decided this one's from the Red Planet. He says it fits info a class of meteorites previously found in Egypt,
india and France.

He said he'd like to take it to an expert, but says he fears a thorough analysis would mean breaking up
the potentially valuable stone.

MELODRAMA STARS: Twenty-one years ago, | played a drunken legislator in the Fiesta Melodrama. |
stumbled around the stage and sang in the chorus (a poor follow to Journal staffer David Steinberg's
villain role a few years previously).

But | had fun, made friends and developed a lasting appreciation for the anonymously written satire of
Santa Fe politics, culture and whatever are its trends du jour. Not every town can relish its own
absurdities.

While reviewing any melodrama is a bit absurd, | would like to note the standouts in this year's
production:

Emily E.J. Regier's parody of Mayor Debbie Jaramillo for the fourth straight year is absolutely eerie.
Even without the big hair and glasses, Emily has Debbie down.

Jerome Gomez had me laughing with his caricature of the mayor's chief rival, Councilor Peso Chavez.
Gomez plays Peso with a exaggerated nervous tic, something that would be new to Peso.

Christine Adams brings the right mix of sexiness and evilness to the role of the villainess, the owner of
the "New, Clear" laundry.

Paolo Catasti has managed to up the sleaze factor in the villain with European aristocratic affectations.

And, of course, credit must go to our tree-hugging hero and heroine, Marcus Vaughter and Vanessa
LaFortune, who put the melo in the drama.

The 1997 Melodrama has sold out through its last performance on Sunday, but it you're lucky, you

might get on the waiting list by showing up in person an hour before each performance at the Santa Fe
Playhouse, 142 E. DeVargas St. Call 988-4262.
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Terrorists indeed

When Greg Mello wrote “"those who make them (nuclear weapons) do not protect us from terrorists, they are
terrorists," he hit the nail on the head.

Those who work on nuclear weapons are working fo instill terror in the potential targets of their weapons. They
may think of themselves as terrorists for peace, but they are no less terrorists.

Matthew J. Kelly, M.D.
Santa Fe
New economics?

Let's see if I've got this right. Some customers are so unhappy that NationsBank has laid off unneeded
backroom employees that these customers have moved their banking business elsewhere.

| think we've opened up a whole new arena of economics and social responsibility here. Carrying this theory to
its logical conclusion, if everyone would move their accounts elsewhere then NationsBank would close in Santa
Fe. Then all their employees would be laid off. That'll show that nasty old bank!

let's not give NationsBank a chance to grow their business here and rehire some of those employees. Let's not
let them prove to us whether they can be good corporate citizens. Rather we want them to do business (gulp)
the good "ol Santa Fe way ... with lots of unproductive people on the payroll to drive up costs for all of us ... or
not do business here at all.

We've got too many banks anyway. There are 12 banking corporations doing business in Santa Fe. In all of
Canada, there are only six, but what do they know about the economies of scale up there in the cold?

Here's my idea for a solution. Declare all these newly unemployed bankers as “artists," increase the income tax
on all of us, pay these new artists” out of the National Endowment for the Arts, perhaps to work at the opera.
That would hold down ticket prices for all our visitors from Hollywood, Texas, New York and Saudi Arabia.

Now | see how closing my account at NationsBank can open up a whole new era of prosperity for business and
the arts in Santa Fe.

George L. Glotzbach

Santa Fe
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Norris Bradbury, the physicist who helped assemble the first atomic bomb and then headed the
key Los Alamos nuclear laboratory for 25 years of the Cold War, has died at age §8.

His family and officials at the Los Alamos National Laboratory said Thursday that Bradbury
died at his home Wednesday night.

Bradbury joined Los Alamos' top-secret Manhattan Project in 1944 and led the team charged
with assembling the non-nuclear components for the world's first atomic bomb explosion.That
explosion, July 16, 1945, at the Trinity site in southern New Mexico, set up the bombing of the
Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki the next month.

With the end of World War II, Bradbury was asked to take over as director of Los Alamos from
laboratory founder Robert Oppenheimer. He reluctantly agreed to step into the job for six months,
but ended up staying for 25 years, leading the top secret facility as it developed nuclear and
conventional weapons during the first decades of the Cold War.

Bradbury's supporters say his leadership was largely responsible for Los Alamos developing the
first thermonuclear weapons and other weapons.

But he had his critics.

"It is not to his credit that the above-ground nuclear test program, which was a public health
debacle of the first magnitude, was developed at that time," said Greg Mello of the Los Alamos
Study Group in Santa Fe. "Norris knew it was dangerous and, to my knowledge, did nothing to
stop it."

But even Mello said Bradbury was an honest, straightforward man who truly believed in
building an effective deterrent, and praised him for saying in the late 1970s that the United States
nuclear stockpile could be maintained without new testing.

H

Bradbury is survived by his wife, Lois, and three sons.
Author: From Reuters
Section: Main News
Page: A-20
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Paper: Albuquerque Tribune, The (NM)
Title: Senators: Test-ban hearings needed
Date: September 12, 1997

New Mexico's U.S. senators today made separate calls for congressional hearings on the languishing
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

The internationat treaty, agreed to in principle last year but yet to be ratified by the major nuclear powers, would
ban all nuclear-weapons tests.

Two of the nation's three nuclear-weapons labs are in New Mexico. A test ban could mean an increased lab focus
on maintaining the safety and reliability of existing weapons.

Sen. Pete Domenici, a Albuquerque Republican, said he will conduct a series of hearings beginning next month
as chairman of the Senate Energy and Water Development Appropriations Subcommittee.

Sen. Jeff Bingaman, a Silver City Democrat, called on the leaders of the Senate Armed Services Committee to
schedule hearings "at our earliest opportunity.”

Senate approval is needed to ratify the treaty. Some say U.S. ratification has languished because of the
complexities and likely opposition from those who feel that underground testing is fundamental to maintaining a
nuclear arsenal.

"There are certainly benefits to a comprehensive test ban, but there are also costs and risks," Domenici said
today, "both with respect to maintenance of our nuclear weapons and our varying ability to verify treaty
compliance by others."

Bingaman endorsed ratification of the treaty which he said is "in our own national interest and in the interest of
world peace." But he said decisions made on alternatives to underground tests could affect the labs.

The calis for the hearings drew both praise and criticism from a New Mexico anti-nuclear group that wants the
treaty ratified but fears it is being used as an excuse to expand U.S. nuclear-weapons research.

Todd Macon, spokesman for the Nuclear Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe, said the treaty is in "a fragile
environment right now" and warned that U.S. alternatives to testing will mock the "spirit and intent” of the treaty.

As part of the hearing process, the Senate is expected to examine the Department of Energy's Science-Based
Stockpile Stewardship Program. DOE, which owns the Los Alamos lab and Sandia labs in Albuquerque, has
called for $4 billion-per- year budgets over the next decade to pay for the program.

The program is seen as essential in maintaining budgets and staffing at the nation's nuclear-weapons labs.

The program is aimed largely at filling the testing void with exotic and costly accelerators and lasers that simulate
tiny nuclear-weapons blasts.

A major component is the $1 billion National Ignition Facility, a powerful fusion energy laser being built at
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in California, the nation's third nuclear-weapons lab.

Livermore and DOE claim the machine is essential in a test ban environment. But many of DOE's own weapon
scientists at all three nuclear labs told the Albuquerque Tribune last May that it is not. Some believe it will fail to
achieve its basic science objectives.

Copyright, 1997, The Albuquerque Tribune
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ACLU Says Arrests at Public Sites Curb Free Speech

Group Fears Pattern
Spreading in N.M.

By LESLIE LINTHICUM
Journal Staff Writer

Members of a citizens group in
Alamogordo are threatened with
arrest and then banned by a judge
from the county fairgrounds. Their
crime: Passing out petitions to force
a grand jury probe of the police

department.

A candidate for U.S. Senate is
arrested on the New Mexico State
Fairgrounds. His crime: Passing out
campaign brochures.

"Nine members of an anti-nuke
group go to jail in Los Alamos,
charged with criminal trespassing.
Their crime: Passing out anti-nuclear
literature outside the Bradbury Sci-
ence Museum, a component of the
Los Alamos National Laboratory,

Civil rights lawyers see patterns

in these events, spread over 11
months and 300 miles. In each case,
the American Civil Liberties Union
of New Mexico says, free speech is
being thwarted in the very public

places the U.S. Constitution says it

must be allowed.

ACLU cooperating attorneys have
taken up each of the cases, inter-
vening in the Alamogordo case and
winning free access to the fair-
grounds for members of the Choose
the Right Committee; defending

those arrested in Los Alamos when

they go to court later this month;
and suing the State Fair over its
campaign leafletting policy.

In each instance, the public offi-
cials who called police say they
were protecting their institutions
from disruption, not squelching
free speech.

But William S. Dixon, an Albu-
querque lawyer who volunteers for
the ACLU and lectures on the First

See ARRESTS on PAGE A7
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Amendment at the University of
New Mexico Law School, sees trou-
§ie in the pattern.

“"™In this country you can't be
arrested for saying something in a
public place —except not according
to the State Fair board or the Otero
County Fair board or the people
who run Los Alamos National Labo-
ratory,” Dixon says.

It doesn't take a weatherman to
.see which way theé wind is blowmg
Public officials now take the posi-
on that the First Amendment can
be ignored.”

45 words on freedom

K fi"or anyone who fell asleep in high
'school civics class, the First
Amendment is one of 26 amend-
‘ments to the U.S. Constitution, the
.document that sets out the funda-
mental principles of the republic.
“The First through 10th amendments
reflect rights guarameed Ameri-
dans in the Bill of Rights.
** The First Amendment guarantees
fi'eedom of religion, of speech and
of'the press and the right to assem-
ble peaceably.
., Only 45 words in all, the Fxrst
endment has been interpreted
extensively by the U.S. Supreme
Court. In various decisions, the high
court has held that political speech
has the highest level of protection,
especially in public places. It has
said that there may be a limited
right on the part of government to
restrict speech if it interferes with
the function of a public building.
. It was last September when Abra-
Ham Gutmann, the Green Party's
candidate for U.S. Senate, was
* handing out campaign brochures to
patrons on the fairgrounds’ busy
Main Street. Dennis Campbell, then
the fair's manager, told him leaflet-
ting wasn't allowed on the fair-
grounds. Gutmann refused to stop,

and Campbell had him arrested.

The policy Campbell was refer-
ring to had been written days earli-
er and had never been voted on by
the State Fair Commission. After
ACLU cooperating attorney John
Boyd sued the fair, the commission
adopted a formal policy. The policy,
adopted last month, says political
candidates can pass out leaflets
only “at a location designated by the
State Fair manager.”

Acting Manager John A. Garcia
said he has chosen the grassy area
off Main Street between the Fine
Arts Building and Indian Arts
Building as the designated area.

Any candidate caught handing out
brochures outside the designated
area will not be arrested, Garcia
said. Instead, his or her name will
be made public, released to the
news media, “and the public can
decide if they want to vote for a per-
son who does not follow the rules.”

Boyd, who is representing Gut-
mann in his lawsuit in U.S. District
Court, says the policy reflects a lack
of understanding of what is
required of public entities.

“They're appointed by the gover-
nor, they operate on state property
and they somehow believe they can
limit free speech at one of the most
public forums in the state,” Boyd
says. “People in this country have
the right to speak freely on matters
of public importance and they have
the right to do it on public property.
It doesn't matter whether it’s ‘Save
the Whales' or ‘Kick the Bastards
Qut, it's anything that deals with

. the larger matters of public policy

in this nation.”

Garcia says the policy does not
limit free speech because it
restricts only leafletting.

“Civil rights, I understand that,”
Garcia says. “They can politic any-
where they want. It's part of New
Mexico. There’s no reason for us to
limit that.”

The commission’s concern was
with the litter generated by fair
patrons who accept, then discard, a
politician’s flier. If politicians are
confined to one area, maintenance
crews can keep a better handle on
the litter,

Campaigning at the fairgrounds is
truly as old as the fair. Everyone
from unknown hopefuls to political
veterans and national political fig-
ures has stumped there, Last year,
Vice President Al Gore's wife, Tip-
per, shook hands at the fairgrounds.
That was allowed, fair officials say,
because she was not handing out
campaign literature.

In support of Gutmann’s lawsuit,
former governors Toney Anaya and
Dave Cargo have written affidavits
testifying to the importance of the
State Fair as a campaigning venue
and the fair’s long history as a politi-
cal forum.

Both men made the point that writ-
ten handouts are crucial, especially
at an entertainment venue such as
the fair, where peopie do not want to
engage in lengthy discussion:

Leafletting has become an accept-
ed American form of expression,
conveying promises from office
seekers, religious beliefs and senti-
ment on the spectrum of political
issues, Boyd says, and so it is pro-
tected in the same way oral state-
ments are.

An unpopuiar petition

Historically, the less popular the
argument, the quicker the govern-
ment is to prevent it, Dixon says, so
it is particularly “offensive” speech
that demands the most vigilant pro-
tection.

In Alamogordo, that unpopular
sentiment was a petition calling for
an Otero County grand jury investi-
gation into possible crimes, includ-
ing “extortion, bribery ... and per-
jury,” on the part of the county com-
mission and Alamogordo Depart-

ment of Public Safety.

Dissatisfied with the conduct of the
agencies and believing an investiga-
tion could uncover wrongdoing, mem-
bers of a citizens group went to the
Otero County fairgrounds last month
to collect signatures on the petition.

They were in the parking lot,
organizer T.D. Thompson says,
because they had been denied a
booth inside the gates. Members
were threatened with arrest, but not
arrested. The fair board’s attorney
went to state District Court the next
day to ask for a restraining order
keeping committee members away
from the fairgrounds and its park-
ing lot. The judge granted the
restraining order and Boyd inter-
vened. Threatened with a lawsuit,
the fair board acquiesced. It gave
the group a free booth for the dura-
tion of the fair, where, Thompson
says, “We had people lining up to
sign our petition.”

Arrested for leafletting

Even though members of the Los
Alamos Study Group, a Santa Fe
anti-nuclear group, had correspond-
ed with Los Alamos National Labo-
ratory lawyers and knew the lab’s
position on leafletting at the doors
of the lab’s Bradbury Science Muse-
um, they did not anticipate being
arrested last April. They bonded out
of jail within hours.

The group had displayed its view-
point and leaflets on a wall inside
the museum beginning in 1993. It
lost that space during renovations
and then shared another space with
a pro-nuclear group before the
museutn decided to use a lottery to
determine which group would get
the public forum space for six-
month periods.

The Study Group thought the lot-
tery was unfair and boycotted it, so
the display area went to the only oth-
er group that applied, the pro-nuclear
group. The Study Group decided to

take its message outside the museurn
by handing out pamphlets at the
front doors. The lab’s policy says
leafletting is only allowed on the side-
walk, about 1S feet from the doors
and cut off from pedestrians moving
between the building and lot.

The policy, lab spokesman Jim
Danneskiold says, is designed to
allow information to be handed out
without blocking doorways and
inconveniencing patrons, and to
prevent potential disturbances.

Study Group leader Greg Mello
and board member Cathie Sullivan
were arrested and charged with
criminal trespass. A little more than
a month later, seven Study Group
sympathizers also were arrested.

The lab on Friday asked the Los
Alamos County District Attorney to

drop the charges against the nine.
Lab spokesman Danneskiold said it
was “a good-faith gesture” in the
lab’s ongoing negotiations with the
group to resolve the dispuyte over
how to handle the display area and
does not represent a change in the
lab’'s leafletting policy.

The group could have leaﬂerted
on the sidewalk and waved museum
patrons over to accept pamphlets,
Mello concedes. But doing that
would have given the laboratqr.y
control over a ‘message that runs
counter to its mission, he says.

“There’s an acqmescence !
numbing, a dumbmg down that pre
cedes coercion and allows it," Mello
says. “Freedom is expressed in the
struggle to retam it: If you don’t use
it, you lose it.”



By IAN HOFFMAN
Journal Staff Writer

The self-styled “Los Alamos Nine” are free
—that is, free from prosecution on charges of
treracsmg

But it's unclear whether they face arrest
again for handing out anti-nuclear leaflets at
Los Alamos National Laboratory’s Bradbury
Science Museum.

Lab security officers ordered arrests in
April and June of the nine protesters with
Santa Fe’s Los Alamos Study Group, which is

opposed to nuclear weapons.

Santa Fe District Attorney IIenry Valdez
dropped the charges Thursday at LANL’s urg-
ing. The protesters were to be tried Tuesday.

Coupled with the lab’s request, “concerns
over possible constitutional problems made
the dismissal of these charges in the best
interest of justice,” said a statement from
Valdez’s office.

Albuquerque attorney John Boyd figured a
judge: would have thrown the cases out of
court as a clear violation of the First Amend-
ment right to free speech.

“Those charges were outrageous,” said
Boyd, a civil rights lawyer and cooperating
attorney. with the American Civil Liberties
Union. “Charging members.of the Los Alamos

Study Group with criminal trespass for.hand-

ing out leaflets i front of a public Tacility is

no different than charging someone with a_

. R e R T
crime 1ot erﬁng to their congressman or for

“voting.”

The protests aren't likely to stop.

1t started 'with a dispute over a piece of wall
inside the Bradbury museum. For two years,
the. Los Alames Study Group hung a dissent-

'ing exhibit- there, in part depicting bufned

survivors of the alomlc bombing at eroshx—
ma.
A pro-nuclear veterans group insisted on lts

~own, equally graphic, exhibit that pxctured

Japanese soldiers bayonetting American prls—
oners.

The groups shared the wall space until tl)e
Bradbury museuin’s director chose a lottery
to settle who could use the space. ‘

The study group boycotted the lottery; the

See CHARGES on PAGE 3'
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pro-nuclear group won an expan-
sion of its exhibit. And the leafleting
began.

“Visitors to the museum need to

be provided with a balancing view

of what exactly is going on in that

Taboratory, because they sure aren’t

“getting it In the museum,” said the
study group’s Greg Mello,

LANL dropped the charges: said
spokesman  Jim Danneskiold,
“because the lab has been in negotia-
tions with them for several weeks and

the negotiations proceeded well.”
Not so, Melle said.

“How could we think the Jaborato-
ry would negotiate with us in good
faith when they’re trying to throw
us in jail?” he asked. “There was no
negotiation.”

Lab officials were after the study
group to promise not to leaflet any
more, and that's something the
group will not do.

Said Boyd: “That would be like

agreeing they're not going to vote or
pass out campaign literature in a

neighborhood.”

“It certainly makes you wonder
why the lab is so anxious to silence
these people,” Boyd added. “To his
credit, I think the district attorney
finally recognized what was going
on here.”

With the charges dismissed, the
study group and the lab can talk
about space in the museum, Mello
said.

Meanwhile, he is savoring the
idea of the lab backing down.

“The laboratory made not just a

legal but a public relations gaffe
he said Thursday night. :

The group repeatedly has. wran-
gled with lab attorneys over access
to public records. Yet the issue nev-
er captured public support .as did
images of middle-aged women
being bandcuffed for peacefully i
handing out leaflets and copies of
the Bill of Rights.

Asked if the lab will have protest-
ers arrested in the future,
Danneskiold said, “The lab hopes
this won't happen again.”



- DA drops charges 7/ze (17
on LANL protesters SFVm

oS
Santa Fe County District Attor-

nev Henry Valdez announced

Thursday he has dismissed crim-

inal trespassing charges against

the nine people arrested in April
and June while passing out leaf-
. lets at the Los Alamos National
i Laboratory’s Bradbury Science
- Museum. The laboratory had re-
' quested that the charges be
dropped, Valdez said.

“The request from the labora-
tory in conjunction with con-
cerns over possible constitu-
tional problems made the dis-
missal of these charges in the
best interest of Justice,” said a
Statement from the District At-
torney’s office.

I The nine had been distributing
copies of the Bill of Rights and

| leaflets criticizing the lab’s nu-

. clear-weapons production, near
- the front doors of the museum,

+ said Greg Mello, one of the nine.,
- A Sept. 30 trial had been set be-
- fore a Los Alamos magistrate

. judge, he said. ‘

' Mello accused the laboratory

- of wanting the charges dropped
© toavoid “any more embarrass-

. ment” in what he described as a
; clear case of censorship.

e st

“Handing out leaflets is one of
the most protected rights under
the First Amendment,” he said.

Mello called it “highly likely”
the protesters will hand out leaf-
lets at the museum again.



Charges against Bradbury
leafleters dropped Thursday

By C—\ROL&E SP( FTH
Monitor Staff Writer

Charges were dropped Thursday
against Los Alamos Swdy Group
members who were charged with
criminal trespassing afier handing out
leaflets at the Bradbury Science
Museum.

Whether they can go right back to
what they were doing, however.
remains to be seen.

Los Alamos National Laboratory
officials requested that the charges be
dropped, saying the iab was acting on
a “show of good faith”” with the people
from the Study Group, a group
opposed to the use of nuclear
weapons.

But Greg Mello of the Study
Group said the charges were dropped
because they were a violation of the
right to free speech, and the lab did not
have a case.

.Santa Fe Counry District Attorney
Henry Valdez dropped the charges
against nine protesters arrested for dis-
mibuting leaflets at the entrance to the
museum. The museum is operated by
LANL.

Los Alamos police arrested two
protesters in April and seven more in
June. In each instance. lab security
officers asked the protesters to move

away to the sidewalk along the street.
and they refused, police said.

“Leafletung is entitled 10 just as
much protectuon as speech.” said John
Boyd, an amomey representing the
Study Group. “It’s not private proper-
tv. It's in front of a public building,’
he said. “American citizen are entitled
i0 leaftlet in front of public buildings
unless there is some interfering of the
business.”

One of the leaflets outlined the
Study Group's position against
increasing the nuclear weapons mis-
sion at the lab: the other was a copy of
the Bill of Rights.

“The issue has never been the lab
objecting to the Study Group’s mes-
sage or delivering ir.” said John
Gustafson, lab spokesman, "“The issue
has been where they deliver it.”

Gustafson said in the past the lab
has allowed protesters to hand out
jeaflets at various lab locations, asking
them not to interfere with pedestrians
and 1o stay in a particular location.

The case was similar at the muse-
um. where Gustafson said they asked
the protesters 1o move to the roadside
sidewalk and not interfere with muse-
um Vvisitors.

(Please see MUSEDM Page 6)

(from Page 1)

He said the lab also dropped the
charges in part because they were dis-
cussing solutions that would appease
the two sides. both in terms of the
Jeafleting and the exhibit space in the
museum. The two groups have been at

odds in the past two years over exhibit
space in the museum.

“1t’s hard 1o talk about one without
walking about the other.” said John
Rhoades, Bradbury Museum director.
“If we can get them space back. we
think that W\ll decrease their heed for
leafleting.”

Mello said the lab has not been

negotiating with the protesters, some-
thing he said the study group would not
do untl the charges were dropped. He
said that by charging them with res-
passmo the lab also prevemed them
trom airing their opposmﬂ views.

“By illegally arresting us. the labo-
ratory prevemed us from leafleting for
five months, during the time of maxi-
mum museum visitation, and cost us a
1ot of trouble and time and money. And
this is just not right.” said Mello.

After being arrested and released on
bond. the protesters contended that pre-
venting them from handing out leaflets
infringed on their first amendment
rights. and that charging them with
criminal trespass was illegal.

“They had no cose.” said Mello.

when asked why the lab dropped the
charges. “It’s legal to Jeaflet, and con-
versely it’s ﬂlegal 10 arrest someone for
leafleting.”

The building and the land on which
it stands belong 10 TRK Management.
The building is leased to the Bradbury,
a publicly-owned facility.

Though the museum is private
property. Mello said that what they
were doing is legal on private property
dedicated 10 a public purpose.

“You can leaflet in shopping malls,
and that’s private property. Even.more,
you can you Jeaflet in airports. bus ter-
mmals and other publicly owned
piaces.” he said.

No more than two at a time were
handing out leafles at the museum
entrance. Mello said. “We wanted to be
sure that we weren't causing any dis-
turbance.”

Lab officials are now working o

continue discussions with the Smdy
Group about the museum exhibit space
and the leafleting, said Rhoades.

The museurn had sestled the dispuie
about who gets exhibit space first, the
Study Group ot others. with a lottery.
The Study Group boycotted the lotiery.

The Los Alamos Education Group.
a veterans” group formed to counter the
Study Group's anti-nuclear exhibits at
the museum, won the lowery. The
group's exhibits now in place empha-
size the benefits of nuclear energy.
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LANL Insider Nominated To Take Helm

lan Hoffman Journal Northern Bureau

A Duke University-trained nuclear physicist viewed by some as the ultimate insider has been
nominated to lead Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Veteran lab manager John C. Browne spent half his life rising in the U.S. nuclear weapons
complex, with stints in weapons testing, the now-defunct Strategic Defense Initiative (Star Wars) and

energy research.

Browne, 55, runs the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center, a defense-science complex centered
on the lab's accelerator.

Critics who hoped for an outside scientist cast the affable Browne as a status-quo director, unlikely
to shake up a lab culture sometimes criticized as insular.

If confirmed as lab director, Browne would preside over the 43-square-mile federal weapons
laboratory, a $1.1 billion budget and about 10,000 scientists, engineers and other workers.

LANL's director testifies regularly before Congress and certifies most nuclear weapons in the U.S.
arsenal every year to the president.

" think the laboratory couldn't be in better hands. | feel better about the security of the nation and
the world with him at the helm," said Browne's graduate physics professor, Edward G. Bilpuch, now
retired from Duke University.

"I'd put my life in his hands any time," Bilpuch said by phone from his home in Chapel Hill, N.C.

Energy Secretary Federico Pena, whose agency oversees the lab for the U.S. government, is
expected to approve Browne as lab director; University of California President Richard Atkinson
cleared the nomination with Pena earlier this month.

Atkinson announced Friday he will recommend Browne "as soon as possible" to the UC Board of
Regents, which appoints the director.

Browne declined through a lab spokesman to be interviewed while his appointment is pending. But
in a university statement he said he was honored. "l am enthusiastic about the prospect of working
closely with employees, citizens and local officials to continue the process of building trust and new
opportunity both within the lab and our nearby communities," he said in the statement.

Outgoing lab director Sig Hecker has agreed to stay beyond his planned Oct. 1 resignation,

perhaps for a month to afford the new director time to meet people in neighboring towns and pueblos
and in Washington, D.C.
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Browne "is an exceptional choice for the job. I've worked with John for some time," Hecker said.
"In essence, everything I've asked John to do for the lab he's done exceptionally well."

University officials said Browne was a clear choice among 80 candidates. Among factors in the
decision: his weapons and scientific work, his 18 years living in Los Alamos and the continuity
suggested by his intimate knowledge of the lab.

Some critics view Browne's choice as a signal the university and the Energy Department see no
reason for change at Los Alamos.

"If you want new ideas, you get someone from another institution," said Greg Mello, an
anti-nuclear activist and lab observer who in 1992 urged the hiring of an outside scientist.

"A person whose entire career has been within the narrow, sequestered circle of the
nuclear-weapons priesthood isn't likely to provide the creativity the lab desperately needs," Mello
said. "l hope I'm wrong."

The leader of a lab employees' group said he was disappointed.

"The fact is, John Browne is virtually a clone of Sig Hecker. He represents that status quo. It's hard
to see he's going to change a corporate culture he came up in and thrived in," said Chuck Montano, a
lab auditor and head of Citizens for LANL Employee Rights.

Browne came to LANL from weapons-physics work at its sister lab, Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory in California. He has been a manager at LANL ever since, rising from leader of the

neutron physics group to Physics Division director to chief of defense programs, then of energy
programs.

Over 10 years, he was an associate lab director -- for experimental physics; research; defense
applications; and computer sciences -- before taking over LANSCE.

Sen. Pete Domenici, R-N.M., chairman of the lab's chief funding committee in the Senate, praised
Browne as "eminently qualified."

PHOTO: b/w

BROWNE: Must be approved by UC regents
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Lab Insider Picked For Top Spot

lan Hoffman Journal Staff Writer

Neutron Center Chief Nominated

A Duke University-trained nuclear physicist viewed by some as the ultimate insider has been nominated
to lead Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Veteran lab manager John C. Browne spent half his life rising in the U.S. nuclear weapons complex,
with stints in weapons testing, the now-defunct Strategic Defense Initiative (Star Wars) and energy
research.

Browne, 55, now runs the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center, a defense-science complex centered on
the lab's accelerator.

Critics who hoped for an outside scientist cast the affable Browne as a status-quo director, unlikely to
shake up a lab culture sometimes criticized as insular.

If confirmed as lab director, Browne would preside over the 43-square-mile federal weapons laboratory,
a $1.1 billion budget and about 10,000 scientists, engineers and other workers.

LANL's director testifies regularly before Congress and certifies most nuclear weapons in the U.S.
arsenal every year to the president.

"| think the laboratory couldn't be in better hands. | feel better about the security of the nation and the
world with him at the helm," said Browne's graduate physics professor, Edward G. Bilpuch, now retired
from Duke University.

"I'd put my life in his hands any time," Bilpuch said by phone from his home in Chapel Hill, N.C.

Energy Secretary Federico Pena, whose agency oversees the lab for the U.S. government, is expected
to approve Browne as lab director; University of California President Richard Atkinson cleared the
nomination with Pena earlier this month.

Atkinson announced Friday he will recommend Browne "as soon as possible" to the UC Board of
Regents, which appoints the director.

Browne declined through a lab spokesman to be interviewed while his appointment is pending. Butin a
university statement he said he was honored. "l am enthusiastic about the prospect of working closely with
employees, citizens and local officials to continue the process of building trust and new opportunity both
within the lab and our nearby communities,” he said in the statement.

Outgoing lab director Sig Hecker has agreed to stay beyond his planned Oct. 1 resignation, perhaps for
a month to afford the new director time to meet people in neighboring towns and pueblos and in
Washington, D.C.
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Browne "is an exceptional choice for the job. I've worked with John for some time," Hecker said. "In
essence, everything I've asked John to do for the lab he's done exceptionally well."

University officials said Browne was a clear choice among 80 candidates. Among factors in the decision:
his weapons and scientific work, his 18 years living in Los Alamos and the continuity suggested by his
intimate knowledge of the lab.

Some critics view Browne's choice as a signal the university and the Energy Department see no reason
for change at Los Alamos.

“If you want new ideas, you get someone from another institution," said Greg Mello, an anti-nuclear
activist and lab observer who in 1992 urged the hiring of an outside scientist.

"A person whose entire career has been within the narrow, sequestered circle of the nuclear-weapons
priesthood isn't likely to provide the creativity the lab desperately needs," Mello said. "I hope I'm wrong."

The leader of a lab employees' group said he was disappointed.

"The fact is, John Browne is virtually a clone of Sig Hecker. He represents that status quo. It's hard to
see he's going to change a corporate culture he came up in and thrived in," said Chuck Montano, a lab
auditor and head of Citizens for LANL Employee Rights.

Browne came to LANL from weapons-physics work at its sister lab, Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory in California. He has been a manager at LANL ever since, rising from leader of the neutron
physics group to Physics Division director to chief of defense programs, then of energy programs.

Over 10 years, he was an associate lab director -- for experimental physics; research; defense
applications; and computer sciences -- before taking over LANSCE.

"He's very respected among our scientists and he has the right sensitivities. He has very good people
sensitivities," Hecker said.

if approved, Browne's hardest jobs will be smoothing out the lab's often-dicey relations with northern
New Mexico and making sure the lab is run as a world-class institution, Hecker said.

Sen. Pete Domenici, R-N.M., chairman of the lab's chief funding committee in the Senate, praised
Browne as "imminently qualified."

"I believe he will be a visionary for the lab and its future. He also understands the importance of the lab
being a good neighbor," Domenici said. "l don't think a better choice could have been made."”

PHOTO: b/w

BROWNE: Must be approved by UC regents
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Targets of opportunity: how nuclear planners found new targets for old weapons.(Cover
Story). Hans Kristensen.
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists v53.n5 (Sept-Oct 1997): pp22(7).

Abstract:

Since the 1989 fall of the Berlin wall, the Pentagon has developed new uses for seemingly
obsolete nuclear weapons. It has switched targeting from many former Soviet Union sites to
perceived Third World threats, spurring a variety of strategic plan revisions and conventional
weapon upgrade programs.

COPYRIGHT 1997 Educational Foundation for Nuclear Science, Inc.

In 1978, in an attempt to shore up support for the still-shaky Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT), the Carter administration issued a "negative security assurance." It said, in effect, that if a
non-nuclear state attacked the United States or one of its allies, the United States would not fight
back with nuclear weapons -- unless the attacking state was already in bed with a nuclear weapon
power.

But then, not everyone pays much attention to matters as trivial as national policy. In 1995, for
instance, the ink was barely dry on a reaffirmation of that pledge when the Pentagon updated a
nuclear plan to target certain Third World nations, even if they were not in league with a nuclear
power.

The Carter/Clinton pledge was simply swept away by military planners determined to protect
and expand the role of nuclear weapons, a strategy pursued since the early 1990s, according to
documents recently declassified and released under the Freedom of Information Act. As a result,
there is a fundamental disharmony between declared policy and U.S. nuclear warriors' activities
that contradicts and undermines U.S. nonproliferation objectives in the post-cold War world.

In the spring of 1995, the signatories to the NPT were scheduled to determine whether the treaty
should be made permanent or whether it should merely be extended for a finite number of years.

The United States pushed hard for an "indefinite" extension. In April 1995, as part of a deal to
get that extension, the Clinton administration renewed the 1978 pledge. But eight months later,
in December 1995, the Pentagon's "Doctrine for joint Nuclear Operations" (also known as "Joint
Pub 3-12") was issued. It made a hash of the restated we-wont-use-nuclear-weapons pledge.

In fact, nuclear bureaucrats had been quietly slicing and dicing the pledge for several years.
Planners first expanded nuclear targeting to include regional troublemakers armed with
"weapons of mass destruction" in an earlier version of the document, which emerged in April
1993. But when the plan was made public, it caused a scandal. How could the United States
promise not to use nuclear weapons against NPT members, but simultaneously approve a
doctrine advocating just that? The Pentagon hurried to downplay the document's importance.



When Thomas Graham, the head of the U.S. delegation, was asked about the apparent
contradiction a few weeks before the NPT Review and Extension Conference, he took cover
behind a technicality -- the U.S.-Russian agreement not to store target data in missile guidance
systems. "As of May 31, 1994, no country is targeted by the strategic forces of the United
States," Graham told a U.N. press conference. Similarly, Mitchell Wallerstein, a deputy assistant
secretary for counter-proliferation policy, told Air Force Magazine in October 1995 that "the
United States is not looking to retarget our missiles."

But the planners at the Joint Chiefs continued putting the final touches on their updated nuclear
doctrine expanding U.S. nuclear targeting to non-nuclear countries.

Stratcom signs on

In 1989, the Berlin wall fell and the Warsaw Pact dissolved. It looked as if the traditional role of
U.S. nuclear weapons -- countering the Soviet "threat" -- might evaporate as well. Gen. Lee
Butler, then the head of Strategic Command (STRATCOM), told an Air Power History
Symposium in September 1992: "As early as October 1989, we abandoned global war with the
Soviet Union as the principle planning and programming paradigm for the U.S. armed forces."
The Pentagon undertook a "complete revisit of nuclear weapons policy and the STOP [the Single
Integrated Operational Plan] target base," reducing the number of targets from 10,000 to around
2,500. ‘

What to do with the weapons that were no longer needed? The planners began to shift their
attention to "a new series of threats."[1]

The shift was already evident in the Joint Chiefs' "Military Net Assessment" of March 1990,
which cited "increasingly capable Third World threats" to justify the stockpiles of both strategic
and non-strategic nuclear weapons.[2] Then, in June 1990, testifying before the Senate
Appropriations Committee, Defense Secretary Dick Cheney made the first high-level statement
that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction was a rationale for keeping U.S. nuclear
weapons.

Just after the Gulf War -- and following the disclosure of Iraq's clandestine nuclear weapons
program -- Cheney issued the top-secret "Nuclear Weapons Employment Policy," which
formally tasked the military with planning nuclear operations against potential proliferators.[3]

Military planners went to work. The 1991 joint Military Net Assessment suggested that non-
strategic nuclear weapons "could assume a broader role globally in response to the proliferation
of nuclear capability among Third World nations."

"The possibility that Third World nations may acquire nuclear capabilities,” Cheney wrote in the
Defense Department's annual report in February 1992, "has led the department to make
adjustments to nuclear and strategic defense forces and to the policies that guide them." Nuclear
strategy, he added, "must now also encompass potential instabilities that could arise when states
or leaders perceive they have little to lose from employing weapons of mass destruction."



One "adjustment" involved the 1993 SIOP, which went into effect four months early, on June 1,
1992.[4] Another was a rewrite of Annex C of the "Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan," which
contains the targeting and damage criteria for the use of nuclear weapons. The new Annex C was
completed in the spring of 1993.

Before that revision was complete, General Butler told the New York Times that "our focus now
is not just the former Soviet Union, but any potentially hostile country that has or is seeking
weapons of mass destruction." Butler established the joint Intelligence Center "to assess from
STRATCOM's operational perspective the growing threat represented by the global proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction."[5]

The "living STOP"

But STRATCOM soon found that the existing nuclear war machine was ill-suited for wars in the
Third World. Cold War hardware and software had been "configured for the Northern
Hemisphere only." Key targeting technology had "no capability south of the equator," according
to a STRATCOM study from 1992. STRATCOM recommended the development of a "global
capability" by the late 1990s.[6]

What was needed was "adaptive planning," a term since adopted by NATO as well. Adaptive
planning would allow weapons that once had exclusive targets to be quickly retargeted against
regions inside and outside Russia. In December 1992, STRATCOM formed the Strategic
Planning Study Group "to develop a flexible, globally focused, war-planning process." This
group developed the concept of a "living STOP" -- a real-time nuclear war plan that could
respond instantaneously to war-fighting commands. During peacetime, the system would be
capable of making automatic target changes daily. A complete attack plan for a new enemy could
be readied in a matter of months.

General Butler described the new concept in a May 11, 1993 interview with Jane's Defence
Weekly: "Adaptive planning" was designed to respond to "spontaneous threats which are more
likely to emerge in a new international environment unconstrained by the Super Power stand-
off." The plans would use "generic targets, rather than identifying specific scenarios and specific
enemies." Adaptive planning would offer "unique solutions, tailored to generic regional dangers
involving weapons of mass destruction."

The National Academy of Sciences recently recommended that adaptive planning be used to
alleviate the rigidity of the Cold War-era STOP. But it is adaptive planning itself that gives
nuclear weapons a broader role against chemical, biological, and radiological weapons, with
nuclear responses of a more limited nature and weapons that result in less collateral damage.
Adaptive planning grants nuclear deterrence an aura of acceptability, and it is a central element
of "the living STOP."

The "living STOP," based on "continuous analysis of guidance, forces, and target changes," was
approved within weeks instead of years in July 1993, for implementation on April 1, 1994.[7] Its
birth coincided with the joint Chiefs' completion of the first version of Pub 3-12.



Another review

Meanwhile, the Nuclear Posture Review, described as the most ambitious study of U.S. nuclear
weapons and nuclear planning in decades, was initiated in 1993.[8] With the Cold War over, it
was widely believed that the review would recommend deep cuts in the nuclear stockpile.

STRATCOM was concerned about that. For instance, STRATCOM officials worried that
Assistant Defense Secretary Ashton Carter, who was in charge of the review process, had
"negative feelings" about nuclear weapons. Background information on Carter suggested "a less-
than-favorable longterm outlook for nuclear weapons." He might even favor "complete
denuclearization" over the long term -- not popular thoughts to a nuclear command. Persuading
policy makers that nuclear weapons should play a "wider role," STRATCOM feared, would be
"an uphill battle."[9]

But as it turned out, Carter did not rock the boat. When the review was completed in September
1994, little had changed. The Pentagon announced that it had changed the way it thought about
nuclear weapons and reduced their role, although it reaffirmed nuclear deterrence and endorsed
the continuation of the nuclear triad. Moreover, it granted nuclear weapons prominent roles in
counter-proliferation scenarios -- several of which were deleted from the public version of the
report.[10]

The "Silver Books"

With doctrine and policy in favor of expanding the nuclear role, it was now time, for planning.
STRATCOM assisted regional commands in drawing up plans for nuclear war with regional
troublemakers.

Butler wanted STRATCOM to have overall responsibility -- to move "firmly into the
counterproliferation mission." In an October 1993 white paper, STRATCOM argued that it
already had the necessary experience -- "countering weapons of mass destruction in the context
of deterring their use by the former Soviet Union."[11] STRATCOM's next targets should be the
more "undeterrable" leaders such as Qaddafi and Saddam Hussein.[12]

STRATCOM began developing the "Silver Books" -- plans for military strikes against facilities
in "rogue nations," including Iran, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea. "Silver" stood for "Strategic
Installation List of Vulnerability Effects and Results," and the project involved "the planning
associated with a series of ‘silver bullet' missions aimed at counterprofiferation."[13] Targets
included nuclear, chemical, biological, and command and control installations.

The Weapons Subcommittee of STRATCOM's Strategic Advisory Group began analyzing
various target sets and weapons capabilities in early 1994, emphasizing mechanisms that could
defeat chemical and biological targets as well as buried targets. The subcommittee compared the
effectiveness of conventional, unconventional, and nuclear attack on six potential targets.[14]

By late 1994, STRATCOM had prepared a Silver Book for European Command, and it was
developing a prototype for Pacific Command. STRATCOM briefed European Command staff



during a November 1994 visit, and it later briefed Pacific and Central Commands and the Joint
Staff Roles and Functions Working Group.[15]

Reactions were mixed. General Butler and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft Colin Powell
wanted nuclear planning and authority focused in one command, removing nuclear autonomy
from European, Central, and Pacific Commands. Centralizing all nuclear planning under one hat,
they felt, would increase control and stability, and help prevent accidents or unauthorized launch.
But the regional commanders did not like the idea of STRATCOM taking overall control. As
1994 drew to a close, it was increasingly apparent that STRATCOM was not going to get the
overall counterproliferation mission. In early 1995, the Joint Chiefs ordered STRATCOM to
drop the Silver Books project -- but regional nuclear war planning continued under other names.

Target: Third World

The expansion of the nuclear role was probably aided by the U.S. decision to eliminate its own
chemical and biological weapons. In the cynical logic of deterrence, removing those weapons
from the U.S. arsenal meant that if rogue nations were to use them, the United States no longer
had a fit-for-tat response. The only "big stick" left in the U.S. arsenal -- apart from overwhelming
conventional superiority -- was nuclear weapons.

In June 1994, while the Nuclear Posture Review was being prepared, the Strategic Advisory
Group recommended in a white paper on the future of nuclear forces that nuclear weapons
should be assigned the job of deterring chemical and biological weapons:

"Those who argue that biological and chemical threats can always be safely deterred without
requiring the last resort of U.S. nuclear forces must bear the burden of proof for their argument.
Until they make a compelling case that nuclear force is not necessary for successful deterrence, it
is not in the nation's interest to forswear the uncertainty as to how we would respond to clear and
dangerous threats of other weapons of mass destruction. ‘"Measured ambiguity' is still a powerful
tool for the President trying to deter an intransigent despot."[16]

General Butler's successor, Adm. Henry Chiles, later commended the advisory group for the
white paper, which, he said, was "particularly effective" in preparing the Nuclear Posture
Review.[19]

Throughout 1995 and 1996, the advisory group continued to advance the role of nuclear weapons
in deterring weapons of mass destruction. In July 1995, only two months after the NPT
conference at which the Clinton administration reiterated its pledge not to use nuclear weapons, a
STRATCOM advisory group subcommittee completed its in-depth review of deterring Third
World proliferators. The review provided terms of reference to be used by other subcommittees
as a baseline "to expand the concept of deterrence of [weapons of mass destruction]."[18]

This review, "Essentials of Post-Cold War Deterrence," bluntly criticized the president's pledge.
It was "easy to see the difficulty we have caused ourselves," the review said, "by putting forward
declaratory policies such as the “negative security assurances' which were put forward to



encourage nations to sign up for the nonproliferation treaty."[19] The review warned that "if we
put no effort into deterring these threats, they will be "undeterrable' by definition."

The review recommended a policy of ambiguity, using as an example President George Bush's
warning to Saddam Hussein in January 1991 not to use chemical weapons. And the planners
added another twist to the equation, warning that in threatening nuclear destruction, the United
States should not appear too rational or cool-headed. if "some elements ... appear potentially “out
of control," it would create and reinforce fears and doubts within the minds of an adversary's
decision-makers. "That the U.S. may become irrational and vindictive if its vital interests are
attacked should be part of the national persona we project."

The penalty for using weapons of mass destruction should include not only military defeat, but
"the threat of even worse consequences.”" On the other hand, it should not result in too many
civilian casualties. Unless the United States itself were threatened, it "does not require the
‘ultimate deterrent' -- that a nation's citizens must pay with their lives for failure to stop their
national leaders from undertaking aggression." Fear of "national extinction" should be enough.

Iran became the first test case for the new doctrine, with STRATCOM performing an in-depth
study in the fall of 1995 of how to target nuclear and chemical targets in Iran with U.S. nuclear
weapons. As a party to the NPT, Iran was one of the countries President Clinton had pledged
only a few months earlier not to use nuclear weapons against. The planners at stratcom, however,
found that further coordination with Central Command was necessary before they could
complete the study, so Admiral Chiles asked the planners to apply the new deterrence theory to
North Korea instead.[20] North Korea is also a party to the NPT.

In February 1996, regional nuclear counterproliferation was formally enshrined in "Doctrine for
Joint Theater Nuclear Operations (Joint Pub 3-12.1)," which "translated" overall doctrine for use
in regional scenarios in Europe, the Middle East, and the Korean Peninsula. Third World
proliferation dangers had been transformed to "the preeminent threat." The targets of deterrence
were to be short-, medium-, and intermediate-range missiles capable of carrying nuclear,
biological, or chemical warheads.[21]

But adding Third World targets to nuclear war plans began to collide with the demand to reduce
nuclear arsenals. If the nuclear arsenal were reduced further, there might not be enough weapons
to target Russia, China, and the half dozen or so identified regional troublemakers. So the
subcommittee also reviewed the pros and cons of reducing the number of nuclear warheads
below the level set by START I1. The subcommittee recommended against deeper cuts, partly to
maintain enough nuclear weapons for their new and "broader base" of targets.[22]

Rapid response

Adding Third World nations to the target pool also meant upgrading weapon systems. That
upgrading is already in progress. The navy is installing a system to enable Trident submarines to
"quickly, accurately, and reliably retarget missiles" and "allow timely and reliable processing of
an increased number of targets."[23] Although it was originally conceived as a way to allow



Trident submarines to attack dispersed Soviet SS-24 rail-mobile and SS-25 road-mobile ICBMs,
this new system will add capabilities against new or mobile targets globally.

In a similar development, the air force is spending more than $4 billion on the "Rapid Execution
and Combat Targeting" or "REACT" system, which will upgrade Minuteman [IIs for "rapid
message processing [and] rapid re-targeting." When completed early in the next century, the
program will "upgrade Minuteman to Peacekeeperclass accuracy ... to hold at risk the hardest
enemy targets."[24]

The air force is also adding conventional capabilities to B-2 bombers. Although it was originally
conceived as a purely anti-Soviet Union weapon, the B-2 needs a conventional capability to
Justify its expense. It has also been designated as the carrier of the Pentagon's new bomb, the
B61-11.[25] With enhanced earth-penetrating capabilities and low yield, the B-2 with B61-11
bombs is the likely weapon of choice for nuclear counterproliferation scenarios against rogue
nations.

The "Duck"

As reported in the May/June 1997 Bulletin ["New Bomb, No Mission," by Greg Mello], the B61-
11 program began in October 1993. One month earlier, the Pentagon had completed a more
general Defense Department assessment, the "Bottom Up Review," which also shifted the focus
of strategic forces from the former Soviet Union to regional scenarios in which rogue nations
were armed with various weapons of mass destruction. The request for the new bomb was
generated by Harold Smith, then assistant to the secretary of defense for atomic energy, who
asked the air force to study the replacement of the aging B53 gravity bomb with a stockpile
weapon.

The idea of building new nuclear weapons was not very popular in the early 1990s. After it was
disclosed in 1992 and 1993 that the nuclear weapons laboratories were designing mininukes
specifically tailored for use against rogue nations, Congress banned "research and development
which could lead to the production by the United States of a new low-yield nuclear weapon,
including a precision low-yield nuclear weapon."

As aresult, the B61-11 -- which was nicknamed "the Duck" because its flight characteristics
were identical to those of the B61-7 bomb -- was not submitted to the Nuclear Weapons Council
for approval. Frank Miller, the assistant secretary of defense for international security policy,
was concerned that Congress would not support it.

But after the Nuclear Policy Review recommended replacing the B53 -- and after November
1994, when the elections produced a change in committee chairman to one more favorably
inclined to reopening the nuclear weapons production line -- Miller "reenergized" the project
"before Congress changed again."

Once the Defense Department was convinced that it was time to act, the project was approved in
February 1995, briefings in Congress followed, with authorization in July, and in August 1995 --
less than a year after the congressional election, and only three months after the conference at



which the United States had restated its commitment to pursue nuclear disarmament -- the B61-
11 program was under way. By the end of 1996, the new bomb entered the stockpile.

And in the pipeline ...

The B61-11 is not the only nuclear weapon "modification" in the pipeline. Scientists in the
Energy Department's "Core Research and Advanced Technology Program Element Plans" are
busily researching "concept design studies, arising out of the experience during the Gulf War that
indicate potential military utility for types of nuclear weapons not currently in the stockpile."[26]

Some of this work is taking place at Sandia National Laboratory, where scientists are "examining
changes to other B61 designs to add additional value to those systems for our military
customers." One of these efforts is the "Bomb Impact Optimization System" or "BIOS" program,
which is investigating the feasibility of "modifying a B61 payload for use in a guided glide bomb
for aircraft delivery against defended target complexes." Efforts include analysis, design, model
fabrication and testing, and ground and flight testing of a functional prototype.[27]

Other exotic design concepts stem from the emphasis on underground and deeply buried targets
and the concern to limit collateral damage from the use of nuclear weapons -- all features central
to the counterproliferation mission.

The Defense Special Weapons Agency's 1997 projects include adjusting electromagnetic pulse
(EMP) data for nuclear weapons to allow war planners to assess the damage that would be
"inflicted by nuclear weapons' EMP effects." The project will also investigate possible design
modification and delivery methods that could "limit or minimize collateral damage." Models for
using EMP to knock out hardened targets will be developed to "devise a new tool for PC-based
weapon lethality prediction and target damage assessment."[28]

It is too early to predict whether any of these exotic designs will mature into actual nuclear
weapons. But the work is a clear indication that the new weapons machine is still at work. And
the expansion of U.S. nuclear doctrine is a prominent driver in justifying that work.

Libya: The first case?

Even before the B61-11 came on line, Libya was identified as its first potential target. "We could
not take [the alleged chemical plant at Tarhunah] out of commission using strictly conventional
weapons," Assistant Defense Secretary Smith complained in April 1996. The B61-11 "would be
the nuclear weapon of choice."

Like the disclosure of the Silver Books, these remarks about targeting Libya got widespread
attention, and the Pentagon quickly retreated from them. "Any implication that we would use
nuclear weapons preemptively against this plant is just wrong," said Assistant Defense Secretary
Kenneth Bacon. Still, said Bacon, Washington would not rule out using nuclear weapons in
response to a nuclear, chemical, or biological attack on the United States or its allies.



Libya is a party to the nonproliferation treaty. It signed the treaty and a nuclear safeguards
agreement in 1975. It is therefore by international nonproliferation standards a non-nuclear
member of the NPT. Under the terms of the 1978 pledge, as renewed in 1995, it falls within the
group of nations that the United States had pledged not to attack with nuclear weapons. But
Libya, like Iran and North Korea, is a target nonetheless.

The search for new targets

In the words of the Defense Special Weapons Agency, the international environment "has now
evolved from a “weapon-rich environment' to a “target-rich environment."'

In the old days, "weapons of mass destruction” referred to nuclear weapons, because they were
the weapons that could destroy en masse. But as the Cold War came to an end, and coalition
forces expelled Iraq from Kuwait, the discovery of Iraq's clandestine nuclear weapons program
propelled the idea of proliferation to a new level. iraq's use of chemical-capable Scud missiles
against Israel and Saudi Arabia, and allegations of Libyan chemical weapons ambitions a few
months later elevated "weapons of mass destruction" to the new threat to international security.
With the former Soviet threat rapidly fading into the background, U. S. military planners eagerly
grabbed this new enemy and incorporated it into nuclear planning.

When the joint Chiefs published die first Joint Nuclear Doctrine in 1993, its "Terms of
Definitions" did not explain what "weapons of mass destruction" meant. But the text of the
document talked about three types: nuclear, biological, and chemical. The updated 1995 dectrine,
however, clearly defines weapons of mass destruction as "weapons that are capable of a higher
order of destruction and/or of being used in such a manner as to destroy large numbers of
people." Moreover, the new document adds "radiological weapons" to the list.[29]

The ramifications of an ever-expanding target list are endless. Adding radiological weapons to
the nuclear doctrine essentially means that if someone puts a bucket of nuclear waste on top of
an old missile and tosses it into a city or onto our forward-deployed troops, U.S. nuclear doctrine
defines the act as qualifying for a nuclear response. We may all agree that this is unlikely, but the
inclusion of "radiological weapons" is a worrisome addition to the ever-expanding pool of post-
Cold War nuclear targets.

Where does it end? So far the post-Cold War trend is that any time a crude new weapon emerges
that could possibly qualify for the Pentagon's checklist, it will be added to U.S. nuclear planning
as a matter of routine.

But the implications deserve a little more debate and consideration than that. For along with
inclusion comes actual nuclear planning. Adding radiological weapons to the list means that
somewhere in the basement of STRATCOM Headquarters at Offutt Air Force Base in Nebraska,
as well as at Regional Command Headquarters in Europe, the Middle East and the Pacific,
someone has been given the order to investigate where the targets are and which nuclear
warheads on U.S. missiles, submarines, bombers, attack submarines, and dual-capable aircraft
should be designated to insure their destruction.



Who is in charge of U.S. counterproliferation policy? Does the State Department know that the
Pentagon is incorporating non-nuclear NPT countries into U.S. nuclear targeting? And is
President Clinton aware that as he pledged in 1995 not to attack non-nuclear NPT countries with
nuclear weapons, STRATCOM planned to do so anyway? Probably not, but the nuclear planning
that goes on at STRATCOM is clearly out of tune with the nonproliferation message the Clinton
administration is trying to convey to the world.

If the White House wants its nonproliferation efforts to produce results in the long term, and the
commitment to nuclear disarmament and a reduced role for nuclear weapons to be more than
rhetoric, then it is time for someone to pay a visit to the Pentagon before the proliferation hype
pushes post-Cold War nuclear planning too far in the wrong direction.
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CHARGES DROPPED The Los Alamos
National Laboratory decided it did not like
the idea of publicly defending its decision
to charge members of the Los Alamos Study
Group with trespassing. Nine members of
the group were arrested earlier this year for
handing out anti-nuclear leaflets at the
Bradbury Science Museum. (See Reporter,
Aug. 13, 1997) Five days before they were
scheduled to be.tried in magistrate court,
First District Attorney Henry Valdez
. dropped the charges. ,

The study group has notyetmade a de-
cisionaboutwhether it will file its own suit
against the lab for arresting its members
for exercising whatthey believe, and courts
have ruled, is constitutionally protected
- free speech.

The Los Alamos Nineare optimistic that
the lab will agree to a policy on leafletting
that is acceptable to them. They will insist
on the right to distribute anti-nuclear lit-
erature in the covered area in front of the
museum where they would have access to
all museum visitors. This week the study
- group wrote museum director John Rhoad-
es asking about the revised policy.

Cathie Sullivan, one of those arrested
forleafletting, said the study group respects
thelab’s security needs as well as its desire
notto inconvenience visitors. “It was nev-
er our attention to fociisﬂon arrests,” she
said. )

Rhoades also has indicated that he s re-
thinkihg the museun’s “wall policy” and
would try to accommodate the study group
inapproximately the same space it first ac-
quired in 1993 for anti-nuclear opinion.
Thestudy group began leafletting aftexhis
decision to turn the wall into a “public fo-
rum” and allocate the space by lottery. They
want a firm, long-term policy that will al- °
lowthem to present their dissentingviews
without threat of repeated challenges such
as they have faced recently.

—A.C.




‘Protest’ was just ‘a
cheap publicity stunt’

Editor:
'I must comment on the dropping of charges against.the “protesters” who
- were arrested at the Los Alamos National Laboratory’s Bradbury Science
Museum last June.

The first thing to know is that the “protesters” did not come to Los Alam-
os that day to exercise their first amendment rights, as their lawyer and the
head of the Los Alamos Study Group so piously proclaim. They announced
their intention to trespass on that day, at certain times, in advance, so that
they would be arrested, so that the Los Alamos Study Group could gain
press coverage. I was witness to one of the arrests. It went like this: A small
-group of “protesters”.stood between the museum and the bookstore chatting
amiably among themselves and with passersby, including me. Some repre-
‘sented themselves to me as having come to be arrested, others as having
decided not be arrested that day. A lab security person stood near the door
1o the museum. T e ' :

The ritual began when two police officers arrived. Then a “protester”
walked into the forbidden zone of lab property as if to distribute leaflets.
The security person then politely asked the “protester” to leave; the “pro-
tester” politely declined; the security person politely told the officers the
“protester” was trespassing; the officers politely arrested the “protester,”
who submitted politely; and another person followed the police car to jail to
arrange for bond. Carefully choreographed: no pain, no risk., and — no
protest! This reportedly was repeated seven times that day.

The incessant braying by the Los: Alamo$ Stidy Gfouf] ind its*attdrhey’
about their first amendment rights is so much hypocritical poppycock. The
laboratory and the museum staff have created a policy that embodies the
whole spirit of the First Amendment as well as its most recent judicial inter-
pretation: The govérnment cannet favor any point of view and must there-
fore provide equal access to all. Hence the lottery to select two exhibitors,
in which LASG declined to participate, thus deliberately creating the pre-
sent situation, which it continues to exploit because the controversy is much.
more valuable than the space in the museum.

LASG is not interested in free speech, of course, but only in promoting
its own point of view. An open forum wherein its views are challenged by
the other side only hurts its cause because it is immediately obvious to the
most casual observer that the LASG position is intellectually bankrupt.

One can only grimace at the pathetic effrontery of this group of “pro-
testers” comparing its actions in this carefully circumscribed and scripted
“protest” with the people who actually put their lives and bodies on the line
to defend their beliefs in the civil rights movement. To be meaningful, civil
protest has to carry real risk and address real issues. This was$ just a cheap

. publicity stunt. R e C.h di
1O eorge Chandler

/ 1/77 , 940 Los Pueblos

Los Alamos



The symptoms — shortness‘of breath,
chest pains, weight loss and fatigue — can
See BERYLLIUM on PAGE 3

show up decades after exposure.
“There probably are levels of exposure

His studies of berylitum workers nation-
wide suggest chances of getting bervilioss

“What's a safe leve) of airborne exposure,
drop with lower exposures,

that's still in question,” said Dr. Lee New:
marn, a pulmonologist at Denver’s National

metal Jewish Medical and Research Center.
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After almost 60 years of industrial-scale

It causes cancer in lab animals and, for
the 1 10 S percent of peopie who are suscep-
attack on the lung walls called berylliosis.

Dust of the hard, lightweight gray
is among the most toxic substances known

to man.,

amount of its dust is safe for the general

tional hygienists don’t know exactly what
population to breathe.

residents.

Jrom PAGE 1

that are not going to cause disease,”

he said. “We have limited data. But

this is a rare disease, and it's going

- to be an even rarer disease among
" lower exposed individuals.”

Berylliosis was virtually

unknown in the early 1940s, when -

Manhattan  Project machinists
sawed and ground beryllium for
nuclear-weapons parts in open-air
shops, without protective clothing,
face masks or respirators. .

Many were. disabled or died pre-
maturely. . . ] ‘

The Atomic Energy Commission
reacted by limiting workers’ expo-
sures to berylliym in 1949, The rule
prohibited work when concentra-
tions exceeded two micrograms per
cubic meter of air.during an aver-
age shift. i . .

That’s roughly equal to scattering
the pencil dust in a. dot evenly in a
block of air 6 feet high and as large
as-a football field, '

‘With the new standard, cases
plummeted to a mere handful of
workers a year:

But a surge of berylliosis since
the mid-1980s has forced the AEC's
successor, the U.S, Department of
Energy, ta admit the standard has
failed.

Berylliosis has been diagnosed
among 93 DOE workers at the
Rocky Flats weapons plant near
Denver and the Y-12 Plant near Oak

Ridge, Tenn: A few are managers or.
secretaries who worked outside -

As the DOE opened hearings
Thursday in Washington, D.C. on a
new idoor standard for berylliuin
workers, the beryllium plant at Los’
Alamos raises the qilestion of
whether national air-emission stan-
dards for beryllium are adequate,

Scientists with the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency copied
the AEC's 1949 “community air”
standard when writing a new air
emission standard in 1971, - '

At the time, EPA toxicologists
viewed 100 to'400 micrograms per
cubic foot of air'as a “low” concen-
tration. That's 50 to 200 times what
has friggered berylliosis’ among
DOE workers who are genetically
stisceptible, . ’

New Mexico adopted the EPA
standard as its ovm.

"It allows beryllium facilities to
emit up to 10 grams of the metal a
day from their stacks or to have no
more than a hundredth of a micro-
gram per cubic meter of air nedrby.
. DOE scientists are thinking about
drawing up a tougher community-

air standard as well.

But neither the EPA nor the New
Mexico Environment Department
is reviewing the 1973 air-emission
standard.

Two lab watchdog groups worry
about LANLs total beryllium emis-
siois, which also come from two
smaller machining shops and explo-
sive tests. :

“Why should we rush to permit a
facility when we know the occupa-
tional standard is not working?”

It would be far below beryllium emissions
But some New Mexico activists wonder

Even at peak production — a rarity, lab i | s of | e
engineers psay — the highest beryllium work with beryllium, scientists and occupa:

grams a day, half what federal and state
whether the LANL berylium facility’s air  tible, it can trigger an immune-system

regulations allow.
emissions still might pose 2 harm to nearby

yet unregulated source of airborne berylli-

emissions from the stack would be a few
um in the environment.

particles before exiting a 50-foot stack.

Computerized pumps will draw plant air  from coal-fired power plants, the largest

Contaminated air will be driven past fil-
ters to remove 99.95 percent of beryllium

The plant will clean and test its air con-
tinuously to protect machinists and scien-
tists from toxic beryliium dust, a lung-dis-

ease agent and probable carcinogen.
tion alarms will sound at changes in air

weapons parts and even more unique items,
pressure.

such as telescope mirrors for NASA.

beryllium facility will make nuclear

's biggest research from ceiling vents into floor vents. Evacua-

Due to start work next fall, the $13 million

One of the nation !
plants for an exotic and dangerous metal is

taking shape behind a security fence at Los

LANL To Increase
Work Next Fall

By Ian HOFFMAN

Alamos National Laboratory.

Jowrnal Staff Writer

Au\ . jou'nql

beryllium-processing areas.

Study Group.

Another Santa Fe group, Con-
cerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety,
won a settlement from DOE this
year after alleging the lab’s radioac-
tive emissions violated the Clean
Air Act, : g

“We've already undergone lab’

non-compliance over radioactive
. emissions, And because of its poten-
tial health impacts, béryllium is
obviously.a major area of concern,”
said CCNS’ Jay Coghlan,
_Beryllium’s precise role
nuclear weapons is classified.
 But private researchers say

in

beryllium helps trigger nuclear

explosions and makes them more
efficient. )

Mixed with radioactive metals, it
can pump extra nettrons into the
exploding  plutonium core of a
weapon to accelerate nuclear fis-
sion. Beryllium also forms a skin or
“skull”. around the plutonium to
bounce stray neutrons back into the
exploding core. * - o

LANL inherited two production
Jjobs — making plutonium pits and
and beryllium parts < from the
Rocky Flats Plant, - -

The hew beryllium plant will fea-
ture more safeguards to protect
workers than any other facility, said
metallurgical  engineer  Steve

‘Abeln, LANUs beryllium project
leader. i

“We’re very, very fortunate,” he
said. “We're using state-of-the art
technology.”

Workers will breathe through res-
pirators until daily lab tests verify

asked Greg Mello of the Los Alamos

the air is consistently safe; They
would wear full protective suits,
plus a small vacuum pump on their
belts with a tube running to a filter
on their lapels. s

After each day, lab technicians in
the plant would test the filters to see
whether any worker was exposed to
beryllium. .

Only a few pounds of beryllium
would be machined or melted a day
under normal operations,. Abeln
said, N o

But the plant’s application for an
air emissions permit suggests - it
could process. up to 1,000 pounds a
day. Because workers can't main-
tain that pace constantly, the maxi-

- mum would be five tons annually —

equal to producing a handful of
Hubble telescopes a year.

“We won't be operating at. that
(level),” Abeln said. .

At those peak-levels, the plant
would emit 2.7. grams of beryllium
dust to the environment a day, lab
officials announced last week.

That'’s 27 times what the building
emits today. And it doesn't include
beryllium operations that the EPA
doesn't regulate, such as atomiza-
tion of beryllium metal into a fine
powder. - }

Those boost total beryllium emis- -
sions from the plant to 5 grams a
day, or 50 grams a year. i

State environmental engineers
are checking the lab's application
for an air-emission permit this
month. If they certify it a§ com-
plete, they-have 180 days to isste or
deny it. -



‘We had no intention
of trespassing’

Fdl[O[‘

I am writing in response to George Chandler’s 10/1/97 letter regarding

the Jab's decision to drop criminal charges against nine people, including
myself, for leafleting at the Bradbury Museum. His goal in that letter seems
to he an attempt to blame those who were falsely arrested. In this, it seems
Mr. Chandler doth protest too much.

He says that Study Group members and supporters had announced their

“intention to trespass ... so that they would be arrested, so that (they) could
gain press coverage.”
" On March 21, we announced our intention to leaflet, not to the press but
privately to the musewn director, both as a courlesy and so that Los Alam-
os National Laboratory lawyers could do their homework and prevent need-
less arrests, which no one wanted. We offered this notice weeks before
leqﬂeltmg, during which time there was a detailed and pnvate exch-mge of
legal opinion.

Unfortunately, the lab would not listen to law, common sense, or an
appeal to preserve its own reputation. Until April 19, when two of us were
arrested, | still doubted that the lab would actually charge Americans hand-
ing out leaflets in {ront of a public building with a crime. We had wanted to
communicate with museum visitors, but in the end, we had to leave it to the
lab to determine with whom we would be communicating, and what the
message - would te.

Contrary to Mr. Chandler’s allegation, we had no intention of trespass-

ing, and did not do so. If we thought we would be breaking any law, we
would not have been there. '

Now, on the eve of our trial, LANL has finally retracted its “trespassing”
claim. Since LANL apparently doesn’t believe we were trespassing, why
does.Mr. Chandler? How can Mr. Chandler accuse us of trespass if the
property owner does not?

Mr. Chandler goes on to characterize the arrest and arraignment of nine
people as a kind of fake “protest,” a “cheap publicity stunt.” But no one set
out to “protest” anything, either in April or later in June, when seven peo-

_ple put their reputations and personal freedom on the line to give the lab one’

more chance to do the right thing. There was nothing “fake” about those
arrests, and any negative publicity involved was the choice of the lab itself,
the natural consequence of arresting people for activity that is obviously
legal.

Mr. Chandler goes on to belittle those arrested for experiencing “no
pain,” and “no risk,” as if pain and risk were goals.

Indeed there was no physical pain. But being arrested, fingerprinted,
mug shots taken, FBI files created, scraping up $300 apiece for bail (not
easy for everyone), being charged with up to a year in jail and up to $1,000
fine, having out-of-state travel subject to a judge’s approval, reading one’s
name in the paper as that of an accused criminal, finding attomeys to defend
one, conducting the factual research involved in defense, going to inconve-
nient meetings and courtroom appearances, dealing with the media — these
are not trivial costs and risks. Most or possibly all of us.had never been
arrested hefore, and the reader can be assured that there is more involved in
this than meets Mr. Chandler’s armchair eye.

_ Then Mr. Chandler makes the bizarre compariéon of these arrestees with
the civil rights movement of the 1960s — and falsely attributes this com-
parison to those arrested in order to impute grandiosity to them. How much

~easier is it for Mr. Chandler to trash good people like this than to experi-

ence, as these people did, even a simple arrest for a good cause.

Mr. Chandler goes on to condemn the Study Group for rejecting the very
bad idéd, promibted by his wife*in her capacity as laboratory attorney, of
using a Jottery to determine who could speak, and hence what could be said,
on the walls of the museum. Contrary to what he says, we never claimed
exclusive use of the space set aside for dissent, but there has been no com-
petition for dissent either, making a lottery doubly absurd. We fully sup-
ported the efforts of the Los Alamos Education Group, a pro-nuclear group,
to exhibit there — on one or more of the seven other blank walls in the
museum, rather than at our expense.

...He seems to have forgotten that people have fought and died so that
folks can print and distribute political pamphilets in public places saying any
old thing they want to say — even (or especially) if their detractors think
those statements are “intellectually bankrupt,” as Mr. Chandler asserts our
work to be.

Some people even say this kind of freedom is exactly what nuclear

~weapons defend — what the founders of Los Alamos worked to protect.

This at least is a coherent idea, worth discussing.

When I moved to Pojoaque in the fall of 1971, I lived with a man who
had worked at the lab since its inception (Arnie Roensch). My social world
then was about half centered in Los Alamos, primarily in the older genera-
tion. Those people, whether you agreed with them or not, had a liberality
and sophistication that seems rarer in Los Alamos today. Does a mean-spir-
ited and xenophobic letter like Mr. Chandler’s actually strike a sympathet-
ic chord in the community nowadays’7 I suppose so it does. but more’s the
pity.

Sincerely,

Greg Mello

Los Alamos Study Group
212 E. Marcy St. No 7
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Yoy Momitor
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L.OS ALAMOS STUDY GROUP

MEMO

To: File

From: Todd Macon
Subject: 10/21 News Interview
Date: October 22, 1997

Greg Mello was interviewed on behalf of the Los Alamos Study Group by Channel 7 KOAT news
on the subject of new nuclear weapons being developed by Los Alamos National Lab. A portion
of the interview was aired on the 5 o’clock edition of KOAT news. “The Lab is lying, “ said
Mello in the interview, “new weapons work continues against the spirit of the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty and despite the assurances of President Clinton that no such work is under way.”



> IfLANL is /eil77
creating new
weapons, something
it strongly denies,

it would be in
violation of treaty

By BARBARA FERRY
The New Mexican

Despite assurances from Pres-
ident Clinton to the contrary, sci-
entists at the nation’s defense
labs, including Los Alamos
National Laboratory, are tinker-
ing with nuclear wéapons to
design new capabilities for them,
a recently published article in
the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists
contends.

€linton has stressed that the
comprehensive test ban treaty
essentially prohibits the develop-
ment of new weapons.

accused
ew nukes

But  William Arkin, a
researcher on defense issues for
the Natural Resources Defense
Council, says. that “despite
pledges to the contrary, a wide
variety of new nuclear weapons
are under development in the
United States.” :

Arkin says that new weapons
research is being done under the
guise of the Department of Ener-
gy’s $4.5 billion a year Stockpile
Stewardship  Program. The
department says the project is
necessary to keep nuclear
weapons “safe and reliable”
without performing the under-
ground tests prohibited by the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

The Defense Council is one of
a coalition of arms control and
environmental groups which
sued DOE last spring over the
stockpile stewardship program.
Two Santa Fe anti-nuclear
groups, Los Alamos Study Group
and Concerned Citizens for

Please see NUKE, Page A-2

NUKE

Continued from Page A-1

Nuclear Safety, are also plain-

tiffs in the suit,

Carmen McDougall, a Depai‘t—
ment of Energy spokeswoman,

said she had not seen the article

and could not comment on the

specific issues raised by Arkin.

But she said, “no new advanced

weapon systems are being devel-
oped by DOE.”

A spokesman for Los Alamos
National Laboratory also denied
that new weapons research is
being carried out at LANT.

“We’ve been asked before and
the answer is still no,” said lab
spokesman James Rickman.

The article, published. in the
Bulletin’s November/December
issue, highlights a growing
debate between arms control
advocates and nuclear weapons
officials over what constitutes a
“new” nuclear weapon.

For example, the Pentagon last
year deployed a bomb which was
altered at LANL, to make it capa-
ble of penetrating the earth, and
potentially hitting underground
targets. Lab spokesman Rick-
man said the bomb, called the
B61-11, was modified not

redesigned. “Basically the guts
are the same,” Rickman said.
But Arkin argues that the alter-
ations mean that the B61-11 can
perform a new mission, making
“no-new-nukes ... a pretty elastic
idea”

Among tre new weapons
research occurring at New Mex-
ico’s labs, according to the arti-
cle:

B Research is taking place at
Los Alamos to develop a high-
powered radio frequency war-
head which could be used to
knock out an enemy’s electronic
systems, Arkin contends. Two
Los Alamos scientists were
given DOE awards in 1993 for
conceptual work on such a war-
head. Arkin believes research
may still be going on at the lab
under a “black,” or top-secret,
program. Arkin does not say
where he obtained the informa-
tion in the article, and could not
be reached Monday for com-
ment. Rickman says no work has
been conducted on the subject
since 1993 or 1994.

M The Navy is considering
upgrading the W-76 warhead, the
most numerous weapon in the
stockpile, to give it the capabili-

ty of penetrating hard targets,
Arkin says. Maintenance of the
W-76 takes place at Los Alamos.
Rickman said he had no informa-
tion about potential upgrades to
the weapon. Arkin cited a Sandia
National Laboratory document
obtained by the ILos Alamos
Study Group which stated that
one optien for the W-76 “is a new
design that will not have UTs
(un'derground tests) for certifi-
cation.” .
Greg Mello, of the Los Alamos
Study Group, said Arkin’s article
1s part of a growing body of evi-
dence that the nation’s defense
labs have not given up their
Quest to design new nuclear

=~

weapons.

. —Mello~said ‘that many arms

control activists have thought it
was impossible for' the labs to
design a new weapon without
testing it underground.

“We have been out in the
wilderness on this,” he said. “We
think it's important that people
know that the U.S. nuclear
weapons program is moving for-
ward.”
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. New Nuke Weapons Rumors Persist

from PAGE 1

systems.

Arkin’s latest article in this
week’s edition of The Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientist lists the HPRF
weapon, as well as a new attack sub-
marine with a new nucleartipped
missile system, a gliding version of
LANLs B-61 bomb to eliminate
defenses in front of attacking B-2
bombers and a defensive nuclear
warhead to neutralize biological or
chemical warheads before they
land.

“The jury is in,” Arkin wrote,
“Despite pledges to the contrary, a
wide variety of new nuclear
weapons are under development in
the United States. ... Unreformed
nuclear war planping — calling for
many new nuclear weapons — con-
tinues in secret mode.”

Defense budgets as recent as fis-
cal year 1996 call for “follow-on”
studies of the HPRF to, meet
requirements from the Air Force’s
Strategic Command’ or STRAT-

COM, Arkin said. His' sources say

HPRF-related research remains
alive at Los Alamos, funded off bud-
get as an ultra-secret “black pro-
gram.”’

“There is a wide-ranging HPRF
program, including nuclear and
non-nuclear weapons,” Arkin said
Tuesday from his home in Vermont.

HPRF research.nearly died in
1992 or 1993, he said, but STRAT-
COM then revived its interest in the
weapon for “information warfare”
in 1995.

“The program disappeared and
other programs of the type disap-
peared at the same time,” Arkin
said.

Meanwhile, the Departments of
Defense and Energy, as well as the
Pentagon and White House say no
new nuclear weapons are in the
works. : ;

Officially, weapons-scientists at
Los Alamos, Sandia and Lawrence
Livermore in California are work-
ing solely on keeping existing
nuclear weapons working, in some
cases, with refurbished parts. Their
work falls under a $4.5 billion a year

program called stockpile steward-

ship. -

But the official line on nuclear
weapons work is both disingenuous
and dangerous for arms control,
Arkin maintains.

“The continued commitment of
DOD and DOE to building new
nuclear weapons is a broad mes-
sage, received in Moscow, that we
don’t plan to get rid of nukes any
more than they do,” he said. -

Instead, U.S. nuclear war plan-
ners are still hunting for new
weapons and new capabilities as
though the Cold War never ended,
he said.

“The fact the U.S. government
can’t admit this and won’t admit this
is a national scandal, and it’s a scan-
dal because we're spending $4.5 bil-
lion a year on this and we have no
comprehensive plan for it. We are
essentially building our nuclear
future on an a 14 carte basis,” Arkin

said. -

Accusations such as Arkin’s exas-
perate officials at LANL.
“It’s just not true. We're not work-

ing on new weapons,” lab director

Sig Hecker told reporters after sim-

ilar news reports this summer.

Pedicini himself designed the fis-
sion trigger or primary for the
HPRF weapon. The nuclear engi-
neer said the weapon never got
beyond what’s known as Phase II
conceptual design to Phase III,
when Los Alamos and Livermore
would have competed for rights to
polish the design and build a proto-
type.

“We haven’t had a Phase 1I or
Phase III for years,” Pedicini said.

Nor, he said, has STRATCOM
even asked the lab to reopen work
on the HPREF, in secret or otherwise.

“I'm in on most of the black pro-
grams and to my knowledge there’s
no work being done on that at all.
And I probably would know about-
it,” he said.

The White House would have to

- approve such work anyway, he not-
ed. '

“Right now the guidance we get is
we can't add new-military capabili-
ty. That means you can’t increase
(explosive) yields, and you can’t go

: foran HPRF,” Pedicini said.
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LANL Protesters
Exercising Rights.

ON BEHALF OF the Los Alamos
Study Group I would like to
respond to George Chandler’s
letter attacking us. Chandter thinks
the nine people arrested ... for

leafletting at the Bradbury Science:

Museum were not reaily
“protesters” exercising a “free
speech” right but publicity seekers
hoping to be arrested. I was one of
those arrested and I 'was also the
person who spoke at length with
Chandler and Morris Pongratz at:
the museum during the June
arrests.

In early March, the group
obtained and read the lab
demonstration policy. On March 21,
we wrote John Rhoades, director of
the museum, stating our intentioas
to hand out leaflets in front of the:
museum on March 28. Larry Runge
{LANL security) responded on
March 26 denying approval. We

_ then wrote Rhoades on March 27

asking Runge to reconsider and
cited case law supporting our free
speech right under the First
Amendment. Shortly thereafter, on

- April 2, we again wrote Rhoades

stating our intention to leafletona
new date, April 19. The lab’s legal

deparunent responded citing case
law supporting the lab's position.

| On April 15, we sent a four-page

letter of case law supporting our
First Amendment position. During
the same period I contacted the Los
Alamos office of the Department of
Energy to inform them of the
growing disagreement.

Hoping to avoid a confrontation,
we asked the lab legal department
for a last-minute meeting at their
offices Friday afternoon the day

: before our planned leafletting. All
| parties were present, but after 45

{ minutes we were tokd the decision
| rested with senior managers who -

were not available late on a Friday.
When we tried to leaflet on April
19, we had no idea if the lab would
arrest us oc not. ... We soon found
out.”

We were not trespassing in

' handing out leaflets on publicly

| supported property. But anyone

i faced with a choice between

i exercising the constitutional right
. of free speech or accepting the

: “authorities™ denial of that

- freedorn would be a coward to run

from the contest. ... What would

" Chandler have done? Our founding

fathers didn't call off the
revolution.because George [1
thought it illegal. ... :

Chandler also dismi
associated with arrest. He is partly
correct and party wrong. All our
penple were counseled to be polite
and non~cont:r0ntive. We were
certain we would be courteously
treated by Los Alamos police and
we were.

But the risk was in being found
guilty of criminal trespass in
magistrate court and sentenced to
a year in jail and a $1,000 fine. We
felt Judge Elaine Morris would
treat us fairly. But Los Alamos is
the exemplar of a compaay town
and the magistrate is an elected
office. Would the First Amendment
issue be aired or would the
decision rest solely on where we
were standing?

Our goal remains peaceful
leaflctting at the museum and

ssed the risk .

oy

" reinstallation of our anti-nuclear

exhibit there. ... Stop by the
Bradbury and pick up a flier — we
are awaiting a change in iab policy
and will soon be there with
materials on many nuciear issues.

Cathie Sullivan

Los Alamos Study Group

Santa Fe

« LETTERS
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Violations
curtail lab
plutonium

‘By Peter Weiss
TRMES STAFF WIITER

, - LIVERMORE — Some Lawrence
Livermore Laboratory plutonium op- i
erations have been shut down since’
“July, when the lab discovered work-:
“ers routinely breaking rules for ban-
dling the material.

" Handlers with responsibility for
preventing possible spoutaneous ex-
plosions of the radioactive matcrial
were unwiltingly violating rules for
at least two months this suminer, ac-
cording to an internal lab report ob-
jained by a lab watchdog group.

“Although the infraclions didw't.
come close to causixxg'“&l‘iticalityl
evels? as the Sponfaneo explos|
sioiis are known, thiir discovery in
mid-July al the lab’s Plutonium Fa-
cilily led to the shutdown of opers-
tions in about a tentlr of the facility.
QOperations  still have not fully}
restaried. ' !

A subsequent monthlong investi-

gation revealed that inadequate su-;

pervision of handlers ai the facility

was partly to blame, according to’

Aug. 15 report by the five-man cont-
mitlee that conducted the review.
They noted that a manager respon-
sible for safety compliance had con-
ducted a “walkthrough” inspection
of the glove boxes in eatly July but
missed ihe violations.

Wihile dismissing Lhe repeated vi-
olations as “no threat to the safety
of the workers, the public or the en-

PV ———

See PLUTONIUM, Back Page
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vironmenlt,” investigators also
blamed other systemic problems with
training and management within the
‘fucility and other lab vrganizations
“for the breakdown. Their review also
revealed a lack of respect among
some workers for the safety rules as
a passilde factor.

Officials with agencies thal mon-
jlor the lab's nuclear safely agreed
“thérg-was no overt “danger and

praised the lab's “conservative” rules
for hundling fissile malerials. Those
include plutoniwn and highly en-
riched uranium, which are capable
“of a runaway nuclear chain reaction
and so are the fuels of nuclear war-
heads.

But, “there are indicalions of ma-
jor deficiencies i the program,
things that need 1o be addressed,”
said Douglag Eddy, head of environ-
mental, safety and health oversight
on the laly’s premises for the U.S. De-
partment of Energy, iis parent
agericy. Of greatest concern (o DOE
was that the infractions persisted for
two months without being noticed,
he said.

‘The 38-page report 1ists 15 in-
fractions of criticalily safety controts
from May 20 to July 15

Infractions can oceur if workers
place 100 much fissile malerial in a
glove box. The mass of the pieces
and six other factors determine if a

“about fiv

criticality can occur, including their
shapes and how close together they
are.

if a criticality event oceurss, there
is a {lash and an intense burst of ra-
diation us a runaway puclear chain
reaction begins. But the energy re-
lease is strong enough 1o blast apart
{he picces, shulting the reaction
down.

196§vaccide|_|£

In 1963, cylinders of uranium ac-
cidentally went critical in a shielded

four taby 5 il radiat
doses. Al'leas o Qx_'_i_,czbili&y events
elsewhére in the coutry in the 1940s
and 1960s killed people with lethal
doses of radiation.

There have been no criticality
events at the Plutonium Facility since
it was built in 1901, said Gordon
Guenlerberg, manager of the com-
plex of high-security buildings
known as the Superblock, which in-
cludes the facility. .

Within the tightly guarded pluto-
nium building, scientists experiment
wiih the densesilvery metal, which
is both toxic and radioactive. Tech-
nicians also use lathes and milling
machines (o create precisely shaped
plutonium pieces for in-house re-
search and for explosive under-
ground experiments, known a3 sub-
critical tests, that are conducted
beneath the Nevada desert.

Roth research and iachining take
place wilthin sealed, ventilated, trans-

a ‘i‘iﬁlb\:b;\igun' i
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parent boxes, known us glove boxes,
which are penctrated by thick rub-
ber gloves. The glove boxes enable
workers o handle the malerials
while remaining shictded from radi-
ation and other risks, such as inhal-
ing plutonium particles.

The infructions were discovered
because a machinist working over-
{ime on a Sunday recognized that his
glove box was out of compliance be:
cause of two plutonium parts added
10 it singe the preceding Friday. ¥i-
{her of the extra parls was enough
to push.the work station above ils

* Bt the worker dida't report the
condifion gnlil two dayy Jater - an
infraction of two lab rules. Only af-
jer he and another machinist had
added a third part o the glove bux,
making the infraction even more se-
vere, did he report the condition on
July 15. His report resulted in an im-
mediate work shutdown and evacu-
ation al ibe facility's Room 1353,
where the lathe was Jocated.

Already in violation

Alter the shutdown, workers sooun
realized that same glove box had
been in violation of the criticality
rules even without addition of any
of the three parts — and had been
in that state, off and on, for more
than a month. That was because the
mass of lweo hemispheres of pluto-
nium already in the box had by
themselves exceeded the box’s limit.
Within a couple of hours, workers
removed the hemispheres to fix the

lub.

problem. -

Maliylia ‘Kelley, president of Liv-
ermore-based Tri-Valley Citizens
Against a Radivactive Environment,
made the report avallable to the
press after oblaining it fron the De-
fense Muclear Facitities Sufety Board
in Washinglon, D.C., which monitors
nuclear safely at U.S. nuclear
weapons sites.

She sald it documents “callous
diseegurd” for criticality safety yeg-
ulations. “You're setling the stage for
a criticality accident,” she said of the
John L C
safely board, sald Tie was most dis-
lwibed by the worker’s delay in
speaking np after becoming aware
of the problem. )

Gl\xu’n_l:cxbv_.:rg called the infractions
“4 procedural violation, an adminis-
tralive thing” because of the lack of
true danger.

Bul he also said he took the
breaches of the rules seriously
enough to call for the investigation.

The facilily is developing a plan
to correct the problems found. 1t s
working with the lab nudear
weapons programs and other tab or-
ganizations that use 1s personnel Lo
fill the management void wentificd
in the report.

“onway, chairman of the

It is also bolslering training for .
plutonium handlers on criticality

safely rules, he suid.

Although no one has been fired
as a resulf of the findings, he said,
the lab is considering what discipli
nury actions, if any, it nright 1ake.



Study group sues to get lab weapons information

1273/
By STEPHEN T. NKLAND
Monitor Managing Editor

The Los Alamos Study Group sued
the Department of Energy Thursday in
an effort to obtain information about
Los Alamos National Laboratory list-
ed in six requests.

The study group complaint asks
U.S. District Judge Martha Vasquez to
order the DOE “to produce immedi-
ately the documents sought by the Los
Alamos Study Group” and “to com-
mence &1 investigation to determine
whether disciplinary action is warrant-
ed against any fedeial employee for
DOE’s unlawful pattern and practice

of withholding information....”

Greg Mello of the study group said
today, “These six are ones that are, to
our view, quite clear-cut instances of
foot-dragging. They represent a con-
structive denial of our rights to get
information.”

The complaint said the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) “requires fed-
eral agencies to respond to public
requests for information within 10
days. In some cases, DOE’s responses
to the Los Alamos Study Group's 14
pending FOIA requests are more than
five months late.”

A news release said the study group

is requesting information on “the pur-
pose, general description, and status of
nuclear weapons projects at LANL;
documents regarding LANL’s pro-
gram to develop a replacement war-
head for the Navy’s submarine-
launched missiles; budget codes and
general descriptions of current nuclear
weapons projects; background docu-
ments relating to LANL’s plans to
upgrade its defunct Nuclear Materials
Storage Facility...; travel records
regarding thousands of trips LANL
employees tcok to the Washington,
D.C., area and to foreign countries in

1996; and budgets 2nd personnel

involved in DOE and LANL public
relations and ‘corporate citizenship’
activites in New Mexico.”

However, LANL spokesman John
Gustafson said today the delays in get-
ting information to the study group are
simply because of the amount of work
needed to fulfill the complex requests,
the limited- number of people who ful-
fill the requests, and the fact that peo-
ple at the lab have plenty to do as it is.

“The office that handles these
information requests has two people
working on them. Currently there are
50 open cases (requests), of which the
study group represents 12,” Gustafson

(from Page 1)

said.

And the lab is working on the
requests, Gustafson added.

“Given the amount of staffing we
have to direct to these requests, and
given the complexity of Greg’s
requests, it's not surprising it takes a
little bit of time to fulfill it,” Gustafson
said.

In the case of the travel mforma-
tion, the request produced a 1,100-
page document that somebody has to
go tarough to screen out confidential
information such as employee address-
es or credit card numbers, Gustafson
said. This work must be done by Trav-

el Office employees who have their
regular jobs to worry about. “When are
they supposed to do it? They have o
find tme amidst their normal job
activities,” Gustafson said.

FOIA requests submitted to DOE
are referred to LANL, said Gustafson
and DOE spokesman Al Stotts.

Mello said that'DOE-Albuquerque
FOIA personnel “have told us that
LANL is dniquely unresponsive” to
FOIA requests.

Stotts said LANL accounts for 30
t0 40 percent of the FOIA requests sent
to DOE-Albuguerque — more FOIA

(Please see FOIA, Page 6)

Los Alamos Monitor

. Mello also complained that many

requests than any of the other facilities
DOE-Albuguerque oversees. In addi-
tion, many of the LANL FOIA
requests are for historical docurnents
that require manual searches through
archives. And about 60 percent of the
LANL FOIA requests produce mater-
ial with classified information, which
means the document must. be ana-
lyzed line-by-line by a single classifi-
cation officer at LANL, Stotts said.

Becausé’ of frustrations in getting
information from the lab, the study
group has ratcheted -its requests to
increasingly formal levels such as
FOIA requests, Mello said.

of the requests could be handled infor-
mally by simply asking the LANL
employees involved. Instead, the

study group is forced to have its
requests channeled through the Com-*
munity Involvement and OQutreach

(CIO) Office. “It’s kind of a make-
work deal and it’s kind of a filtering
deal,” Mello said. .

Gustafson responded, “The people
that have documents have jobs that
they are hired to do. Their job is not to
make people (like Greg Mello) happy.
That’s why we have an organization
like CIO, to work with these outside
groups.”



DOE Sued for LANL Documentsl

“V31/27

A Santa Fe arms-control organization
sued the U.S. Department of Energy on
Thursday, accusing the agency of illegal-
ly stonewalling requests for public docu-
ments about nuclear weapons work at
Los Alamos National Laboratory.

The Los Alamos Study Group’s lawsuit

By IaN HOr¥mMAN
Journal Staff Writer

takes the unusual tack of asking a feder-
al judge to order an investigation of DOE
employees.

DOE officials said they had not seen ‘

the lawsuit and declined to comment.

The activist group contends the DOE
has tolerated failure by its weapons lab
in Los Alamos to adequately respond to
information requests for up to six
months. : : .

Federal law and DOE rules set a
response deadline of 10 days.

“U'm perfectly willing to believe the

DOE ¢ (gublic _information) people would

‘would I¢ let them,” said the study group’s

Sec ENERGY on PAGE 3

Energy Department Sued for LANL Documents

from PAGE 1

leader,‘ Greg Mello. “But in this, as

i §0 WAy GTHET ifatters, the con-

tractor 1s running the DOE, The lab -

s supposed to work for DOE not
Vice Vérsa.”

Mello’s group alerts govemment
officials, the public and media to
unsafe or questionable lab opera-
tions.

In requests dating to the summer
‘of 1996, Mello and colleagues first
asked the lab for the information —
ranging from lists' of nuclear-
weapons projects to details of lab
spending in northern New Mexico.

Among topics of interest: the cost

and purpose of thousands of trips
by lab scientists to Washmgton

D.C., and abroad, plus background
papers on more than $35 million in
planned repairs toa nuclear-materi-
als storage facility built for $17 mil-
hon but never opened.

When the lab didn’t respond to

these requests, the group filed for-

mal requests with DOE officials in -

Albuquerque under the Freedom of
Information Act.

The DOE then referred the .

requests back to the lab, which
admits it has not
promptly

Only two lab workers handle
requests under the’ Freedom of

Information Act and the California ..
.Information Practices Act, which
also applies to the lab because it is

operated by the UmverSIty of Cah-

®
W
i

-said a lab
. Gustafson

responded'

forma._
They are working on S0 open

“'requests, 12 from the study group,
spokesmam John

“They are working as fast as they

“can- given limitations of staffing,”

Gustafson-said. “We're part of the
(FOIA)  process and things are
admittedly slow on our end.”

Mello’s' group wants mformatlon

on nuclear weapons, so each docu-"
“ment must be reviewed by the lab’s

single classification officer
assigned to FOIAs, Gustafson said.

Requests for travel records, he

noted, can generate more than 1,000
-pages and overwhelm the lab S trav—

el office.

1~

u

of delays that is “deliberate..an
abuse of discretion,” according to
the lawsuit filed Thursday in U.S.
District Court in Santa Fe. '
The group filed a request in J uly
for a Single, unclassified summary
of weapons work cited in a lab pub-

- lication.

“This office is still waiting for

. LANLU's response,’ DQE replied.on
Oct. 16.° -

In its lawsuit, thu {‘udy group
asks U.S. DIStI‘lCt' Sourt  Judge
Martha Vasquez to-order DOE to
1mmed1ately hand over documents
for six mfo;matlon requests and to
appoint. a- special counsel “deter-
mine whether disciplinary action is
warranted against any federal

" employee ‘for DOE’s unlawful pat-
But Mellos group sees a pattern =

;_em...of withholding information.”
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Group: DOE violated public openness law

A Santa Fe watchdog group says the Department of Energy has violated a federal public openness law in not
making available in a timely manner information related to Los Alamos National Laboratory's nuclear weapons
program.

The Los Alamos Study Group says the DOE has failed to respond in a timely way to its information requests,
filed under the Freedom of Information Act. The information requested is unclassified.

Energy Department officials were not reached for comment.

Earlier this year the study group won a FOIA lawsuit against the DOE that had to do with the group's efforts to
obtain videotapes of a nuclear weapons conference sponsored by the lab.

Mayor to meet with neighborhood groups

Mayor Debbie Jaramillo will meet with the Neighborhood Network, an association of neighborhood groups, next
Monday to discuss how her administration has dealt with neighborhood issues.

According to an announcement from the network, the mayor will take questions from members about how
Jaramillo's policies have affected neighborhoods.

The meeting is scheduled for 7 p.m. Monday in the Southwest Conference Room of St. Vincent Hospital and the
public is invited to attend. For more information, call Karen Heldmeyer at 982-3968.

Woman wants to run for representative

Diann Bradshaw of Mountainair, chairman of the Torrance County Planning and Zoning Board, announced
Thursday that she will run as Democratic candidate for the District 50 state House of Representatives seat in
1998. Gary King, the District 50 incumbent, has announced that he will run for governor next year.

Bradshaw, who moved to the Mountainair area three years ago from Austin, runs a real estate business from her
home. District 50 includes much of southern Santa Fe County, including the Edgewood area, Madrid and La
Cienega.
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Group raises LANL
issues to Redmond

About 200 members of Citizens for Los Alamos National Laboratory Employee Rights, CLER, met with Rep. Bill
Redmond, R-N.M., Saturday to discuss perceived racism at LANL and the on-going Reduction In Force dispute.

Members from CLER discussed concerns about incoming LANL director John Browne, as well as a derogatory
reference made by a supervisor to certain LANL employees as ““only Mexican nationals" and a lawsuit filed by
the Los Alamos Study Group accusing LANL of withholding documents. CLER members also discussed an
investigation by the Equal Opportunity Employment Commission into allegations of age discrimination, and a
subpoena for documents issued Friday.

“Anger is overflowing,” said CLER president Chuck Montano. “lt's getting ready to explode again. People are
frustrated. We're tired of the lab continuing with its campaign of denial.”

Redmond expressed a desire to work with the group and said he needed time to assess the situation.
Neighborhoods
to meet with mayor

Mayor Debbie Jaramillo will meet with the Neighborhood Network, an association of neighborhood groups, next
Monday to discuss how her administration has dealt with neighborhood issues.

According to an announcement from the network, the mayor will take questions from members about how
Jaramillo's policies have affected neighborhoods.

The meeting is scheduled for 7 p.m. Monday in the Southwest Conference Room of St. Vincent Hospital and the
public is invited to attend. For more information, call Karen Heldmeyer at 982-3968.

Group: DOE broke

information law

A Santa Fe watchdog group says the Department of Energy has violated a federal public openness law in not
making available in a timely manner information related to Los Alamos National Laboratory's nuclear weapons
program.

The Los Alamos Study Group says the DOE has failed to respond in a timely way to its information requests,
filed under the Freedom of Information Act. The information requested is unclassified.

Energy Department officials were not reached for comment.

Earlier this year the study group won a FOIA lawsuit against the DOE that had to do with the group’s efforts to
obtain videotapes of a nuclear weapons conference sponsored by the lab.

State bar honors

two for service

The State Bar of New Mexico will honor two Northern New Mexico residents at the bar's Annual Service Awards
presentation in Albuguerque Saturday.

Espanola attorney John M. Roybal will receive the Robert H. LaFollette Pro Bono Award for his exemplary
contributions of legal assistance to people who can not afford to pay an attorney.

Eighth Judicial District Judge Peggy J. Nelson of Taos will receive the bar's Outstanding Judicial Service Award.

11/1/05 3:19 PM
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Absentee voting
for charter to start

Absentee voting for the Dec. 8 special municipal election will begin on Tuesday and last through Dec. 4. The
election will determine whether to adopt the Municipal Charter prepared by the city's Home Rule Commission.
Registered voters in the city are eligible to vote.

Absentee voting will take place from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday at the Santa Fe City Clerk's office
at City Hall, 200 Lincoln Ave., second floor, room 210. Eligible voters unabie to come to City Hall may request
an absentee ballot by calling 984-6521.
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LANL protest “/é/s7

I am writing in response to George
Chandler’s Oct. 24, 1997, letter regard-
_ing Los Alamos National Laboratory’s
decision to drop criminal charges
against nine people, including myself,
for leafleting at the Bradbury Museum.
His goal in that letter seems to be anat-
tempt to blame those who were falsely
arrested. In this, it seems Mr. Chandler
doth protest too much. .

He says that Study Group members
and supporters had announced their “in-
tention to trespass ... so that they
would be arrested, so that [they] could
gain press coverage.” _— :

On March 21, we announced our in-
tention to leaflet, not to the press but
privately to the Museum Director, both
as a courtesy and so that LANL lawyers
could do their homework and prevent
needless arrests, which no one wanted.

Unfortunately, the Lab would not lis-
ten to law, common sense, or an appeal
to preserve its own reputation. Until
April 19, when two of us were arrested,
I still doubted that the Lab would actu-
ally charge Americans handing out leaf-
lets in front of a public building with a
crime. We had wanted to communicate
with Museum visitors, but in the end we
had to leave it to the Lab to.determine
with whom we would be communicat-
ing, and what the message would be.

Contrary to Mr. Chandler’s allegation,
we had no intention of trespassing, and
did not do so. If we thought we.would be
breaking any law, we would not have
been there.
~ On the eve of our trial LANL finally

retracted its “trespassing” claim. Since
LANL apparently doesn’t believe we
were trespassing, why does Chandler?
Chandler goes on to characterize the ar-
rest and arraignment of nine people as a
kind of fake “protest,” a “cheap public-
ity stunt.” But no one set out to “pro-
test” anything, either in April or later in
June, when seven people put their repu-
tations and personal freedom on the line
to give the Lab one more chance to do
the right thing. There nothing “fake”
about those arrests, and any negative

publicity involved was the choice of the

Lab itself, the natural consequence of

MNew Plerxican—~—

arresting people for activity that is ob-
viously legal. . A
Chandler seems to have forgotten

that people have fought and died so that
folks can print and distribute political

‘pamphlets in public places saying amny

old thing they want to say — even (Or es-
pecially) if their detractors think thosg
statements are “intellectually bank-
rupt,” as Chandler blindly asserts our
work to be.
Greg Mello

Los Alamos Study Groyp

Santa Fe

S



Seeing through LANL

1 would like to respond to the Oct. 24-,,
1997, letter written by Charles Barnett .
in whlch he laments “Los Alamos bask:
ing” by “uninformed junkyard dogs.” ; -

Mr. Barnett, inspired by an article by -
Keith Easthouse, urges us to “talk about
spin.” Not a bad topic, especially in con—
text of Los: Alamos National Lab, a ré-
search facility. where a vast majority qf
it's large budget goes toward nuclear
weapons- but .its: non-military news: re-
leases out number nuclear or military
news releases four to one: Perhaps. this
isn’t quite “spinning,” merely keepmg
the public:in the dark about such i 1ssue:_s
as turning this “research’ facility into a
full-scale nuclear weapon production fa-
cility or continuing work on new and im-
proved nuclear weapons. Spin? Decew-
ing the public through the media is: an :
art LANL strives to perfect. Without:: a

doubt, I prefer Mr. Easthouse’s report-
ing to that of the Lab s propaganda tecfz-
niques. ' HE

In closing, I would like to respond to -
Barnett’s arrogant assertion that
“there’s not. a .nation on . earth that
wouldn’t want.to own Los Alamos” by
quoting the. fxrst LANL director in his
farewell speech?.to the Lab::[If- atomic
bombs are] to’be-added. to the arsenals
of a warring world, or to the arsenals of
nations preparing for war, then the time
will come when mankind will curse tfge
name of Los Alamos and Hiroshima. ~

J. Robert Oppenheimer Todd Macoin
/1 /557 Mo Mexica. Santa Fe

gl




ant makes parts for a shock-wave bomb

omb has link to KC

AlliedSignal produces components of device
that provides new, devastaling capabilities.

Disputed b

Aerospace Co. Although the Unut-
:d States has aot dropped the
pomb in war, {ts existence is rais-
ing questions.

Officials at AlliedSignal could not
be reached for comment. David
Gurule, area manager for the De-
partment of Energy, counfirmed
that AlliedSignal’s Kansas City
piant manuracrures aon-nuciear
components for the bomb.

AlliedSignai has played a key role
in the manufacture
of nuclear weapons
since 1949, when
the Atomic Energ
Commission  re-
tained Bendix
Corp. to manage
the facility and 1ts
production of components for nu-
clear weapons.

Bendix merged with Allied Corp.
in 1982, forming AlliedSignal Inc.
The company, which-operates the
Kansas Ciry piant for the Depar-
ment of Energy, currently has the
capacity to produce most of the
non-puciear components. for nu-
ciear bombs.

New use for old bomb

The B61-11 is causing a debate
yver whether the United States is
yreaking a piedge made by the
“linton admunistration not {0 en-
:age in the producton of aew ou-
siear weapons.

The administration defends the
surrent bombd project, asserting

:hat the B6I-1] is a remanufac-
qured nuciear device that has at its
Sore an existing bomb known as
the B6i-7.

Toe B61-7 is converted to the
361- 1 using a kit designed oy
Sandia Laboratories and manufac-
wured by AlliedSignal and Oak
Ridge Nationai Laboratonc&

Greg Mello, direstor of the Los
Alamos Sruuy Group. a nonprofit
auciear policy and advocacy orga-
nization. said the administration is
“decetving itself — for the weapon
has entirety nove! miiitary charac-
teristics and.-capabilities.”

Whether old. weapon or new,
weapons experts and government
officials agree that the B61-11 pro-
vides the military with devastating
new capabilities.

Aviation Week and Space Technoi-
ogy described the B61-11 as weigh-
ing a modest 1,200 pounds. It is de-
;xgncd to strike the ground with the
veiocity of a .45 caliber buller.

Adter reaching a depth of up to
30 feet. the device detonates, send-
ing the destructive shock waves
through the sarth while minimizing
the surface effect of the blast,

Industry experts said the bomb
employs what is referred to as a
“DAY.” or dial-a-yield system, al-
lowmg varvmg levels of explosive
destructiveness to be prepro-+
grammed. AT

The yield can be as small 7. the
squivalent of 300 tons of TNT or
as substantial as 350,000 tons of

vice reieases 23 times the destruc
ive force unleasped by an atornic
bomb on Hiroshima. Japan. and
175,000 umes the destructive force
that collapsed the Murrah Federal
Building in Okiahoma Citv —
plenty of power to devastate a
ouried control bunker. missile siio
or weapons piant.

Before the deveiopment of the
B6i-11. the oniy device in the miii-
tary arsenal .,avaole of destroving
such facilities was the BS3 ther-
monuciear bomb. The BS53's 9
megaton nydrogen warhead dam-

ages everything within 10 miies of

its detonation.

By comparison. the B6i-1] is
wnat 's considered 2 surgicaily pre-
cise” weapon that provides the mii-
itary with a unique tactical tool.

Refersnces to the need for such a
device arose shortly before produc-
tion of the first bomb was compiet-
ed. Haroid Smuth. assisiant 1o the
secretary of defense for atomic en-
ergy, in a press briefing two years
ago. stated that the United States
would consider pre—emnnve use of
a nuciear bomb against a Libyan
chemical warfare factory under
construction 40 miies from Tripoii.

He went on 10 mmpiy that a
weapon. tatlor-made for such a
task. was nearing completion. A
jittle more :han a wesk iater, the
United States zntered into an
agreement banning the use of nu-
ciear weavons against African
states.

A ban by Congress

Ciitics. argue that the B61-11
moves the United States closer 0
the practicaj depioyment of nu-
ciear weapons. So called “mini-
nukes” allow focused destruction
without creating a auclear holo-
caust.

That’s wiy the 103rd Congress
enacted the mininuke. amendment
o the Defense Authorization Bill,
outiawing the deveiopment of low-
yield nuclear weapons.

Yeu. the B61-11. when set to mini-
maj vieid. is cieariy ciassifled as a

“mininuke.”

Mello of the Los Alamos Study
Group supports the contention
that the B61-11 vioiates the spirit
of legislation. “The intent of (the)
legisiation was to prevent the de-
veiopment of preciseiy this kind of
weapon. By claiming that this
weapon is.only 2 minor modifica-
tion. the Departments of Energy
and Defense can claim that no iaws
have been violated.”

Defense industry experts further
state that the B6i-11'% portability
_increases the likelihood of its de-
ploymcnt The B53 hydrogen
oomb weighs 9,000 pounds and re-
quires a massive aircrait for defiv-
ery, the B61-11 can be carried by a
variety of planes, including the B-2
5tealt.h bomber; =" v
cver -be-used, even with.its _mini--
nral yield capabiiities and its trans-

portatility. Michael Krepon, presi-,

@nc expert sajd thet bomb ~will:

A luesduy, Naveéniticd 11, 1997

By JOIIN LEIFER

. Sneclal lo Iho Slm

he ()]IH(/IIf‘HI rlr'el oh/e(l
hurls  through  the sky at
1,000 feet per second. Doyn-

‘ fown, /w{/mll ians can't hear its ap-
nor the muffled engines af

proach
a B-2 stealth bomber us it banks
and heads home.

The 12-foot-long bomb pierces a
city sidewalk, slicing through earih-
en layers l:('ﬁne resting 25 feet he-
neath the surface. Microscconds
later, it (/('Irumlm, rigger ing a nu-
cear explosion.

l/ne shdck waves l/(n'el hori izot-

dent of the Henry L. Stimson Cen

ter, a nonprofit, nonpartsan inst-
tution devoted to pubiic policy
programming and research, em-
phatically stated that “the United
States is not going to use a nuclear
weapon against a Third World
country that does not use a nuclear
weapon against us. [ cannot foresee
circug:xstances in which it will be

used.

If the B61-11 is deployed, it will |
probably. be carried aboard a B-2 |
bomber based- at Whiteman Air :
Force Base east of Xansas City, the
only operational B-2 base in the
nation. Kits-are shipped to White-
man by the Department of Energy

lhc k um& ( ||y Sl1r

tally, ripping apart the supports for
office /nul(ﬁng They topple, bus
there is no fiery mushroom cloud
enveloping the core of the city and
beyond. In fuct, five blocks away,
stunned crowds wonder what hap-
pened. Some speculate it way an
earthquake.

It could be any city in the world.
What sounds like science fiction is
now possible because of the recent
(lcvefopmcnl of a nmiclear bomb
called the B6I-11.

Key compaonents for this bomb
are manufactured at the Kansas
City Division of /\IllcdSlgnal
. See PLANT, D-15, Col.

- Disagreements

on production .

The deployment of this new
bomb has cansed critics to ask why,
in an apparent era of peacs, would
the United States poteatially vio-
late congressional legislation and
engage in the producuon of a new
class of weapons.

William M. Arkin. a private nu-
clear weapons consultant and
columnist for the Bullerin of the
Atomic Scientist, was quoted in the
Albuquerque Journal as stating. that
such projects fuel “the weapons
labs’ thirst for new work (which)
still has a role in driving the arms
race.”

contractors tor final conversion or

the B61-7 into the B61-11.

Onge loaded on amy of the 13 B-
2s stationed at Whiteman, the B61-
11 can be delivered to targets up to
6,000 nautical miles away without
refuefing and with a low probabili- |

ty of detecuon

Soon. up to sight more B-2s will
join the ranks of the 509th Bomb
Wing at Whiteman. Government
offic‘lals at Whiteman Air Force
Base could not be reached for com-

ment.

Mello said the current level-of
funding is “two to thres times
greater than what is required.”

AlliedSignal representatives
argue the other perspective. The
company faces a Department of
Energy-imposed reduction in fores,
designed to reduce employed per-
sonnel from 3,455 to 2,753 by early
1998.

“In my view; diminishing support
for the production plants would be
extremely shortsighted and dan-
gerous,” said Karen Clegg, presi-
dent of AlliedSignal Federal Max-
ufacturing Technologies, in con-
gressxonal testimony.

Krepon agreed that there rm':,ht
be an ¢conomic motivation behind
such projects.

“What we are dealing with here is
Cold War nuclear theology — a
theology of deterrence that has
kept people gainfully employed
throughourt the Cold War and is
obviously kesping people gainfully
employed after the Cold War is
over.”

Free-lance writer John Leifer is
chief” execurive officer of the Leifer
Group, an Overland Park heaith-
care consulting firm.
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Medusa S Chlld Weapon Just how far—fetched is 1t?

} Some say
LANL is
trying
tobuilda
weapon that

would destroy

~ electronic
devices

By KATHLEE_NE, PARKER
: vThe'New Mexican

As te]evxsxon v1ewers watched

Thursday * while a courageous but

_ fictional airline pilot flghts to save
the nation from an atomic bomb,
they might have wondered whether
Los Alamos really is working on a
so-called Medusa weapon.

Los Alamos National Laboratory

" says not, but others aren’t so sure:

One anti-nuclear group claims

LANL is suppressing information

. that would show it is working on at

least some form of the weapon.
The fact that Los Alamos was

~ mentioned repeatedly in Medusa’s’
Child, an- ABC made-for-television.

movie about-a warhead designed
specxflcally to- produce an electro-
magnetic pulse, is no accident, .a
nuclear weapons expert said.

Los Alamos is after all the lead

laboratory -for nuclear weapons -

research, said Bill Arkin, a colum-

nist for the Bulletin of Atomic Scien-,

tists, during a phone interview
Thu1 sday from his Vermont home.

A-4 THE NEW MEXICAN Friday, November 21, 1997

“A stand-alone, enhanced electro-
- magnetic pulse weapon ... has
always been a dream on the part of
the Strangelovian types at the labo-
ratories,” said Arkin, referring to
the mad scientist in the Stanley
Kubrick movie.

In Medusa’s Child, a scientist who
had worked at Los Alamos but had
been fired builds his own Medusa
weapon — a thermonuclear device
designed to explode at the Pentagon
and cripple the nation by destroying

Please see MEDUSA, Page A-4

MEDUSA _

) Continued from Page A-1

rits communications and elec-
) tronics.

! That scenario is scientifically
'inaccurate, said LANL

-»spokesmdn Jim Danneskiold.

;Such a device would have to be
1 exploded high in the atmosphere
'to put out an effective electro-
; magnetic pulse, he said.

1+ In the movie, the device ends

i up armed on board a cargo plane

. yover Washington, D.C., instead

1of at the Pentagon.
x While it has long been known
;that electromagnetic pulses —
a.electrxcal disturbances caused
#secondary to the burst of energy
*L— are potentially dangerous to
r-electromcs what military strate-
Pgists hope for is a way to destroy
fan enemy’s computers, commu-
:}mcatxons and electronics without
rxhavmg to explode a thermonu-
fclear device, Arkin said.
{1-'2 Los Alamos has and is now
*involved in such research, Arkin
vsaid.
:‘) The device would accumulate
«radxo -frequency energy, such as
mlcnowaves and then suddenly
:"release it, he said.
::; Such a weapon has tremen-
~dous strategic potential, leaving
the enemy effectively blind and
deaf during a wartime ¢risis, he
said. .

Perhaps not coincidentally, the
actor who played the president
in Medusa’s Child, Martin Sheen,
is an outspoken critic of nuclear
weapons. Sheen came to Los
Alamos in 1995 to testify on
behalf of a nuclear protester

While it has long been known that
electromagnetic pulses are potentially
‘dangerous to electronics, what

‘military strategists

hope for is a way

to destroy an enemy’s computers,
communications and electronics

without having

to explode a

thermonuclear device.

arrested at LANL. Sheen said the
protester had & moral impera-
tive to criticize the weapons
work done there.

But Danneskiold and an expert
on weapon effects, Tom Kunkle,
Thursday insisted that LANL is
not developing an EMP weapon.

“We don’t do anything (like

" that) here that I am aware of,”

said Kunkle. But EMP as a phe-
nomenon has been studied since
the 1960s, he said.”

That happened after an atomic
bomb exploded 250 miles in the
air over Johnston Island south-
west of Hawaii, knocking out
power to much ‘of Hawaii 900
miles away, Danneskiold said.

But there is evidence Los -
Alamos is researching such a
weapon, said Greg Meilo of the
Los Alamos Study Group, a Santa
Fe anti-nuclear organization.

“I am not saying this work is
going on,” said Mello. “But I
know that it was gomg on up to a
couple of years ago.”

EMP work was listed in 1997
and 1998 Congressional budget
requests from LANL, he said.

In October the Study Group
filed a lawsuit under the Free-
dom of Information Act seeking
release of a summary of LANL
weapons research, Mello said.
Although unclassmed LANL has
refused to release the informa-
tion, he said.



Please see PITS, Page A-2

Instead,. according to the report, the

Anti-nuclear activists expressed outrage
at the plan.

“This will only stir up the right wing in

work .would likely be based at existing
nessee: the Pantex plant in Amarillo,

South Carolina; the Y-12 plant in Ten-
Texas; and the Nevada Test Site.

facilities at one or more of the following
DOE sites: the Savannah River site in

place at Los Alamos due to a lack of facili-

ty.space.

A production level of 500 pits would rep-
resent a big jump toward Cold War pro- .
duction levels, when the Rocky Flats plant -
‘near Denver churned out more than 1,000

. pits per year.
A large hike in pit production would

build an average of 50 pits per year by 2005.
probably take place only if there were an
ominous change in the international situa-
tion — such as a resurgent Russia—or if a
major defect were found in one or more
weapons systems in the existing arsenal..
The expanded production work, if it is
ever undertaken, would probably not take

10n

$1.2 milk

. “contingency plan” is to enable the nation
 to develop within just five years the ability
‘to build as many as S00 plutonium “pits”

annually.
That's 10 times more than is currently

A DOE report issued to Congress earlier
Pits are the grapefruit-size radioactive
planned under a DOE program called
“stockpile stewardship,” which calls upon
Los Alamos to develop the capability to

Laboratory have provided some assistance.

‘this year says the purpose of a

bombs.

" By KEITH EASTHOUSE
The New Mexican

nation can — if needed — quickly crank up metal spheres at the heart of most nuclear
The effort is mainly a DOE initiative,
although scientists at Los Alamos National

At a time when the United States is dis-
its ability to produce a key bomb compo-

mantling part of its nuclear arsenal, the

Department of Energy has been quietly
nent at levels reminiscent of the Cold War

laying the groundwork to ensure that the
era.

eyes expanded plutonium pit wor!

Cold War levels

key nuclear bomb
component at

» Contingency

plan would
States to build

enable United

A2 THE NEW MEXICAN Wednesday, December 3, 1997

PITS

Continued from Page A-1

Russia to pour in more money to
their nuclear weapons complex,”
warned Christopher Paine, a
senior researcher at the Natural
Resources Defense Council in
Washington D.C.

“We find no reason to acquire
any additional capability to man-
ufacture piutonium pits — let
alone a level that is 10 times
DOE's stated plan,” added Greg
Mello of the Los Alamos Study
Group, a Santa Fe organization.

T.J. Trapp, program manager
for nuclear component readiness
at the lab, said the concerns
about the plan are overblown.

He said if there is -a need for
expanded . pit production, it
would likely be geared toward
replacing aging pits in existing
weapons — not installing pits in
brand new bombs as was the
case in the Cold War years, when
the nuclear arsenal was growing.

He also said it is unlikely there
will ever be a need to replace 500
pits a year.

“I don’t~know that anyone is
actually planning for S00 as

much_as_they’re_planning for_a_

larger capability in case we have
a major problem in stockpile,”
Trapp said. -

“It's hard to imagine a problem
where we would need to replace
more than 500 per year. It's just
an upper bound on what's con-
ceivable,” Trapp added. )

If an expansion-is needed, it
would be based on a “modular”
pit manufacturing system cur-
rently under development at
LANL, according to the DOE
report to Congress. The system
has the advantage of being rela-
tively easy to put in place but it
requires a good deal of floor area.

Paine accused the agency of
sgecretly plotting to maintain a
very large nuclear weapons
stockpile.”

The report in which the plan is
described, called the Depart-
ment of Energy Report on Pluto-

nium Pit Production and Reman-
ufacturing Plans, was presented
to key House and Senate leaders
this past summer.

The issuance of the report to
Congress was required by feder-
al law. .

Paine blasted the contingency
plan as being “wrong from every
perspective.” .

“It runs against -every one of
our treaty commitments,” Paine
said. : :

These include the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, designed to
stem the spread of nuclear
weapons; the START II Treaty,
which places ceilings on the
American and Russian nuclear
arsenals; and the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, which bans
nuclear weapons tests.

The treaty has been approved
by the Clinton Administration
but not yet ratified by Congress.

Paine said if pits have a life-
span of 20 to 25 years — a con-
servative estimate — then a pro-
duction level of 500 pits annually
would support a stockpile of
10,000 to 12,000-bombs.

“That’s a ludicrously high fig-
ure in terms of future require-
ments,” said Paine.

Paine said his organization,
which is already challenging the
DOE's stockpile stewardship
program in court, would “fight
with every means at our dispos-
al” if the agency seeks a large
expansion of its pit production
capability.

An expansion would be con-
trary to recent recommendations
made by the National Academy
of Science and Adm. Stansfield
Turner, head of the CIA under
President Carter.

In a recent report, the acade-
my called for an arsenal no big--
ger than 300 to 1,000 bombs.
Turner, i a new book titled
Caging the Nuclear Genie, said
the country should not have any
nuclear weapons deployed and
should keep only a few hundred
in reserve.
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Berkeley

Thas 15 in complete

compliance with

the

Nuclear Free Berkeley Act.
It will be subject to
rigorous reviews and to
publication of results.

Chartes Shank

Berkeley Lab drectrr

29—

By William Brand

STAFT WRITER

BERKELEY — A lillle-known but mas-
sive federal project to build a device that

can take rapid-succession photographs of -

the final microseconds of a mock }i-bomb
explosion is -creating shock waves in
Eerkeley berause the Lawrenoc Berkeley
National Laboratory, historically a nonwea-
pons-relaled facility, is involved. :
When compleled in 2002 at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory In New
Mexico. the project will be a lechnological
marvel. .
Called the Dual Axs Radiographic Hy-
drodynamic Test factitty, the 8256 million

up in arms over lab’s weapon project

prujec( is basically a pair of huge X-ray ma-
chines powerful enough to see through
mefal.

It would allow scientists 1o check nu-
clear weapons without actually exploding a

.nuclear device and violating the Compre-
- henslve Test Ban Treaty. signed by Prest-

dent Clinton in 1996. Conventional
explosives will replace the fission package
in a hydrogen weapon and then be deto-
nated. The fmplosion will be photographed
in greater detail than ever before.

Berkeley's dilemma is that the second
X-ray machine tn DARHT is based on
groundbreaking Inear induction electron
acceleralor lechbnology perfected at Law-

Shirley .
Dean ‘

Berkeley mayor schedules
unprecedenled community
forum on project to build
device to pholograph final
microseconds of a mock
nuclear explosion.

rence Berkeley.

The lab. In the hills above lhe UC
Berkeley campus. s accepling a $43 mil-
lionn U.S. Department of Euergy contract {o

Continued from A-1

Project: Mayor calls unscheduled meeting

! buiild the accelerator. :

Is the kind of batlle that Berkeley'joves: an
iissue aboul Lo mount the naticnal stage and a
chance for the ¢ily once more to put its own
.quirky shoulder to the wheel of progress, as it
; has done in boyootting South Africa and saving
1the tkak forests of Southeast Asia, among other

causes. ) .

The lab's involvement in DARHIE. is so
louchy here that Mayor Shirley Dean has
{stheduled an unptecedented community forum
Lﬂn the issue Monday. bt

On one side in the debate is lab director

harles Shank, who will face the Bay Area's

hany nuelear crities. .; .
y  Shank emphasizes the project is not classi-
tﬁed and no nuclear components of anyj kind
iwill be brought to Berkeley. “This is infcom-

plete compliance with the Nuclear ' Free

Berkeley Act,” he said. “'It will be subjett to
. Figorous reviews and to publication of results.
1 . “We ase butlling part of a large facility for a
plobtomer,” he said. “l is my own personal
fdpinion they are going to use this facility to
Jbring about the end of testing of nuclear
"weapons underground. But we are not involved

in any of that.”

One of the project’s most outspoken critics,
Jackie Cabasso, executive director of the
Western States Legal Foundatiou, disagrees.

"DARHT is part and parcel of what is argu-
ably the biggest acientific-technological push
related to wesponry since the Manhaltan

- project,” Cabasso said. "t will greatly aid nu-

clear weapons research. And it'’s coming at a
time when most of the American people prob-
ably think nuclear weapons are a thing of ihe
past. , g o

“I’'s extremely upselting that the Lawrence
Berkeley Lab is involved,” she said.”

Perhaps smasting from a prolonged and still
unresolved debate about radicactive trilium
leaking- from medical research projecis at the
lab, Shank is going to the mat on DARHT.

"It should be a fascinating evening,” said
Dean aide Amy Resner. “Enwtions are running
high. Dr. Shank is absolutely, personally com-
mitted to this research, his people tell us.” .

In fact, Shank has to be in Washington, D.C.
on Monday, but he has already recorded a 30-
minule videotaped presentation. In addition,
he'll be present via a live video feed to answer
questions from the public.

Money for the lab is not the issue, Shank
said. “We have a $350 million annual budget
and this is $43 million spread over four or five
years. It won't make a significant difference.”

But the project will help the lab research a
new energy source, and help the commercial
fusion project, he said.

“'We also befieve this is a highly moral cus-
tomer — really, this project is the policy of the
President of the United States and Congress.”

DARHT will allow the president and Con-
gress to feel confident that the stockpile of nu-
clear weapons is ‘safe and reliable, he said,
“and may wltimately lead to reduction of
weapons in our stockpile.”

In Santa Fe, N.M., Greg Melo, director of
the walchdog Los Alamos Study Group, says
DARHT is nothing inore than a weapons design
project that nicely skirts the underground test
ban.

"Using DARHT, they can make a new
weapon or improve an exisling weapon and
never test it with an actual explosion,” he said.
"We hate 10 sce Lawrence Berkeley Joining the
ruclear weapons complex.™ o

The public forum will be-lrom 7 to 9 pim.
Monday at the Rorth Berkeley Senior Center,
1901 Hearst Ave., Berkeley.

Please see Project, A-11
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DOE Plan Calls for More Bomb Parts

The Associated Press

The U.S. Department of Energy wants to make sure the United States, if it has to, could quickly crank
up its ability to churn out a key nuclear bomb part.

The department, in a report this summer to Congress, proposed a $1.2 million contingency plan that
would enable the nation to develop, within five years, the ability to build up to 500 plutonium "pits" a year.
Pits, about the size of a grapefruit, are radioactive metal spheres at the heart of most nuclear bombs.

Currently, the DOE stockpile stewardship program calls for Los Alamos National Laboratory to develop
the capability to build an average of 50 pits a year by 2005. The stewardship program is aimed at making
sure the U.S. nuclear arsenal is reliable.

During Cold War production, the DOE's Rocky Flats plant near Denver built more than 1,000 pits per
year.

Anti-nuclear activists blasted the contingency plan.

"This will only stir up the right-wing in Russia to pour in more money to their nuclear weapons
complex," said Christopher Paine, a senior researcher at the Natural Resources Defense Council in

Washington, D.C.

Paine said his organization, which is already challenging the DOE's stewardship program in court,
would fight if the DOE seeks a large expansion of pit production capability.

Paine accused the DOE of "secretly plotting to maintain a very large nuclear weapons stockpile.”
"It runs against every one of our treaty commitments," he said.

Greg Mello of the Santa Fe-based Los Alamos Study Group said his organization sees "no reason to
acquire any additional capability to manufacture plutonium pits -- let alone a level that is 10 times DOE's
stated plan.”

The proposed expanded production, if ever undertaken, probably would not take place at Los Alamos
because the lab lacks a large enough facility. Instead, the report to Congress said, the work probably
would be based at existing facilities at another DOE site, such as Savannah River in South Carolina; the
Y-12 plant in Tennessee; the Pantex plant in Amarillo, Texas; or the Nevada Test Site.

T.J. Trapp, program manager for nuclear component readiness at Los Alamos, said concerns about the
contingency plan are overblown.

If the need for expanded production arises, it would likely be geared toward replacing aging pits in
existing weapons -- not installing pits in new bombs as was the case during the Cold War when the

1of2 11/1/05 12:02 PM
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nuclear arsenal was growing, Trapp said.
He also said it is unlikely the nation ever will need to replace 500 pits in a year.

"] don't know that anyone is actually planning for 500 as much as they're planning for a larger capability
in case we have a major problem in stockpile," Trapp said.

"It's hard to imagine a problem where we would need to replace more than 500 per year. It's just an
upper bound on what's conceivable," he said.
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Report to Congress
calls for establishing
capacity to build

up to 500 pits a year

By The Associated Press
" The U.S. Department of Energy
wants to make sure the United
States could quickly crank up its
ability to churn out a key nuclear
bomb part.

The department, in a report this
summer to Congress, proposed a
$1.2 million contingency plan that
would enable the nation to develop,
within five years, the ability to build
up to 500 plutonium ‘‘pits’” a year.
Pits, about the size of a grapefruit,
are radioactive metal spheres at the
heart of most nuclear bombs.

Currently, the DOE stockpile
stewardship program calls for Los
Alamos National Laboratory to
develop the capability to build an
average of 50 pits per year by 2005.
The stewardship program is aimed
at making sure the U.S. nuclear
arsenal is reliable.

During Cold War production, the
DOE’s Rocky Flats plant near Den-
ver built more than 1,000 pits per
year. :

Anti-nuclear activists blasted the
new contingency plan.

*“This will only stir up the right-
wing in Russia to pour in more
money to their nuclear weapons
complex,”’ said Christopher Paine. a
senior researcher at the Natural
Resources Defense Council in
Washington, D.C.

Paine said his organization.
which is already challenging the
DOE's stewardship program in
court, would fight if the DOE seeks
a large expansion of pit production
capability.

Paine accused the DOE of
*‘secretly plotting to maintain a very
large nuclear weapons stockpile.”

*“It runs against every one of our
treaty commitments,’” he said.

Greg Mello of the Santa Fe-
based Los Alamos Study Group said
his organization sees ‘‘no reason to
acquire any additional capability to
manufacture plutonium pits — Tet
alone a level that is 10 times DOE’s
stated plan.””

The proposed expanded produc-
tion, if ever undertaken, probably
would not take place at Los Alamos
because the lab lacks a large enough
facility. Instead, the report to Con-
gress said, the work probably would
be bmsed at existing facilities at
another DOE site, such as Savannah
River in South Carolina; the Y-12
plant in Tennessee: the Pantex plant
in Amarillo, Texas: or the Nevada °
Test Site.

T.J. Trapp. program manager for
nuclear component readiness at Los
Alamos, said concerns about the
contingency plan are overblown.

-If the need for expanded produc-
tion arises, it would likely be geared
toward replacing aging pits in exist-
ing weapons — not installing pits in
new bombs as was the case during
the Cold War when the nuclear arse-
nal was growing, Trapp said.

He also said it is unlikely the
nation ever will need to replace 300
pits in a year.

““T don’t .know that anvone is
actually planning for 500 as much
as they’'re planning for a larger
capability in case we have a major
problem in stockpile.”” Trapp said.

*“Tt’s hard to imagine a problem
where we would need to replace
more than 500 per year. [t’s just an
upper bound on what's conceiv-
able.”” he said.
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The plutonium pits are a vital component in nuclear bombs.

LOS ALAMOS -- The U.S. Department of Energy wants to make sure the United States, if it has to, could quickly
crank up its ability to churn out a key nuclear-bomb part.

The department, in a report this summer to Congress, proposed a $1.2 million contingency plan that would enable
the nation to develop, within five years, the ability to build up to 500 plutonium "pits" a year. Pits, about the size of
a grapefruit, are radioactive metal spheres at the heart of most nuclear bombs.

Currently, the DOE stockpile stewardship program calls for Los Alamos National Laboratory to develop the
capability to build an average of 50 pits per year by 2005. The stewardship program is aimed at making sure the
U.S. nuclear arsenal is reliable.

During Cold War production, the DOE's Rocky Flats plant near Denver built more than 1,000 pits per year.
Anti-nuclear activists blasted the contingency plan.

"This will only stir up the right-wing in Russia to pour in more money to their nuclear-weapons complex,” said
Christopher Paine, a senior researcher at the Natural Resources Defense Council in Washington, D.C.

Paine said his organization, which is already challenging the DOE's stewardship program in court, would fight an
expansion of pit production capability.

Paine accused the DOE of "secretly plotting to maintain a very large nuclear-weapons stockpile."
"It runs against every one of our treaty commitments,” he said.

Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group, based in Santa Fe, said his organization sees "no reason to
acquire any additional capability to manufacture plutonium pits -- let alone at a level that is 10 times DOE's stated
plan."

The proposed expanded production, if ever undertaken, probably would not take place at Los Alamos because
the lab lacks a large enough facility. Instead, the report to Congress said, the work probably would be based at
existing facilities at another DOE site, such as Savannah River in South Carolina; the Y-12 plant in Tennessee;
the Pantex plant in Amarillo, Texas; or the Nevada Test Site.

T.J. Trapp, program manager for nuclear component readiness at Los Alamos, said concerns about the
contingency plan are overblown.

He also said it is unlikely the nation ever will need to replace 500 pits in a year.

Copyright, 1997, The Aibuquerque Tribune
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LOS ALAMOS, N.M. - The U.S. Department of Energy wants to make sure the United States, if
it has to, could quickly crank up its ability to churn out a key nuclear bomb part. The
department, in a report this summer to Congress, proposed a $1.2 million contingency plan that
would enable the nation to develop, within five years, the ability to build up to 500 plutonium
"pits" a year. Pits, about the size of a grapefruit, are radioactive metal spheres at the heart of most
nuclear bombs.

Currently, the Department of Energy stockpile stewardship program calls for Los Alamos
National Laboratory to develop the capability to build an average of 50 pits per year by 2005. The
stewardship program is aimed at making sure the U.S. nuclear arsenal is reliable.

During Cold War production, the department's Rocky Flats plant near Denver built more than
1,000 pits per year.

Nuclear opponents criticized the contingency plan.

"This will only stir up the right wing in Russia to pour in more money to their nuclear weapons
complex," said Christopher Paine, a senior researcher at the Natural Resources Defense Council
in Washington.

Mr. Paine said his organization, which is already challenging the Department of Energy's
stewardship program in court, would fight if the department seeks a large expansion of pit
production capability.

Mr. Paine accused the Energy Department of "secretly plotting to maintain a very large nuclear
weapons stockpile. " "It runs against every one of our treaty commitments," he said.

Greg Mello of the Santa Fe-based Los Alamos Study Group said his organization sees "no
reason to acquire any additional capability to manufacture plutonium pits - let alone a level that is
10 times DOE's stated plan. " The proposed expanded production, if ever undertaken, probably
would not take place at Los Alamos because the lab lacks a facility that is large enough. Instead,
the report to Congress said, the work probably would be based at existing facilities at another
Department of Ener gy site, such as Savannah River in South Carolina; the Y-12 plant in
Tennessee; the Pantex plant in Amarillo; or the Nevada Test Site.

T.J. Trapp, program manager for nuclear component readiness at Los Alamos, said concerns
about the contingency plan are overblown.

If the need for expanded production arises, it would probably be geared toward replacing aging
pits in existing weapons - not installing pits in new bombs as was the case during the Cold War

when the nuclear arsenal was growing, Mr. Trapp said.

He also said it is unlikely that the nation ever will need to replace 500 pits in a year.



"I don't know that anyone is actually planning for 500 as much as they're planning for a larger
capability in case we have a major problem in stockpile," Mr. Trapp said.

"It's hard to imagine a problem where we would need to replace more than 500 per year. It's just
an upper bound on what's conceivable," he said.

Author: Associated Press
Section: NEWS
Page: 37A

Copyright 1997 The Dallas Morning News Company



LANL:
Group Is
Confusing
Figures

) 2
By 1aAN HOFFMAN { /§/77

Journal Staff Report

Arms-control advocates say. the
price tag of making plutonjum pits
— the radioactive cores for nuclear
weapons — has escalated dramati-
cally in less than two years.

U.S. Department of Energy ana-
lysts put a $1:1 billion estimate on
pit production in a report to Con-
gress this summer.

That’s nearly triple the $312 mil-
lion estimate that won the job for
Los Alamos National Laboratory in
1996. After making demo pits for a
two missile warheads and a bomb,
the lab plans to start producing ful-
ly-certified, “diamond-stamped”
warhead and bomb pits in 2001.

“In short, they're milking this for
all they can get,” said Greg Mello,
head of the ILos Alamos Study
Group, a Santa Fe arms-control
organization.

Lab weapons managers charge
Mello’s group with intentionally
mistaking two very different dollar
figures.

“The bottom line is they're trying
to make an issue out of something
that’s not an issue,” said T.J. Trapp,
the lab’s chief of weapons-compo-
nent readiness.

Pits form the heart of a small A-
bomb that weapons scientists use as
a fission “match” to touch off a ther-
monuclear explosion. Workers at
Rocky Flats turned out the last ful-
ly-certified pit in 1989.
© Trapp said the latest DOE report
to Congress on restarting pit pro-
duction at Los Alamos entails more
projects and more costs than did the
1996 estimates. It includes, for
example, $58 million to run the pro-
duction lines, $1.2 million for a con-
tingency plan to produce up to 10
times as many pits and $253 million
for other, related projects.

And some of those costs have
grown dramatically.

Producing non-nuclear parts of a
pit —namely its beryllium reflector
and its braces inside a shell of high
explosive — were thought to cost
$14.2 million in 1995. Estimates
today run eight times higher, at
$116.3 million.

But taking those extra costs aside,
the cost of merely equipping
LANDs plutonium-processing facil-
ity to make pits still has grown.

Trapp notes the DOE'’s 1996 esti-
mate of $312 million neglected
inflation, which would boost the
estimate to $350 million in 1997 dol-
lars.

“We've always said it would be in
the $350 (million) to $450 million
range,” he said.

The latest comparable figure
from DOE's July 1997 report to Con-

'LANL: Group

Is Confusing
Pit Figures

Jfrom PAGE 1

gress is $601 million or 70 percent
more.

Mello charges the lab with “low-
balling” the earlier figures it gave
DOE for the 1996 estimates so the
lab could get the work — an accusa-
tion Trapp vigorously denies.

“That's just plain-out, patently
untrue,” he said.

DOE analysts relied on those
numbers in awarding pit production
to Los Alamos and rejecting Savan-
nah River Site's bid to do the work
in South Carolina for $488 million.
Trapp said Los Alamos and Savan-
nah River Site supplied the same
kinds of numbers to DOE so they
could be compared fairly.

But Mello suggested on Thursday
that the discrepancy between the
1996 and 1997 figures shows lab
officials are trying to use pit pro-
duction to bolster the lab'’s budget.

“The lab said they can produce 50
pits a year if you just give them
$310 million. Now they say they did-
n't count all these other things, we
need another $800 million,” Mello
said. “It's absurd.”

Mello and other activists oppose
pit production as unnecessary to
maintain the nation’s nuclear arse-
nal.

Lab weapons scientists worry
about losing the ability to make pits
and later finding out they need to be
replaced.

“] think it's absolutely imperative
to have that capability in place if we
are to maintain our stockpile,”
Trapp said.

Lab officials protest that they
have estimated the costs of pit pro-
duction honestly and say the costs
remain close to their projections.

“We tried to put it in a consistent,
up-front way — ‘Here’s what it
costs’,” Trapp said.



LANL plutonium pit

project plagued
by cost overruns

By KEITH EASTHOUSE
The New Mexican.

An $800 million construction

project that would enable Los’
Alamos National Laboratory to

build a key bomb component for
weapons in the country’s nuclear

stockpile by 2005 could get more.

expensive. S

The reason is that the project
— begun last year — has already
incurred cost overruns of sever-
al million dollars. That may
force the lab to abandon its plan
to.upgrade existing facilities and
instead construct a brand-new
‘building to house work related to
manufacturing plutonium trig-

gers. ]
The triggers, also called pits,
are the radioactive metal

spheres at the heart of most
nuclear bombs.
Building a new facility could

. jack up the price of the construc-
- tionproject to close to $1 billion.

“If it turns out we canft use
(just existing buildings), it will
cost us more

W Offictal: Plan  money,”  TJ.
needed to Trapp,  pro-
make more gram manager
‘nuclear bomb for nuclear

component
parts, readiness at

_PageA2  ihe lab, said

Thursday.

So far, the lab has received
about $85 million from the
Department of Energy to do the
upgrade work, Trapp said. ’

The purpose of the upgrade
work is to enable the lab to pro-
duce S0 plutonium pits per year
beginning in 2005 under the
DOE’s “stockpile stewardship”
program. The pits would be used
to replace components in aging

Please see LANL, Page A-2
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weapons in the country's nuclear
stockpile, ' s e

The country lost the ability to
manufacture phitonium pits: of
sufficient precision to be uséd in
stockpile bombs when the Rocky
Flats plant near Denver closed in
1989 due to environmetital and
worker safety violations.

The cost overruns “at Los
Alamos have occurred at the
lab's 44-year-old Chemistry, Met-
allurgy and Research facility.

* The aged facility has proven

more difficult — and hence more
costly — to upgrade than the lab-
oratory thought, saccording to
Trapp. R

The problems. af ‘the CMR
building, as it's called, have been
compounded as the facility has
not been fully operational since
August because of problems
with worker safety procedures. -

Earlier this year, the laborato-
ry analyzed five different
upgrade alternatives, ranging in
cost from $800 miillion to $950
million. The lab chose the.cheap-.
est alternative, which calls for
major upgrades at CMR and at
Technical Area 55, the lab’s top

secret plutonium research facili- -

ty. . ’

The three most expensive
alternatives propose new facility
construction at TA-SS. :

In addition to the extensive
upgrades to the CMR building
and TA-55, the upgrade plan cho-
sen by the lab calls for:

™ Modernizing the Sigma Com-
plex, where ndn-nuclear

weapons components - would be .

fabricated.

MBuilding a' 1.5-mile ‘long.’

“transportation corridor” between
TA-55 and the CMR building that
would be closed to the public.

Trapp said this would entail
paving a gravel road.

MW Modifying  the  Special

Nugclear Materials Storage Facili- .

ty, which has serious construction
flaws that date from when it was
initially constructed in the 1980s.
There has been some confu-
sion surrounding the cost of the
upgrades, -
The price of the TA-55 and CMR

upgrades was initially said to be -

$350 million. Thirteen months ago,
when the upgrade contract was
awarded to construction giant
Fluor-Daniels, the price tag was
said to be 1800 million.
Trapp -~
was more appareit than real.:
“The” $350" million was for
piece of the work” related most
closely . to plutonium pit manu-.
facturing, and-did jiot include ali
of the upgrades, Trapp said.-
Further confusing the idsue is

. a July 1997 DOE report to Con-

gress that lists the cost of the
upgrades at $1.12 billion.

The different price estimates
led Greg Mello of the Los Alam-
os Study Group, a Santa Fe orga-
nization, to issue a press release
Thursday charging that “the cost
of establishing plutonium manu-
facturing work at Los Alamos
has tripled.”

Trapp said that was inaccu-
rate. .

Trapp said Mello was overlook-

ing the 13-month-old announce- L

aid” the "-discréparicy

bt

ment of the $800 miltion Fluor-
Daniels contract.
Trapp said Mello was also mis-

"interpreting the $1.12 billion cost

estimate that DOE provided to
Congress. ,

. That estimate includes costs
associated with operating the
facilities as. they are being

- upgraded, Trapp said.

Mello said if that’s the case,

" the operating costs ought to have
- been included all along.

“It seems like the whole thing
has been low-balled,” Mello said.

Mello also said in his press
release that one reason behind
the “rapid escalation” in costs
was that the lab is developing the
ability to manufacture all
nuclear weapons components,
not just plutonium pits,

That claim flies in the face of
the Energy Department's plan —
announced almost two years ago

‘— to build replacément parts for

bombs at multiple sites, not just
at one site.

Trapp said the lab, at the Ener-
gy Department’s. direction, has

.studied the feasibility of manu-

facturing uraniugn “secon-
daries,” another niiclear bomb
component. ’

But hé said there is no plan for
the lab to actually do such a
broad spectrum of work. He
said, for example, that to the
extent that existing weapons
need to be fitted with secon-
daries, such work would be done
at the DOE’s Oak Ridge plant in
Tennessee — not at Los Alamos.

Trapp said Mello “is confusing
planning studies with someone
actually doing it.”

: CORRECTINS v

A workshop for kids on
‘Capoeira Angola, an Afro-Brazil-
fan dance and martial arts form,
will be held at 10 a.m. on Satur-

..Uay at the Tutorial Schoo!, 400
Brunn Sthool Road. An incorrect
day was fisted in Thursday's
“Best Bets for Kids” column.

- Qo

An environmental study will
not be done on the first test
shaft for a Santa Fe city and
county water diversion project at
San ildefonso Pueblo, but will be
done before remaining parts of
the project, that will actually
divert water, are built, Mike
Hamrman of Santa Fe's Water
Service Diviston said. A story Jn .

: ' Thursday's New Mexican report.
d otherwise, . .
(8 Ju]

An 27-year-old former femate
employée of Lagarroite Elemén-
tary School, 1604 Agus Fria St.,
is being investigated for failing
to deposit an unspecifled .
amount of cash from a cafeteria
register into the Santa Fe Public
Schools bank account Tuesday.
The name of the school was
incorrect in a police notes item
published in Wednesday's New
Mexican.

The New Mexican will correct
factual errors in its news sto-
ries. Errors should be brought to
the attention of the city editor at

986-3035. " -
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Lab says LA Study -~/

Group misunderstood

By STEPHEN T. SHANKLAND
Monitor Managing Editor

An activist group said Thursday
that the cost of Los Alamog Nation-
al Laboratory’s program to build
plutonium pits for nuclear weapons
has more than tripled in the last 13
months. — but the lab said the
group’s analysis is wrong. .

The Los Alamos Study Group, a
Santa Fe-based anti-nuclear organi-
zation, said in a news release- that
the lab appears to have “Jow-balled”
the pit production cost estimate so
the Department of Energy would
pick LANL over the Savahnah
River Site as the location for. the
work,

Greg Mello director of the study
group, said in the release that the
cost rose from $310 million in July

1996 to nearly. $1.1 bllhon in

-Angust 1997.
But T:J. Tiapp, program manag-
er for nuclear component readiness

at the lab, said Mello “is taking sev-
eral unrelatéd numbers and associ-

ating them with pit manufacturing,”
Trapp said.

_The figure of more than a billion
dollars describes several projects; of
which the modifications for pit pro-
duction are a’ subset, Trapp said.
The biltion dollars also apparently
includes the operating costs (which
fund the program) as well as the
capital costs (which fund the con-
struction work), Trapp said.

The capital cost of $800 million
includes fixing the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Building, fix-
. ing the Nuclear Materials Storage
Facility, upgrading security systems
to protect nuclear materials better,
and improving safety features —

work the lab must do"‘independéx{t-
ly of whether we’re doing pit manu-

facturing or not,” Trapp said.
In addition, the $800 million in
capital projects -includes $350 mil-

“lion to $450 million in other
‘improvements to nuclear facility
infrastructure at the lab that’s not.

directly related to the pit production

. mission, he said.

The $310-million figure Mello
mentioned was used for comparing
LANL to Savannah River and did-
n’t include funding for all that’s

required for the pit production mis-

sion, Trapp said.
Instead, the $310-million figure

was used to estirate- what would be-
. required at LANL that wouldn’t be

required at the Savannah River Site.

Savannah River had a comparable - -

figure .of about.$460. million that
described what would have to be

" done there that wonldn’t have o be -

done at LANL.

The $310 million figure was hst~
ed in the Stockpile Stewardship and
Management Programmatic Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement.

Trapp also-attacked other state-

ments in Mello’s release.
:» The study group said one rea-

son ‘for increasing costs in the
Stockpile Stewardship and Manage- -

ment program is “LANL’s acquisi-

tion of new manufacturing capabili- .

ty, not just for pits but for all the
nuclear components of nuclear

weapons, a closely-guarded secret -

until today. The capability to make
a complete ‘physics package,” as
nuclear ~weapons innards are
euphemistically called, duplicates
the work of the Y-12 Plant in Ten-

(Please see PITS, Page A-8)

~ Los Alamos Monitor -

y at the Y-12 Plant, whete it has
" been done in thepast. © 7.
S MWe are not- doing . anythmg on
: pumng in place any capability, for -
inaking uramum ‘secondaries,”
. Trapp said. :
. * The study group also saxd the>
: «prxce tag has increased for establish-
ing the ability, to: manufacture ron-
~ ‘nuclear, components; -such-as the
berylhum that reflects neutrons and

thereby incredses ¢ e exploswe’
power of nuclear weapons.
The Non-nuclear Reconﬁgura- .

nessee.”

: PO
. Expandmg the LANL. manu
turing mission is ‘described. in
lab’s41996_ Teport: “Nuclear Fa

, the. non—nuclear work was

) lxstedv.at $118 mxlllon, the study
group said.

’ Trapp said-the study group con-
fused two parts of the work. The-
$23 milliens is for construction
work,.and the $118. mxlhon is the

_.operating cost he sald '

rontental analysns, DOE:examined
the- poss,xbxlx;y of - manufacturing.-

secondaries at LANL, but.made the
- “logical decision” to keep the activ-
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Berkeley
gathering
protests
lab work

Scientists, citizens
‘guestion weapons
ByCoclyBut

STAFF WRITER .

BERKELEY — Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory
sclentists joined with the community Monday night
to voice concerns about lab participation in a
project to test nuclear weapons. Despite assur-
ances by lab director Charles Shank that Berke-
ley's 843 million contract t0 build an eléctron
accelerator for a Los Alamos, N.M.. hydrotest fa-
cility s not classified and would help reduce gu-
clear weapon stockpiles, the one-stded panel at the
commmunity mestingdidwtay it < 0 0 )

Neither did many in the 200-strong audience,
which included a number of Berkeley lab_ em-
ployees, who fear the project violates Berkeley's
Nuclear Free Zone ordinance. SN

The ‘discussion was moderated by Berkeley
Mayor Shirley Dean. Six panelists spoke against
the project. Only one — Shank via videotape and
conference call from Washington D.C. — spoke in
its defense.

“Does building the accelerator make us a
weapons laboratory?” he asked. “Absolutely not.
... Berkeley has not and will not be a part of a
project to create new nuclear weapons.”

Jacqueline Cabasso, execudve director of the
Western States Legal Fotiidation, Greg Mello of
the watchdog Los Alamos Study Group, and Aon
Fagan-Glnger of the city's Peace and Justice Com-
missfon disputed that point.

They read from severatgdeclassified Department
of Energy docurnents thag spoke to the Dual Axis
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) proj-
ect's ntegral role in the reviston or replacement of
several different models of nuclear weaponry.

The idea that the 5256 million Los Alamos fa-
cility would be used only to test the safety and reli-
abllity of existing weapons {s a smokescreen, they
said, because by the military's own account, there
is no need to test the nuclear warheads,

Charles Burrows challenged Shank to assure
Berkeley residents the project would not be used
to enhance the country's  nuclear arsenal. Shank
said he trusted assurances from President Clinton
and the Energy Department this would not
hannen He said he is committed to the Compre
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Lab: Mayor considers
presenting another forum
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henstve Test Ban Treaty, and
the lab’'s work would heip
bring that about.

Most audience members
seemed unconvipced of at
least concermed enough to
want the lab-out of the deal, .

*1 don’t want this DARHT,

. or any part of it, and.I'm not

alone in this,” said Jultan

- Borrill.. a lab astrophysicist.
“The program 15 lllegal. It vi-

olates the letter and spirit of
the lab’s charter.” .

Dean sald she was con-
cerned enough by the evi-
dence she heard to schedule
another forum, perhaps a de-
bate. T

Unlike Lawrence Liver-
more Lab and Los Alamos.
the Berkeley lab does not
performm classified weapons-
related research. Borrill, who
satd he and many of his col-
leagues chose to work In
Berkeley for that very reason,
called the DARHT program
immoral, deceitful and bad
science.

Retired lab engineer Dale
Nesbitt was part of a group
that challenged the lab's un-
classified work for the Strat-
egic Defepse Initiative in the
1980s. They held hearings in
the lab and got the then-di-
rector's pledge not to accept
any more Star Wars money
without first having a dia-
logué. For him, the DARHT
project is deja vu.

Shank presided over a
hastily called meeting on -
Friday to field questions
about the project. Borrill
couldn't rearraoge bls
schedule, but Nesbitt was
there. About 150 of the lab's
3.500. employees showed up
Friday, lab spokesmas Ron
Kolb said. Twelve employees
expressed concern about ‘the
lab's DARHT involvement.

About 25 employees in
lab's Fusion Research Divi-
ston will work on the acceler-
ator. During a March 1996
retreat, 28 of the division's
managers and senfor sclen-
tiats voted to support the
project. while only two voted
it down, Kolb satd. Others in
the 100-employee division
were not polled and may not
support it. No one will be
forced to work on the project,
Kolb said. _

“Employees are not united
in this,” he said. “But we feel
the ragjority understand and
support the project.”

Miriam Ng of the Berkeley
Chamber of Commerce,
which supports DARHT. was
upset about the lack of bal-
ance on the panel. So was
Gordon Wosnlak, a member
of Berkeley’s Parks and Rec-
reation Commaission and a
lab employee. He said many
colleagues were torn over the
issue.

“But just because we work
there doesn't make us bad
citizens.” he said,




At the forum's outset. Shank
stated that the reason LBNL was
selected for the project was because

See NUCLEAR, pags 15

of its distinguished history in build-
ing linear acceierators. The fab's

of Shank’s presentation, the screen
was rolled up 10 reveal a huge baxn-
Attack on Nuclear Free Berkeley.”
work, which is unclassified and noa-

ner that read “Stop the DARHT

hook-

in Washtogton D.C.. where he

16, No. 7 ® 50 Cents waeauoe

h federal officials

n Vol.
hooting holes i the
for aconference on climate change.

ts laid out by the iab.
articipated in the discus-
The tenor of the evening was

anel of anti-nuclear activists spent
bhestsymbolized by the vides screcn

Shank p
sion through a speaker-phone

up
in the back of the room. At the end

merits of the project. Afterwards, 2

several hours s
was mecting witl

argumen

P

Bul, critics fear the same ad-
vances will facilitate the develop-
On Monday evening. a standing
room-only audience waiched a brief

thar it will move the U.S. Sepate
cnt of new weapons.

closer to ratifying the Comprehen-
video presentation from Lab Diree-

doing away with the need for un-
tor Dr. Charles V. Shank on the

sive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty by
New  derground detonations.

ists call LBNL ‘Orwellian’

Nuclear .

Continuaed from front page

nuclear, he said, will consist of building
several integral parts for the project at the
Now Msxico test facility. .

DARHT, he continued, will halp to “en-
sure the safety and reliability of the nation’s-
stockpile” of nuclear weapons.

To finish, Shank lauded the test ban treaty
as“a giant steptowards eliminating all nuclear
explosions from the face of the Earth"—a
goal, he said, which will be bolstered by the
advances of DARHT, a project sanctioned by
Congress and the President. )

. In response, the panel — which
representatives from the Wester States Le-’
gal Foundation, the os Afamos Study Group,
Physicians for Social responsibility, as well
as a handful of city commissions — system-
atically attacked each of the lab director’s
assertions.

Executive Director of the Western States
Legal Foundation Jacqueline Cabbasso. fo-
cused her arguments on the way in which the
so-called Science Based Stockpile Steward-
ship Program is a “smoke screen”. for the
development of new weapons.

Participation in the. DARHT project, she
argued, will effectively “bring the Nevada

jective investigation” of the facts.
Fgr cxample, he said, the fission trigger,
Or primary, in a nuclear warhead is not sub-

. Ject to a degrading aging process. “There.

fore, PARHT really has very little to do with

-insuring the safety or reliability of thecurrent
. weapons,” he said,

Ephqing Melloscriticisms, Dr, Bob Gould

of Physicians for Social Responsibility stated

that the lab’s arguments. were “an amazing

" case of the Orwellian language brought to

bear on the most dangerous weapons known -
to humankind.” .
Taking a legal tack, Ann Fagan-Ginger,
who spoke on behalf of the Peace and Justice
Commission, argued that nuclear weapons

o - - haveeffectively been outlawed by the World
included - Jtion has :

Court, which ruled that “every nation has an
obligation to pursue nuclear disarmament in
alkits aspects.”

Upping theante even further, a spokesper-
son from the Commistee to Minimize Toxic
Waste, Elliot Coben, used Nazi-related meta-
phors to drive the point home. “To say that
DARHT is involved non-nuclcar rescarch is
like saying the people who built the pipes in
the gas chambers bad nothing to do with the
poison that was reieased during the holo-
caust,” he said.

At the end of the presentation, audience
members queued up at the microphones to
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Lab Eyes
Ways To

Cut Waste:

"13/47
Environmentalist

Calls It ‘Greenwash’ |

By IAN HOFFMAN
Journal Staff Writer

The nuclear weapons laboratory
in Los Alamos is holding a workshop
Tuesday on making the lab more
environmentally friendly.

“We're challenging the way we do
our work. We've grown out of a
mere compliance attitude,” said
Ware Hartwell, chief of staff for the
environmentdl management pro-
gram at Los Alamos National Labo-
ratory.

Some lab workers have mounted a
grassroots campaign, even within
the lab’s nuclear weapons program,
to curb poHution and protect the
environment, he said.

Skeptical environmentalists
called the workshop a “greenwash.”

The lab’s Environmental Sustain-
ability Science Workshop, to be held
all day Tuesday in Santa Fe's
Sweeney Convention Center, is a
public “beginning for the laborato-
ry to move forward,” Hartwell said.

Gov. Gary Johnson will open the
workshop along with Tom Baca, the
lab’s chief for environimental man-
agement. The public is invited.

Conservationists and corporate
consultants will point out the bene-
fits of cutting waste, recycling and

protecting the environment. LANL
also is mulling more environmental
science — such as using its power-
ful supercomputers to model giobal
climate change.

“It’s about bringing the environ-
mental ethic at Los Alamos and the
environmental ethic elsewhere in
alignment,” said Hartwell.

“The laboratory wants to do its
part for environmental steward-
ship,” he said. ‘

Environmentalists view the work-
shop with suspicion.

“The whole sustainability work-
shop is window dressing,” said Jay
Coghlan of Concerned Citizens for
Nuclear Safety. “Weapons pro-
grams funding is up 50 percent, and
the 1ab’s cleanup budget is down 50
percent over the last five years.”

The workshop comes as LANL
gears up to produce plutonium pits,
the fission cores of nuclear war-
heads and bombs.

Byproducts of this and other lab
work include 1,600 barrels a year of
plutonium contaminated wastes,
plus radioactive acids and some
increase in radioactive air emis-
sions. )

A May 1997 waste study by the
U.S. Department of Energy said
LANL will create 13,000 cubic
meters of plutonium-contaminated
wastes over the next 20 years.

Talk of making the weapons lab

See LANL on PAGE 3

LANL Eyes Ways To Cut Waste
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he said.

tions ploy.

the federal weapons labs into

from PAGE 1
“sustainable”

Hartwell expects selling some’
scientists on sustainability will be

hard but worthwhile.

“It's not just public relations buta
comforting ideology as well,” Mello

“green” labs. Lab managers were

uninterested, he said.

radioactive

while

wastes are increasing strikes the
Los Alamos Study Group’s Greg

Mello as disingenuous.

said. “Most people don’t like to

ability,” he said, perhaps the lab think they're being paid to make

Instead of promoting its “sustain-

“From an operational standpoint, -
it’s a huge challenge for us,” he said:

weapons of mass destruction.”

could start more modestly with a

promise to “do no harm.”

Hartwell stresses the lab’s effort

is genuine and timely.

“This kind of ‘greenwashing’ the
production of weapons of mass

But lessening the lab’s impact on

the environment, Hartwell argued;’
could help guarantee its longevity.

Weapons research is the lab’s
core job and the background for its

destruction is an affront to two gen-
erations of environmentalists,” he

said. “It’s approximately the most

Orwellian thing I've ever heard.”

“That’s why this is so essential
now, because as we ramp up these

new mission areas, we want to posi-

senior managers. Environmental-
ists are wary the workshop could be
used by lab management to tap into
the environmental ethic of non-

“We feel there is a competitive,
advantage to sustainability, and it

may even be more cost effective,”

he said.

tion the lab to more effectively do

these functions without having a
significant environmental impact,”

Mello co-authored a series of pro- )
posals in the early 1990s for turning  weapons workers as a public rela-



ment withrthe. appomtrnent of Dr...
John Brown't
 tional Laboratoryas the Lab-assumes its .

X role in Stockpile Stewardshrp and Man- -
_ agement the nation's $4.5 billion-per-
year, post- Cold War, nuclear weapons
‘program. Ata Dec: 4 “get-acquainted”

| There may e reasori for encourage-

_meetingin Santa Fe; Brown;afriendly; i

* direct (“what yousee is what you get”) " -
man, discussed three pnormes many
“New Mexmans share

The firstis educatron, or L

ad Los.Alamos Na- :

The third.of Brown’s encouragmg

‘comments concerned the Lab’s long~ _
" term future. He suggests thatif LANL's

mission, “reducmg the nuclear danger,”
succeeds, thenumber of nuclear
weapons in the world will decrease over

. time arid with it LANL’sole in their sup-
‘port. Currently more thian 75 percent of

s budget is forwork related to
weapons . Brown spoke-of

LANL's

‘why Johnny, Mary, ]ose and’ _ possxbl‘ long-term newmis- -
- Maria probably can't read the f o G _ L sions we could beproud of, in
words “Stockpile Steward- . | reatl .| theareas of energyand cli- -~
ship.” A Santa Fe Schools . cmnce . ;mate .We could stop Iookrng
! spokesperson at. the meenng "-,' af brg enough to
used the word * cnsrs’ tode- servmg S al problems of
scribe our 40 percent student-"f soclety has Ons. »
‘dropoutrate, Weneed a “Stu- " A1 e three areas —
dent Stewardship Program” - IlOthlllg to ..education, ; alab trusted by
to give children the pnonty “ do with its employees and the public,
we give weapons.It'sno. T T and workmg forless depen'
stretchtosayaneducated - |  WeapoORs._:: | .denceon nuclear weapons —
. population would better de- - R I urgent. With 75 percent of
fend its nation and govern- : ~.its budget weapons-related,

ment than one w1th a 40 percent dropout' ‘

rate from schoel.”

The second issue Brown acknowl'
edged was a growing perception of Lab
dishonesty and untrustworthiness. I'state
it more strongly than he did; his words
were “credibility problem.” Do citizens
believe the Lab when it speaks on health,

safety and environmental issues? Answer:’

No. Are we told the truth about Lab pro- .
grams? Answer: No. Still fresh i in my mind
are a deputy dlrector s many disclaimers
about LANL ever domg plutonlum pit
(the nuclear heart of nuclear bombs) pro-
duction.-The Lab.is becommg the nation-
‘al center for this dangerous and seriously
polluting work that 1rretrrevably contam-
inated Rocky Flats, Colo. Brown spoke

LANL’s vision:statement, “Science Serv-

'_mg Soc1ety, is nonsense. And “science”

inits 1rnmense scope is ridiculed when

- Brown says Los Alamos National Lab is
. the “greatest saennﬁc laboratory in the

world.” Great science serving society has

- nothing to do with weapons. But Brown’s

own comments are very encouraging and
he cannot be shackled to the Orwellian
mottos of public-relations geniuses of the

- past. I'wish him every success; his new

pOSlUOI’l is oflmportance toevery citizen

- of the United States. Weall need to help
: thrs man succeed l :

Cathie Sulltvan isa Santa Fe cmzen

. wzth along hlstory of interest in nuclear

weapons issues.
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- Explosives Couid
Become Terror Tools

ON NOV. 28 Journal North ran an
interesting article titled “LANL
Takes Aim at Bio Weapons: Nukes
Threat Not Lab’s Only Work”
describing the work Los Alamos is
doing to detect biological weapons
— and facilitate military strikes
against them if necessary, the
latter work being part of a wide-
ranging program known as “agent
defeat.” The article said new kinds
of explosives called “super
thermites” are under development
for this purpose. ‘

In fact, new high-yield designer
explosives such as super thermites
and many others are a key
enabling technology with high
leverage, not just for agent defeat
but for many applications in
tomorrow’s military, ranging from
high-powered microwave weapons
to, possibly, advanced nuclear
explosives. The scientists who
work on these deadly new devices
believe they are doing the right
thing.

But beware: Today’s “agent
defeat” weapon is tomorrow’s
terrorist tool, a way to blow up an
airliner with an undetectable small
amount of material. “Agent defeat”
may, in this and in many other
ways, be more effective in the long
run in damaging the civil societies
of the West than the weapons the
program is meant to destroy.

Surely, the invention of novel
forms of deadly force to deter
enemies is a hall of grotesquely
distorting mirrors that stretches
back very far. We feared a German
atom bomb — which turned out not
even to be on the drawing boards
— and we used two of them against
civilian populations. We feared a
German biological weapon, and the
United States built two factories
that began turning out thousands of
anthrax cluster bombs, which
fortunately weren’t used.

We rightly decry Saddam
Hussein’s chemical and biological

weapons but are silent about our
own stocks — hundreds or
thousands of times greater than his
— as well as about the current U.S.
noncompliance with the reporting
requirements of the Chemical
Weapons Convention.

We seek to criminalize the use of
chemical and biological weapons,
but the U.S. is right now engaged in
the attempt to decriminalize the
use of nuclear weapons — the
ultimate “agent defeat” weapon.

The little actors, like the
scientists at Los Alamos, focus on
their little areas of expertise. They
mean well. But they are part of a
global military agenda of frank
hegemony and unprecedented
arrogance that is enormously
dangerous to the United States in
the long run. Civil society is a
patient which cannot take too many
more military interventions.

Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group
Santa Fe




Schedule for full restartg
fv_;g_at CMR pushed back

project completron date four to srx.l
to- . weeks. The. project now is. sched-
it uled for completron berween Feb
',.27 andMarch 13 .. -

© “The facxhty resources we use 4 1‘

vt’\ry has pushed back
“expects to have the Ch rmstry and
- Metallurgy ‘Researc (CMR)

- Building fully operatrona _ by four .

:to SiX weeks :
However, nearly half of the 53
: actrvxtres at CMR have “been

s they are certified.
In ‘addition, budget
e a _halt of ‘up

also stoppe' :Qperat ns at the
nilding. The facility. also suffered
;:problems with ventilation hoods.
~:Dave Post, who is leading the
,;pro;ect ‘to resume work at CMR,
said the 1ab had to push back the

“place for the fire a
* chronic ventrlarm .
‘ ,problems and reduced plant avail-

- recoup the

s spent three. days at_ MR last week~
- being briefed-on CMR’s status. In
: addmon, LANL Director: John -
Browne, Deputy Director Jim |
“Jackson, and actmg Science and_‘_

syStems :

" Director Alex” Gancarz

to-put compensatory ‘measures i
arm system, th
~hood systen

‘Be B

ability made it 1mpossrble forusto
e lost;” Post said.
As of: ~:’Monday, 23 of the,;

.' vactrvrtes at'the. CMR Burldmg had

‘_her thlS year and 'Vanous ”pro—~_
gram_s gradually have been restart- v

been restarted. -
Three member' of rhe Defense*’
Nuclear

Technology Deputy Diréctor War-
ren “Pete” Miller ‘also toured the
facility last week with CMR_'_{;




hree’sa charm, al

machines at veterans and frat -
al clubs and at race tracks
%' The casinos had been operat-
~ ingillegally ever since astate court
hadruled that the tribes’ 1995 gam-
bling agreements with Governor
Johnson were invalid. The court
said he had no constitutional au-
thority to sign them, but the casi-
-nos remained open pending ap-.
peals. This yeat, after the Legisla-
. t\ualegahzedcertamfonnsofgam
bling, the govemor srgned new

‘The reluctant lawmiake:
‘poseda number ofcondmons of,
hdian casinos, but left enforce-.
mentupto tnbalga.rmngagencne
- Casinos are barred from cashing-
- govérnment assistance checks and
“must closé for at least four con-
Asecutrve hours daily, Monday.
7 through Thursday. Both employ-.
eesand customersmustbe over21,’
years old. Nofree or reduced-price
- food may be offered as anincen-
! tive to gamble and liquor cannot .
“1.i.besoldin the gambling rooms. The,
GamingActalsoestablishedafive-
inéniiber board 3 oversée Hoi:"
tribal gambling operations. :
The most controversial provi
~-slon of the act is a revenue-shar: .
- ing formula that requires tribés fo *
pay the state 16 petcent of the to- .
tal amount wagered on casino
games, after deducting the amount
paid out in prizes and regulatory
fees. Tribes complained that the
kickback is higher than in any state
in the U.S., although all but one
eventually paid the treasury. Inte-

rior Secretary Bruce Babbit also
£ had questions about whether the
“tequirementis consistent with fed-":
rallaw and allowed the compacts
totakeeffect withouthissj gnature,
Let's review thelaw. Los Alam-°
‘os police atrested two members of
the Los Alamos Study Group, an
_anti-niiclear organization,’ for

‘| of the 1,213 people be-

said that dis-*]
tributingleaflets -
inshopping cen-
ters, airports, pri-.:

enedlegalacnonagamstany-
onewho dared tohand out lit-
erature under the museum =

peacefully The action would be

Courts haveallowedreasonable

ough

They began thei leafletting cam-

icy on the presentation of dissent-
ing opinion on nuclear weapons
at the museum.

If Santa Fe’s roads become
more congested, commuting from
Eldotado by | trdin may become a
necessrty, rather than ashort-lived
diversion. Fornowitwasjustasix-
day trial run. The Santa Fe South-
e Railtoad picked up commuters

. frori the giossitig at Avenida El-

the downtown depot, with stops
‘at $itingo Road for students and
atAltaVistafor stateem-
ployees. It was all very
civilized. -

Onlyasmall frachon

.lieved to commute from
EIdBP4dé - during peak
morning hours swapped
theircars for therail, how-
ever, With only one train
into town in the inorning
and a single train return- |
ing in the evening, it was _
impossible. to' say: how
many more would try the
_trainif there weremore fre-
~-quent service, The experi-
ment was organized by city
and county planners ina.l

_ rare show of cooperation.

leaﬂettmg outside the pubhcly- :

+ -The county unveiled a

unreasonably disruptive” to the

““festiictions on the time, place and
mannerof such expressive activi- |

togethier. The members were dis- -
tributing educa(mnal literature :
and coples of the Bill of Rights.’

paign after LANL changed its pol-.

dorado, offered them steammg,
cups of coffee, and carried them to; |

- . drawing of
itsnew $23 mil-
11-iail that it be.

1i i

< lionjail thatitbe
gan building on

NM14. The 540-bed

" medium security fa-

cnhty has wallsin earth tones, a por-
tal outside the administrative of-
- fice and a chain-link fence rather

than traditional barbed wire. The

. jail will be operated by Comell Cor-

rections of Houston. Thie compa-
nyalso willrun the existing deten-
tion center, which will be turned
into a 150-bed juvenile facility
when the new jail is completed.
In other prison news this
month, the Department of Public
Safety wrapped up its investiga-
tioh into a 30-foot turtnel discov-
ered at the state pen in February.

The investigation revealed that"

Governor Johnson should get the

facts next time before declaringan

emergency at the prison.
. —Anjie. Constable
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;Deputy director:'

Transition won’t

Change research

roject

p j (2 /e [37

By STEPHEN T, SHANKLAND
Monitor Managing Editor

Los Alamos National Laboratory
hopes the successes of the Plutoni-
um Facility will be contagious,

Last week, LANL Director John
. Browne decided the management

that has guided the upgrade and
operation of the Plutonium Facility,
the lab’s flagship nuclear facility,
should take over the next-most
important facility, the Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research (CMR)
Building.

The Nuclear Materials Technolo-
8y (NMT) Division will take over
CMR in January, Browne said.
LANL Deputy Director Jim Jackson
is leading the team that’s planning
the transition.

In the last year, CMR has been
plagued with safety and operational
difficulties, including a potentially
fatal explosion in November 1996.
And the lab ran out of money for jts
CMR  upgrade project before the
year was over, because the upgrade
proved to be harder than expected.
CMR became operational in 1952,

In an interview Friday, Jackson
said the transition won't change the
research projects going on at CMR.
“We expect the people will be work-
ing on the same projects after (the
transition) that they were working
on before,” Jackson said.

However, the employees likely
will become employees of NMT
Division if they’re not already, and
hie funding to support those opera-

Division, Jackson said.
Most of the 350 personnel at

B 5o Will” be shifted 6 NMT -

at CMR

CMR currently work for three divi-
sions: NMT, the Chemical Science
and Technology (CST) Division,
and the Material Science and Tech.

‘nology (MST) Division, Jackson

said .

The lab believes the change will
make CMR more technically pro-
ductive as well as safer and in better
compliance with.regulations, Jack-
son said.

“We believe we're doing that in
TA-55 (the Plutonium . Facility)
right now. It’s viewed as a facility
that operates very well according to
current standards,” he said.

“The CMR facility is essential to
our accomplishing the nuclear
weapons mission here at the lab,”
Jackson said. For example, he said,
the large amount of analytical
chemistry that takes place at CMR s
indispensable.

On Sept. 2, the lab asked CST
Division Director Alex Gancarz to
tum his attention full-time to the
effort of getting CMR in order,
Jackson said. However, wheri CMR
cornes under the wing of NMT Divi-
sion, Gancarz won’t be in that job
anymore.

“Alex is likely to continue as
CST Division director,” Jackson
said.

Having three different divisions
in charge of CMR Jjust wasn’t work-
ing out, Jackson said,

“Before, we were trying operate
that facility with several line organi-
zations being in the same facility.
WETE finding s qiiite- &~ ¢hal’
lenge. If the organization in a

(Please see CMR, Page A-7)
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nuclear facility is better aligned so
the line management and the facili-
ty management by and large are one
and the same, it's easier to achieve
the level of formal and safe opera-
tion that you need,” jackson said.
Putting CMR under the control
of NMT is a more drastic version of
similar actions the lab already has
taken, Jackson said. LANL already
had Plutonium "Facility personne]
temporarily working with CMR
personnel in the hopes that CMR
could benefit from their experience.
The idea was to apply the lessons

"learned at the Plutonium Facility to

the rest of the lab’s nuclear facili-
lies. CMR was next on the list after
TA-55, and the lab has been “taking
some extra steps over the past year
o try to accelerate the rate of
improvement” at CMR, he said.

“We’ve had several people from
TA-55 who had gone through all of
the operational changes and
improvements there over in the
CMR Building helping to make
similar improvements in CMR,”
Jackson said.

The transition to full NMT man-
agement “is a stronger step, where
we can align our two largest nuclear
facilities under common leader-
ship,” Jackson said.

The lab has to deal with two

problems ‘at CMR, Jackson said:
improving safety and operations;
and upgrading the infrastructure.

Because of safety and other oper-
ational problems, the lab halted all
CMR building operations on Sept.
1. The standdown was ordered so
that the lab could make sure all
CMR programs had proper work
control and work authorization .—
“‘an importaht aspect of safe and for-
mal operations,” Jackson said.

The upgrade project turned out to
be more extensive than foreseen,
Jackson said.

“It wasn't that the money was
being wasted. It's just that the job
that needed to be done was more
difficult than we had initially
believed,” he said.

For example, lab planners set out
to upgrade the electrical system. But
when that replacement job began,

- they found the old circuit boxes also

needed to go. “We got almost back
to the substation. We found out that
we had to go deeper into the facilj-
ty,” he said.

Now the lab is waiting  for
Department of Energy approval
before it’s allowed to move ahead
with the upgrade project, Jackson
said.

“What we're doing now is going
back and rebaselining, taking a
more careful look at what has (o be
done,” he said.
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LEARNING

Continued from Page A-1

a simulated organism?” asked
Greg Mello of the Los Alamos
Study Group, a Santa Fe-based
watchdog organization.

* “T think it’s crazy,, Mello
added.

Crazy or not, it’s clear the
supercomputer will require
enormous amounts of energy.

Younger said the machine will
need 20 megawatts of electrical
power for its 10,000 processors.
That’s roughly 25 percent of the
juice the entire city of Santa Fe
uses on a typical heavy-use sum-
mer day. e .

<y

“To prevent overheating, the i

supercomputer will probably
call for cooling towers similar to
those at other major research
and industrial facilities, Younger
added. i

Younger said the lab is in the
process of studying how to meet
the supercomputer’s electrical
needs. While Younger didn't say
s0, it’s possible that a new power
line serving the laboratory will
need to be built.

Younger talked to The New

|
)
<

bilities of the supercomputer on
the very day that the lab saw its
computing power boosted con-
siderably with the installation of
a machine called “Blue Moun-
tain.”

Blue Mountain, built by Cray
Research Inc., a subsidiary of
Silicon Graphics of Mountain
View, Calif., initially will be
capable of performing 400 bil-
lion calculations a second.

Upgrades to the machine
planned for next year should
enable the lab to perform 3 tril-
lion to S trillion calculations a
second.

That's approximately 30 times
faster than the fastest

‘supercomputer previously at the

lab, and about 100 million times
faster than the typical home or
office computer.

Younger said a new design will
probably be required for the
next-generation supercomputer
slated to be installed at the lab in
the first years of the 21st centu-
ry. That machine should be able
to perform 30 trillion
calculations per second.

to have a computing capability
in hand 10 years from now of the
scale that Younger is excited
about ~~ 100 trillion calculations
per second.

Younger refers to that
machine as a “generation-after-
next system.”

The new supercomputers are
part of the Energy Department’s
10-year, $45 billion “stockpile
stewardship” program, an effort
to keep the nation’s nuclear arse-
nal in a state of readiness in the
absence of underground nuclear
tests.

The estimated cost of the
supercomputing aspect of stock-
pile stewardship, called the
“Accelerated Strategic Comput-
ing Initiative,” is $1 billion.

The new supercomputers are
expected to enable laboratory
scientists to do something con-
sidered critical to the success of
the stewardship program: devel-
op three-dimensional models of
what takes place inside a
nuclear explosion.

Current computing capabili-
ties provide only two-dimension-
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Mexican about the possible capa- The ultimate goal, however, is -al images.

The new machines, by analyz-
ing past weapons data, should
also improve the ability of
weapons experts to predict how
the nuclear stockpile will age.

New-generation supercomput-
ers are not just being installed at
Los Alamos.

An Intel-built system capable
of performing a trillion calcula-
tions-per second is already oper-
ational at Sandia. Advanced
computing systems are also
planned for Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory
in California.
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LOS ALAMOS, N.M. - A supercomputer that could help tailor drugs to a patient's genetic
makeup will be operating at L.os Alamos National Laboratory in the next decade. The lab's top
nuclear weapons official said this week that the supercomputer will be so powerful that it could
allow lab scientists to develop an atom-by-atom model of a living organism.

Such a model, called a "first-principles calculation," would amount to a simulated - or "virtual" -
organism and could conceivably pave the way toward a host of futuristic breakthroughs, such as
drugs tailored to a person's genetic makeup, said Stephen Younger, program director for nuclear
weapons technology at the lab.

"For 5,000 years people have been asking what is life. We will begin to solve that," Mr.
Younger said.

Mr. Younger said the machine - capable of making 100 trillion calculations per second - may
lead to other advances that have been unobtainable with today's technology, such as detailed
models of the Earth's climate, considered essential to assessing the seriousness of global
warming.

The supercomputer also may allow for other achievements that previously existed only in
science fiction - such as the projection of three-dimensional "holographic" images and computers
that can carry on conversations with humans.

"Aside from the promise to do bigger calculations faster, such a capability will engender a
fundamentally new way to learn about the world," Mr. Younger predicted in a recent issue of an
internal laboratory publication called Weapons Insider .

Mr. Younger's predictions have found some critics.

"There are living organisms all around us, so why talk about the potential to create a simulated
organism? " asked Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group, a Santa Fe-based watchdog
organization. "I think it's crazy. " The supercomputer will require enormous amounts of energy.
Mr. Younger said the machine will need 20 megawatts of electrical power for its 10,000
processors. That's roughly 25 percent of the energy the entire city of Santa Fe uses on a typical
heavy-use summer day.

Mr. Younger said the lab is studying how to meet the supercomputer's electrical needs.

On Tuesday, the lab's computing power was boosted considerably with the installation of a
machine called "Blue Mountain. " Blue Mountain, built by Cray Research Inc., a subsidiary of
Silicon Graphics of Mountain View, Calif., initially will be capable of performing 400 billion
calculations a second. Upgrades to the machine planned for next year should enable the lab to
perform 3 trillion to 5 trillion calculations a second.



That's about 30 times faster than the fastest supercomputer previously at the lab, and about 100
million times faster than the typical home or office computer.

By comparison, Mr. Younger said the supercomputer, which he refers to as a "generation-after-
next system," should be able to perform 100 trillion calculations a second.

Author: Associated Press
Section: NEWS
Page: 31A

Copyright 1997 The Dallas Morning News Company
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LANL Supercomputer Could Tailor Drugs

The Associated Press

LOS ALAMOS -- A supercomputer that could help tailor drugs to a patient's genetic makeup will be
operating at Los Alamos National Laboratory within the next decade.

The lab's top nuclear weapons official said Tuesday the supercomputer will be so powerful that it could
allow lab scientists to develop an atom-by-atom model of a living organism.

Such a model, called a “first-principles calculation," would amount to a simulated -- or "virtual" --
organism and could conceivably pave the way toward a host of futuristic breakthroughs, such as drugs
tailored to a person's genetic makeup, said Stephen Younger, program director for nuclear weapons
technology at the lab.

“For 5,000 years people have been asking what is life. We will begin to solve that," Younger said.

Younger said the machine -- capable of making 100 frillion calculations per second -- may lead to other
advances that have been unobtainable with today's technology, such as detailed models of the Earth's
climate, considered essential to assessing the seriousness of global warming.

The supercomputer also may allow for other achievements that previously existed only in science fiction
-- such as the projection of three-dimensional "holographic" images and computers that can carry on
conversations with humans.

"Aside from the promise to do bigger calculations faster, such a capability will engender a fundamentally
new way to learn about the world," Younger predicted in a recent issue of an internal laboratory publication
called Weapons Insider.

Younger's predictions have found some critics.

"There are living organisms all around us, so why talk about the potential to create a simulated
organism?" asked Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group, a Santa Fe-based watchdog organization. "l
think it's crazy."

The supercomputer will require enormous amounts of energy. Younger said the machine will need 20
megawaitts of electrical power for its 10,000 processors. That's roughly 25 percent of the energy the entire
city of Santa Fe, N.M. uses on a typical heavy-use summer day.

Younger said the lab is in the process of studying how to meet the supercomputer's electrical needs.

On Tuesday, the lab saw its computing power boosted considerably with the installation of a machine
called "Blue Mountain."

Blue Mountain, built by Cray Research Inc., a subsidiary of Silicon Graphics of Mountain View, Calif.,
initially will be capable of performing 400 billion calculations a second. Upgrades to the machine planned
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for next year should enable the lab to perform 3 trillion to 5 trillion calculations a second.

That's approximately 30 times faster than the fastest supercomputer previously at the lab, and about 100
million times faster than the typical home or office computer.

By comparison, Younger said the supercomputer, which he refers to as a "generation-after-next
system," should be able to perform 100 trillion calculations a second.
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