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PART I. INTRODUCTION
I am Mary Day Kent, Executive Director of the U.S. Section of Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom.  WILPF has been working for an end to war as an instrument of foreign policy since 1915, and for abolition of nuclear weapons since their first use in 1945.

A.
Today we are submitting our introductory statement in response to the Supplemental Proposals for Complex 2030.  We have also prepared a series of questions and comments about the negative environmental impact of nine of these proposals.  We are now circulating them among our membership for further comment and will submit those as well before the deadline on January 17, 2007.  (Note: Part II with these questions and comments is included in this final submission.)
B.
In this introductory statement, however, we must say that we are convinced the entire Complex 2030 plan, of which these nine proposals are a part, envisions programs illegal under both international law and our own constitution.  This is a time in history when the United States should be leading the world’s nations toward the abolition of nuclear weapons promised in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty which our nation ratified in 1970.  Under our constitution that treaty is now part of the Supreme Law of our land, and must be observed not only by the federal government, but by every state government and local authority in the nation.  Instead Complex 2030 calls on the U.S. Congress and the states of California, Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, South Carolina and Tennessee to defy – indeed, destroy – the NPT treaty which has served the world so well since 1970.  It is now virtually universal with only three nations (plus North Korea, which does  not yet have a significant nuclear weapons program) presently  outside the treaty regimen.    

Our nation should be drawing Israel, India and Pakistan into the NPT treaty process rather than ourselves defying it.    We should be entering into genuine dialogue with North Korea and Iran to make certain that they also participate in good faith in this process. We should also be meeting our own obligations under Article VI, and leading the way in taking those thirteen practical steps toward nuclear weapons abolition that all nations party to the treaty, including the United States, agreed in 2000 to take together.     Instead the current Administration is rejecting those thirteen steps including ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.  Russia, Britain and France have already ratified that treaty, and China was in the process of ratification when the current Administration announced rejection of the CTBT all together. 

We believe the only viable nuclear weapons program is step-by-step dismantlement of nuclear weapons programs worldwide followed by abolition under strict United Nations inspection, control and enforcement. The US should not enter this process unilaterally, but in a step-by-step process taken in concert with all other nations as already envisioned and accepted at the 2000 NPT Review Conference.

C.
Now, turning to the nine supplemental proposals before us: in Part II of this submission, we ask questions about the environmental hazards of each of them. 

In this introductory statement, however, we want to make two broader comments on the implications of these proposals, taken together, for  the environment -- the interdependent ecosystems of humanity’s shared home, the planet earth -- and for the human race itself.

1.
First, in these proposals the writers speak frequently of the proposed program as contributing to a modernized nuclear deterrent.  However, we know from other Pentagon, DoE and NNSA documents that new strategic military plans also call for actual use of nuclear weapons.  There has even been talk of plans for actual use in the near future in a possible pre-emptive war against Iran (see Seymour Hirsch interview at www.truthout.org/docs_2006/041406O.shtml ).  We know that the bunker buster was being developed (and very possibly is still being developed despite the failure of Congress to appropriate funds for this unwise and dangerous program) for such use in the near term. Documents like The Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operations (March 2005) lay out the strategy for fighting nuclear war, and nuclear warfare is also an implicit expectation of the Missile Defense Program. 

Humanity is still suffering from actual use of these weapons in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and from testing in Nevada and the Marshall Islands.  Additional actual use is unthinkable, and harm to the environment and the human race incalculable. This so called deterrence would carry with it the risk of such use even with sane, humane and reliable leaders.  With some current leaders willing to contemplate first use, even in pre-emptive wars against non-nuclear nations, the risk of a so called deterrent nuclear weapons program as in these proposals and  in Complex 2030 is absolutely unacceptable. 

Isn’t it obvious that working together with the rest of earth’s nations for the step-by-step abolition of nuclear weapons is the only possible sane course open to us all?
2. Second, we are also asked in the NEPA process to assess the possible endangerment of Native Americans and other indigenous peoples.  We point to the continued resistance of the Shoshone and Navajo peoples to all aspects of the nuclear program. These are the U.S. tribes already most seriously harmed by past nuclear weapons programs, and who will suffer most from these planned new programs even if none of the nuclear weapons are ever actually used.  We also point to the  terrible effects on them and on their people of uranium mining in the past, and by increased uranium mining necessary to carry this program forward. We refer you to the websites of the Shundahai Network of the  Shoshone people at www.shundahai.org/IWUS.htm  and The Southwest Research and Information Center of the Navajo people at www.sric.org/index.html .  We also refer you to the Declaration Against Uranium Mining of the Shoshone and Navajo peoples, and of representatives of indigenous peoples threatened by uranium mining in Australia, Japan, China, Brazil, Vanuatu, Germany, India and the United States. Please read the Declaration at http://www.shundahai.org/IWUSDeclaration.pdf .  It is time to listen to these peoples who still live close to the earth, and to take heed, both for their sakes and for our own.

PART II:  OUR QUESTIONS RE NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT OF THE VARIOUS SEGEMENTS OF THE COMPLEX 2030 PROPOSAL
Following are our questions and comments on the dangers to the environment of our planet earth, and to the human race, inherent in the nine proposals on which we are commenting.  We may have misunderstood some of the abbreviated text, or made other errors of a more scientific nature, but we are certain that you can understand the general intent of our remarks and questions.  We believe honest answers to these questions will reveal incalculable damage to the environment in our own and future generations.
A.  Category I/II Special Nuclear Material Consolidation

1. Won’t artificially enriching material with plutonium or uranium 233 or 235 violate the fissile material ban that the Conference on Disarmament is now hoping to negotiate?

2. Doesn’t transporting such materials from their present site to a new site open the way to serious accidents damaging to the environment and human communities?
3. If the United States continues to carry out an aggressive military and foreign policy, won’t storage of all these materials at one site offer a tempting target for other nations or non-state groups our military is threatening to attack?

4. We do not believe, in any case, that such materials should be produced or used for weapons production, regardless of effects on the environment.
B.  Consolidated Plutonium Center

1. Isn’t this center to replace Rocky Flats, closed in 1989 as one of the most radiological and dangerous sites in the U.S.?  Won’t this new center be equally or more damaging to the environment, workers and residents in surrounding communities?

2. Why accept the  risks to the environment of a new plant manufacturing plutonium triggers when the current nuclear weapons would  be stable until near the end of the century? 
3. However, under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty all nuclear weapons should be dismantled and destroyed long before this century ends (even by 2030!), as the world’s nations negotiate a comprehensive new treaty abolishing all such weapons.
C.  Environmental Test Facilities

1. Doesn’t such  testing present its own dangers to the environment? 
2. Also won’t it be unnecessary if plans to develop an entire new generation of nuclear weapons are abandoned and the U.S. leads the world toward abolition of all such weapons as called for by Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, William Perry and Sam Nunn?
3. Doesn’t widespread environmental testing not only endanger the area in which tests take place, but also violate the terms of the NPT?
4. Furthermore, don’t these tests violate the spirit, if not the letter, of existing test ban treaties?  They certainly go against the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty already signed by 175 countries and ratified by 122.
D.  Flight Test Program

1. Won’t these tests be harmful to the land and ecosystems where the tests take place? 

2. At the Nevada test sight may they not activate radioactive dust left from previous above ground testing?

3. Won’t these tests be triply illegal if they take place on Native American lands? Won’t they  violate the sovereignty and will of indigenous peoples as well as the NPT and our own constitution.

E.  High Explosives Research and Development

1. Of course we may not interpret the terse text summary correctly, but if High Explosive Research includes experiments like the “Divine Strake” explosion scheduled earlier to take place on Shoshone land, then the environmental hazards are obvious and this type of research must not take place.

2. If experimentation like “Divine Strake” comes under some other of these nine proposals, then we repeat that it must not, under any circumstances take place.

3. We repeat that all such research aimed at replacing current nuclear weapons with a new generation is not only environmentally threatening, but completely out of place in the twenty first century when the world’s people strive to build solid foundations for a culture of peace.

F.  Hydrodynamic Testing

1. We repeat the objections given above.

G.  Responsive Infrastructure

1.  To develop this fantasy infrastructure, hinted at in the illustrations of the Complex        2030 document, will drain billions from programs that could have enhanced life for peoples on earth: environmental protection, sustainable energy, health programs, civilian infrastructure, education and genuine development aid for countries still   mired in poverty.

2. Isn’t it better to concentrate on turning potential adversaries into actual friends, and working together to preserve our planet and promote political, social and economic human rights for all humans who share this earth? 

H.  Tritium production

1. Tritium is a highly radioactive substance.  Production of tritium in reactors of nuclear power plants or by other means generates significant radioactive nuclear waste.

2. We have not referred earlier to the problem of additional nuclear waste from increased nuclear weapons production in general, as well as from tritium in particular, but this is a serious environmental problem that has not yet been resolved.

3. How does DoE plan to handle nuclear waste from new weapons production when current sites remain radioactive and a threat to ecosystems, soil and water supplies?

4. Again, research on tritium production for nuclear weapons is entirely unnecessary if we join with other nations in abandoning research on these diabolical weapons of mass destruction all together.

I.  Sites potentially affected by the Complex 2030 supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.

1. Just to say at this point that these sites and surrounding areas are already severely damaged, and perhaps beyond repair.  Plans to damage them still further are unconscionable.

2. What is this all about?  This whole program is still in the science fantasy stage.  Much research must be done before it is even known if some of the plans are feasible.  Why spend funds on something potentially so destructive – and prone to failure – when so many positive, life enhancing programs could benefit from the same funding?  More jobs would be created, and a healthier economy evolved.

3. Firms like Bechtel, Lockheed, Northrup Grumman and Boeing may profit immensely from this proposed program, but won’t the rest of us be losers?

4. And isn’t there a real danger that Complex 2030 will be subject to the same cost over runs and persistent failures as the various incarnations of the Star Wars and missile defense programs?

In conclusion, we remind you of the 1996 World Court decision that nuclear weapons are illegal under already existing international law.  We believe that plans for Complex 2030 are not only illegal and damaging to the environment, they also lead us toward a culture of death and destruction.  

This is a time in history for all of us, including those who have designed Complex 2030, to turn our talents to the healing of the earth and the sustaining of life.   It is time to reaffirm the values in the United Nations Charter and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.  It is time to dare to take practical steps toward a world free of war and threat of war, and a world with peace and freedom for all.
