206 NUCLEAR DISORDER OR COOPERATIVE SECURITY?

Section 2.1: Article VI Non-Compliance

1 “The Commitment of the United States to Implementation of Article VI of the
Treaty on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons,” submitted by the United
States to the 2005 NPT Review Conference, New York, May 2-11, 2005.
Online at http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/RevCon05/nonpapers/
USArtVILpdf. See also Stephen G. Rademaker, “Statement by Stephen G.
Rademaker, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for Arms Control,” Statement to
the 2005 NPT Review Conference, New York, May 2, 2005. Online at http://
www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/RevCon05/GDstatements/U.S.pdf.

2 See the Natural Resource Defense Council’s Archive of Nuclear Data at
http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/nudb/datainx.asp, and Robert Norris and Hans
Kristensen, “U.S. nuclear forces, 2007,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
January/February 2007, pp. 79-82.

3 “NPT/CONF.1995/32: Principles and Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation
and Disarmament,” 1995 Review and Extension Conference of the Parties to
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, New York, 1995.

4 Weapons of Terror, p. 94.

5 Id,p.53.

6  CD 1308, April 6, 1995, later issued as a document of the 1995 Review and
Extension Conference (NPT/CONF.1995/20).

7  The following analysis of research and development, and portions of the rest of
this section, draw upon Middle Powers Initiative, “Fulfilling the NPT Bargain
for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation: Next Steps,” Briefing Paper for the
Third Meeting of the Article VI Forum, Ottawa, September 28-29, 2006. The
paper was prepared by John Burroughs, Lawyers” Committee on Nuclear
Policy.

8  See, “Compliance Assessment: The NPT Declared Nuclear Weapon States,”
Part One, Civil Society Presentation to the 2005 NPT Review Conference,
Lawyers’ Committee on Nuclear Policy and Western States Legal Foundation,
May 2005. Online at http://lcnp.org/disarmament/npt/ArtVIcompliance.pdf.

9  Bruno Tertrais, “Nuclear policy: France stands alone,” Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists, July/August 2004, pp. 48-55.

10 Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “Russian Nuclear Forces, 2006,”
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, March/April 2006, pp. 64-67.

11 Jonathan Medalia, Nuclear Weapons. The Reliable Replacement Warhead
Program, Congressional Research Service, updated: March 9, 2006; Amb.
Linton Brooks, Administrator, National Nuclear Security Administration, “The
Future of the U.S. Nuclear Weapons Stockpile,” Arms Control Association
Panel Discussion, January 25, 2006 (“Brooks’). Online at http://www.
armscontrol.org/pdf/20060125 brooks.pdf.

12 Michael Smith, “Focus: Britain’s secret nuclear blueprint,” The Sunday Times,
March 12, 2006.

13 Alan Cowell, “Blair Wins Vote to Renew Atom Arsenal,” New York Times,
March 15, 2007.

14 Steve Henry, Deputy Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Nuclear
Matters, statement cited in: Jonathan Medalia, Nuclear Weapons: The Reliable
Replacement Warhead Program, Congressional Research Service, March 9,
2006.

15 Secretary of Energy Advisory Board, Nuclear Weapons Complex Infrastructure



NOTES 207

16
17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26
27

28
29
30

31

32

33

Task Force, “Recommendations for the Nuclear Weapons Complex of the
Future,” U.S. Department of Energy, July 13, 2005.

Brooks.

Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “U.S. Nuclear Forces, 2006,”
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, January/February 2006 (“Norris and
Kristensen™), pp. 68-71; Greg Mello, “That Old Designing Fever,” Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists, January/February 2000, pp. 51-57.

John A. Gordon, Under Secretary for Nuclear Security and Administrator,
National Nuclear Security Administration, Statement to the Senate Armed
Services Committee, February 14, 2002. Online at http://www.senate.gov/
~armed_services/statemnt/2002/Gordon.pdf.

Natural Resources Defense Council; NPR Excerpts. See also Andrew
Lichterman, “Missile of Empire: America’s 21% Century Global Legions,”
Western States Legal Foundation Information Bulletin, Fall 2003, pp. 3-9.

As quoted in “U.S. Signals Abandonment of Nuclear Disarmament,” Agence
France Presse, March 4, 2006.

Committee on Technical Issues Related to Ratification of the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, National Academy of Sciences, Technical Issues Re-
lated to the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, National Academy Press,
Washington, 2002. Online at http://newton.nap.edu/catalog/10471.html.

Dr. Robert Civiak, “The Reliable Replacement Warhead Program: A Slippery
Slope to New Nuclear Weapons,” Tri-Valley CAREs, January 2006.

Medalia.

U.S. Mission to the United Nations in Geneva, “White Paper on a Fissile
Material Cutoff Treaty,” Press Release, May 18, 2006. Online at http://www.
ipfmlibrary.org/usm06.pdf.

See International Panel on Fissile Materials, Global Fissile Material Report
2006, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ, 2006, pp. 43-49. See also Weapons
of Terror, p. 104.

Weapons of Terror, p. 104.

Hans Kristensen, “US Air Force Decides to Retire Advanced Cruise Missile,”
Strategic Security Blog, Federation of American Scientists, March 7, 2007.
Online at http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2007/03/us_air force decides to retire.
php.

1d., p. 93.

Norris and Kristensen.

See estimates by Bruce Blair, president of the Center for Defense
Information, cited in John Burroughs, “The Man Who Averted Nuclear

War,” DisarmamentActivist.org, January 19, 2006. Online at http://
disarmamentactivist.org/2006/01/19/*the-man-who-averted-nuclear-war”/.
E.g., David E. Mosher, Lowell H. Schwartz, David R. Howell, and Lynn

E. David, Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving
Nuclear Safety and U.S.-Russian Relations, RAND, 2003. Online at http://
www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1666.

“Nuclear Posture Review [Excerpts] Submitted to Congress on 31 December
2001 (“NPR Excerpts”). Online at http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/
policy/dod/npr.htm.

Joseph Cirincione, Director, Non-Proliferation Project, Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, “A Deeply Flawed Review,” Testimony before the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, May 16, 2002. Online at http://www.



208 NUCLEAR DISORDER OR COOPERATIVE SECURITY?

carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=988&prog=zgp&
proj=znpp.

34 NPR Excerpts; William M. Arkin, “Secret Plan Outlines the Unthinkable,”
Los Angeles Times, March 10, 2002; Walter Pincus, “U.S. Nuclear Arms
Stance Modified by Policy Study,” Washington Post, March 23, 2002. Pincus
wrote that the NPR “would give U.S. presidents the option of conducting
a preemptive strike with precision-guided conventional bombs or nuclear
weapons” against “hostile countries that threaten to use weapons of mass
destruction.”

35 NPR Excerpts.

36 Weapons of Terror, p. 90.

Section 2.2: Preventive War and Counterproliferation

1 White House, “National Security Strategy of the United States of America,
Section V,” September 2002. Online at http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.pdf.
This doctrine was reaffirmed in Bush’s second term National Security Strategy,
released March 16, 2006, which states: “the United States will, if necessary, act
preemptively in exercising our inherent right of self-defense.” Online at http://
www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss/2006/sectionV.html.

2 See Nicole Deller and John Burroughs, “Jus ad Bellum: Law Regulating
Resort to Force,” Human Rights, Vol. 30, No. 1, 2003, pp. 8-11. Online at
http://www.abanet.org/irr/hr/winter03/lawregulatingresorttoforce.html. See
also Peter Weiss, “The UN Charter and the Iraq War,” New York session of
the World Tribunal on Iraq, May 8, 2004, online at http://Icnp.org/global/
UNCharterlragWar.htm; and Andrew Lichterman and John Burroughs,

“War Is Not the Path to Peace: The United States, Iraq, and the Need for
Stronger International Legal Standards to Prevent War,” Western States Legal
Foundation and Lawyers” Committee on Nuclear Policy, October 24, 2002.
Online at http://lcnp.org/global/IragLetter.htm.

3 Ralph Bunche, “Some Reflections on Peace in Our Time,” Nobel Lecture,
University of Oslo, Oslo, December 11, 1950. Online at http://nobelprize.org/
nobel_prizes/peace/laureates/1950/bunche-lecture.html.

4 Weapons of Terror, p. 56.

5  George Perkovich, “Deconflating ‘WMD’,” WMD Commission background
paper No. 17, October 2004, p. 1. Online at http://www.wmdcommission.org/
files/No17.pdf.

6 Id,p.9.

7  Hans Kristensen, Nuclear Futures: Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruc-
tion and U.S. Nuclear Strategy, BASIC Research Report 98.2, British American
Security Information Council, London, March 1998, p. 10. Online at http://
www.basicint.org/pubs/Research/1998nuclearfutures(2).pdf. This report pro-
vides a detailed account of the shift in U.S. nuclear weapons targeting policy
towards greater emphasis on broadly defined “weapons of mass destruction”
threats” during the 1990s.

8  United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Pub 3-12.1: Doctrine for Joint Theater
Nuclear Operations, February 9, 1996, p. I-3. Online at http://www.fas.org/
nuke/guide/usa/doctrine/dod/jp3 12 1.pdf.

9 Id,p.viii.



NOTES 209

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Secretary of the Air Force, Air Force Doctrine Document 2-1.5: Nuclear
Operations, , July 15, 1998, pp. 8-9 (emphasis supplied). Online at http://www.
dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/service _pubs/afd2 1 5.pdf.

White House, National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction,
December 2002, p. 3. Online at http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/
releases/2002/12/WMDStrategy.pdf.

U.S. Department of Defense, Strategic Deterrence Joint Operating Concept,
February 2004, pp. 32-33. Online at http://www.dtic.mil/jointvision/sd joc
vl1.doc. “Joint Operating Concepts” are part of a set of planning documents
intended “to assist in the development of enhanced joint military capabilities
needed to protect and advance U.S. interests.” The goal is “to realize the
Chairman’s vision of achieving Full Spectrum Dominance by the Joint Force.”
1d,p. 1.

Committee on International Security and Arms Control, National Academy

of Sciences, “Chapter 3: A Regime of Progressive Constraints, Nuclear
Reductions and Nonproliferation section,” The Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons
Policy, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 1997. Online at http://
www.nap.edu/readingroom/books/fun/ 3.html#redox.

See “Looking for New Ways to Use Nuclear Weapons: U.S.
Counterproliferation Programs, Weapons Effects Research, and “Mini-Nuke”
Development,” Western States Legal Foundation Information Bulletin, Winter
2001. Online at http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/mininuke.pdf.

R. Jeffrey Smith, “Clinton Directive Changes Strategy on Nuclear Arms,”
Washington Post, December 7, 1997, p. 10.

Robert Bell, “Strategic Agreements and the CTB Treaty: Striking the Right
Balance,” 28 Arms Control Today, No. 1, January/February 1998, p. 9. For
more discussion see John Burroughs, “Two Legal Issues Confronting NATO
and the Non-Proliferation Regime: US Presidential Decision Directive 60
versus Pledges of Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons Made to Non-Nuclear Weapon
States; NATO Nuclear Sharing versus the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty,”
Lawyers’ Committee on Nuclear Policy, New York, May 3, 1999. Online at
http://www.lcnp.org/disarmament/npt/Nato.pdf.

E.g. Patrick J. Sloyan, “New Nuke Policy by Clinton directive allows atomic
retaliation against Hussein,” Newsday, February 1, 1998, p. A7.

U.S. Department of Defense, “News Transcript,” January 27, 1998. Presenter:
Kenneth Bacon, Assistant Secretary of Defense of Public Affairs:

Q: I just wanted to check, has the President ruled out a response to
weapons of mass destruction with our own weapons of mass destruction?
A: The Administration’s policy on this is very clear. We will respond
decisively with devastating force.

Q: The reason I ask is because if some of these targets are buried targets,
the best weapons to get after them are the nuclear penetrating bombs. Has
that been ruled out?

A: I don’t think we’ve ruled anything in or out in this regard. Our position
is that we would respond very aggressively.

See Patrick J. Sloyan, “New Nuke Policy by Clinton directive allows atomic
retaliation against Hussein,” Newsday, February 1, 1998, p. A7.

20  William S. Cohen, U.S. Secretary of Defense, “Chapter 2: The Military



210 NUCLEAR DISORDER OR COOPERATIVE SECURITY?

Requirements of the Defense Strategy,” Annual Report to the President and
Congress 2000. Online at http://www.dod.gov/execsec/adr1999/chap2.html.

21  William M. Arkin, “Secret Plan Outlines the Unthinkable,” The Los Angeles
Times, March 10, 2002 (web edition), quoting passages from the Nuclear
Posture Review.“Nuclear Posture Review Excerpts.” Online at http:/www.
globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/policy/dod/npr.htm. For detailed analysis of
the NPR, see The Shape of Things to Come. The Nuclear Posture Review,
Missile Defense, and the Dangers of a New Arms Race, Western States Legal
Foundation Special Report, April 2002. Online at http://www.wslfweb.org/
docs/shape.pdf.

22 White House, National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction,
December 2002. Online at http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/12/
WMDStrategy.pdf.

23 “President Bush Outlines Iraqi Threat,” Remarks by the President on
Iraq, Cincinnati Museum Center—Cincinnati Union Terminal, Cincinnati,
Ohio, October 7, 2002. Online at http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/
releases/2002/10/20021007-8.html.

24 William M. Arkin, “The Nuclear Option in Iraq: The U.S. has lowered the
bar for using the ultimate weapon,” Los Angeles Times, January 26, 2003.
Reproduced online at http://www.commondreams.org/views03/0126-01.htm.

25 Seymour Hersh, “The Iran Plans: Would President Bush go to war to stop
Tehran from getting the bomb?”” The New Yorker, April 17, 2006; Peter Baker,
Dafna Linzer and Thomas E. Ricks, “U.S. Is Studying Military Strike Options
on Iran: Any Mix of Tact, Threats Alarms Critics,” Washington Post, April 9,
2006; Seymour Hersh, “Last Stand: The military’s problem with the president’s
Iran policy,” The New Yorker, July 10, 2006.

Section 2.3: Nuclear Weapons Research and Development

Weapons of Terror, p. 61.

1d., Chairman’s Preface, p. 15.
1d.

Id. (emphasis supplied).

1d., p. 10.

1d., p. 38.

1d.

Id.

Id., p. 35 (emphasis supplied).

0 Amulya K.N. Reddy, “Designing Nuclear Weapons: The Moral Question,”
in Prisoners of the Nuclear Dream, edited by M.V. Ramana and C.
Rammmanohar Reddy, Orient Longman, New Delhi, 2003, pp. 190-194
(emphasis supplied).

11  Dwight D. Eisenhower, Farewell Address, January 17, 1961. Online at http://
www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/dwightdeisenhowerfarewell.html. The
original speech as written used the term “Congressional-Military-Industrial
Complex” but it was edited out of the speech as Eisenhower delivered it. See
also http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military-industrial.

12 Based on close observation and analysis of developments at our local nuclear

weapons lab, Western States Legal Foundation, began warning of this in the

— O 0 1N LN~ WN K~



NOTES 211

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20
21

22

23

24

early 1990s. See, for example, Michael Veiluva et al, “Laboratory Testing in

a Test Ban/Non-proliferation Regime: Above Ground Experiments Threaten
Compliance With Article VI of The Non-proliferation Treaty,” Western States
Legal Foundation and Greenpeace USA/International, April 1995. Online at
http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/agex.htm.

U.S. Department of Energy, Strategic Plan, October 2, 2006 (“DOE Strategic
Plan”), p. 6. Online at http://www.doe.gov/media/2006 DOE_Strategic Plan.
pdf.

The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) was established in 2000
as an autonomous division within the Department of Energy in response to a
Congressional mandate to “reinvigorate the security posture throughout the
nuclear weapons program and reaffirm the Nation’s commitment to maintaining
the nuclear deterrence capabilities of the United States.” DOE Strategic Plan,
p. 13.

National Nuclear Security Administration, “Design Selected for Reliable
Replacement Warhead,” Official Press Release, March 2, 2007. Online at http://
www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/newsreleases/2007/PR_2007-03-02_NA-07-06.htm.
George Lobsenz, “NNSA Pursuing Second RRW Design ‘Concept,”” Defense
Daily, February 12, 2007.

Andrew Lichterman, “Pentagon Envisions New Warheads for New Delivery
Systems,” DisarmamentActivist.org, July 27, 2006. Online at http://
disarmamentactivist.org/2006/07/27/pentagon-envisions-new-warheads-for-
new-delivery-systems/.

Thomas P. D’ Agostino, Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs, National
Nuclear Security Administration Statement before the House Armed Services
Committee Subcommittee on Strategic Forces, April 5, 2006, p. 9 (emphasis
supplied). Online at http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/congressional/2006/2006-
04-05 HASC Transformation Hearing Statement (DAgostino).pdf.
National Nuclear Security Administration, “Future of the Nuclear Weapons
Complex,” (undated). Online at http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/Future of the
Nuclear Weapons Complex.pdf.

Id.

National Nuclear Security Administration, “NNSA’s Reliable Replacement
Warhead (RRW) Program: Modernizing the Nuclear Weapons Complex Today
To Make It More Responsive to the Challenges of Tomorrow,” Fact Sheet, May
2006. Online at http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/factsheets/2006/NA-06_FS03.
pdf.

Ambassador Linton F. Brooks, Administrator, National Nuclear Security
Administration, Speech to the East Tennessee Economic Council, March 3,
2006, p. 4 (emphasis supplied). Online at http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/
speeches/2006/speech Brooks East-Tenn-Economic-Council-03Mar06.pdf.
National Nuclear Security Administration, “NNSA Establishes New

Office to Lead Future of Nuclear Weapons Complex,” Press Release, June
28,2006 (emphasis supplied). Online at http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/
newsreleases/2006/PR_2006-06-28 NA-06-20.htm.

The Stockpile Life Extension Program extends the lifetime of existing

nuclear weapons by identifying and correcting potential technical issues and
refurbishing and replacing certain components within each weapon. The Life
Extension program can also give existing weapons new or enhanced military
capabilities. For example, under this program the W76 warhead is being



212 NUCLEAR DISORDER OR COOPERATIVE SECURITY?

given a capacity to destroy “hard targets” with a “ground burst” by modifying
a sub-system in its reentry vehicle. The W76 is also the first warhead being
redesigned under the Reliable Replacement Warhead Program, with the
intention of manufacturing entirely new warheads.

25 Brian Ellison, “Overview of Fiscal Year 2008 Department of Energy Budget
Request,” Center for Defense Information, February 8, 2007 (“Ellison’). Online
at http://www.cdi.org/program/document.cfm?documentid=383 1&programID=
32.

26 William D. Hartung and Frida Berrigan, “Complex 2030: The Costs and
Consequences of the Plan to Build a New Generation of Nuclear Weapons,”
World Policy Institute, Arms Trade Resources Center, New School University,
New York, April 2007, p. 8. Online at http://www.worldpolicy.org/projects/
arms/reports/nuclearcosts.4.2.07.pdf.

27 Dr. Robert Civiak, “Still At It: An Analysis of the Department of Energy’s
Fiscal Year 2007 Budget Request for Nuclear Weapons Activities,” Tri-
Valley CAREs, (undated), p. 1. Online at http://www.trivalleycares.org/
DOEFY07WeaponsBudg.pdf.

28 Department of Energy, F'Y 2008 Congressional Budget Request: National
Nuclear Security Administration, Volume 1, DOE/CF-014, February 2007
(“DOE FY2008”), p. 8. Online at http://www.mbe.doe.gov/budget/08budget/
Content/Volumes/Vol 1 NNSA.pdf

29 Department of Energy, F'Y 2008 Congressional Budget Request, Budget
Highlights, DOE/CF-021, February 2007 (“DOE FY2008 Highlights™), p.

12. Online at http://www.mbe.doe.gov/budget/08budget/Content/Highlights/

Highlights.pdf.
30 Id
31 Ellison.

32 National Nuclear Security Administration, “NNSA Marks Major Milestone For
Tritium Production; Tritium Extraction Facility Up and Running at Savannah
River Site,” Press Release, December 4, 2006. Online at http://www.nnsa.doe.
gov/docs/newsreleases/2006/PR_2006-12-04 NA-06-48.htm

33  “Los Alamos restores U.S. ability to make nuclear weapons,” official news
release from Los Alamos National Laboratory, April 22, 2003, http://www.lanl.
gov/news/releases/archive/03-054.shtml

34  DOE FY2008, p. 56.

35 Greg Mello, “Restarting plutonium pit production: no need, high costs,” Los
Alamos Study Group, February 24, 2007 (draft). Online at http://www.lasg.
org/PU _talking points1.htm.

36 Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “Global nuclear stockpiles, 1945-
2006,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, July/August 2006, pp. 64-66.

37 Department of Energy, “Notice of Intent To Prepare a Supplement to the
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement—Complex 2030,” Federal Register, Vol. 71, No. 202,
October 19, 2006, p. 61,731. Online at http://www.complex2030peis.com/
NOI%200¢t%2019%2006.pdf.

38 DOE FY2008 Highlights.

39 Id.

40 National Nuclear Security Administration, “Joint Flight Test Program,”
November 2006 (emphasis supplied). Online at http://www.complex2030peis.
com/Flight%20Test%20Program.pdf.



NOTES 213

41

42

43

44

45
46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

See, for example, H. Josef Hebert, “Study: Warhead plutonium long-lasting,”
Associated Press, November 29, 2006. Online at http://p107.news.scd.yahoo.
com/s/ap/20061130/ap_on_sc/plutonium_weapons.

Ian Hoffman, “Report: Nukes not so rusty, New information on plutonium’s
lifespan undermines Bush’s plan,” Oakland Tribune, November 29, 2006.
Online at http://www.insidebayarea.com/search/ci_4738283.

National Nuclear Security Administration, “Nuclear Weapons Officials Agree
to Pursue RRW Strategy,” NNSA News, December 1, 2006. Online at http://
www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/newsreleases/2006/PR_2006-12-01 NA-06-47.pdf
Gene Aloise, Director Natural Resources and Environment, Government
Accountability Office, “Nuclear Weapons: Views on Proposals to Transform the
Nuclear Weapons Complex,” Statement Before the House of Representatives
Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development, April 26,
2006, p. 1. Online at http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d06606t.pdf.

Id., pp. 13-14.

James Sterngold, “Los Alamos scientist criticizes federal approach to arsenal,”
San Francisco Chronicle, February 13, 2007. Online at http://www.sfgate.com/
cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2007/02/13/MNGI1O3NOG1.DTL

National Nuclear Security Administration, “Complex 2030: An Infrastructure
Planning Scenario for a Nuclear Weapons Complex Able to Meet the Threats
of the 21st Century, ‘Getting the Job Done,”” Office of Defense Programs,
October 23, 2006, p. 1 (emphasis supplied). Online at http://www.nnsa.doe.
gov/docs/Complex 2030 Infrastructure Planning_Scenario.pdf.

President William J. Clinton, “Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty,” Statement
released by the Office of the Press Secretary, the White House, Washington,
DC, August 11, 1995. Online at http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1584/
is n34 v6/ai_17438469.

Id.

Id.

1d. See also The White House, “Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Safeguards,”
Fact Sheet, Office of the Press Secretary, August 11, 1995. Online at http://
disarm.igc.org/ctbt.php.

Jonathan E. Medalia, Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Stewardship, The Role of
Livermore and Los Alamos National Laboratories, Congressional Research
Service, May 12, 1994, pp. 5-6. See also, Deborah Shapely, Promise and
Power, Little Brown & Co., 1993, p. 246.

Albright, Madeleine K., “Remarks at Chicago Council on Foreign Relations,”
as released by the Office of the Spokesman, U.S. Department of State,
November 10, 1999. Online at http://www.clw.org/archive/coalition/
albright111099.htm.

President William J. Clinton, Letter of transmittal to the Senate of the

United States, for the advice and consent of the Senate to ratification of the
Comprehensive Test ban Treaty, September 22, 1996. Online at http://www.
encyclopedia.com/doc/1G1-20379268.html.

C. Bruce Tartar, Director, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, testimony
submitted to the Senate Governmental Affairs Subcommittee on International
Security, Proliferation and Federal Services, October 27, 1997 (emphasis
supplied).

Secretary of Energy Federico Pefia, Testimony before the Senate Appropriations
Energy and Water Subcommittee, October 29, 1997.



214 NUCLEAR DISORDER OR COOPERATIVE SECURITY?

57 Alva Myrdal, The Game of Disarmament: How the United States and Russia
Run the Arms Race, Pantheon Books, New York, 1976, p. xxv.

58 Id.,p.208.

59 1Id

60 Ian Hoffman, “Dems may support new nuke arsenal,” Oakland Tribune,
February 3, 2007. Online at http://www.insidebayarea.com/search/ci_5150973.

61 DOE Strategic Plan, p. 5 (emphasis supplied).

62  See http://lansllc.com/.

63 Sandia also operates the Kauai Test Facility, a DOE rocket launch range
in Hawaii, which supports a variety of rocket missions including weapons
research and development. See http://www.sandia.gov/about/index.html.

64  Written testimony of Sigfried S. Hecker, Director, Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Hearing of the Subcommittee on Strategic Force, Committee on
Armed Services, U.S. Senate, March 19, 1997.

65 “Livermore lab holds key to any test ban,” Oakland Tribune, August 30, 1987,
p. A-4.

66 30 Years of Technical Excellence, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory,
1982 (emphasis supplied).

67 “Knowing Pentagon Needs: A Key to Research Dollars,” Newsline, Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory, September 29, 1992.

68 John H. Nuckolls, Director, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory,
Testimony before the House of Representatives Committee on Armed Services,
March 22, 1994.

69 Hans A. Bethe, Henry W. Kendall, and Herbert F. York, Letter to Representative
John T. Meyers, May 8, 1996 (emphasis supplied). Nearing 90 years of age
at the time, Bethe, a Manhattan Project principal and former Director of the
Theoretical Division at Los Alamos, was the most senior member of the group.
York, a former Livermore Lab Director, is a member of the JASONSs and a
Professor at the University of California, which manages the weapons labs for
the Department of Energy. Kendall, now deceased, taught at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, and was the President of the Union of Concerned
Scientists.

70 James Kitfield, “Pros and cons of new nuclear weapons debated,” Daily
Briefing, GovExec.com, August 18, 2003 (emphasis supplied). Online at http://
www.govexec.com/dailyfed/0803/081803nj1.htm. Contrary to Robinson, the
IAEA had no responsibility to detect Israel’s weapons program because it is
not a member of the NPT. To put it another way, Israel did not have an NPT
Safeguards Agreement in force as it has never been a party to the NPT.

71 Linton F. Brooks, “FY 2004 National Defense Authorization Act,”

Department of Energy Memorandum For: Pete Nanos, Director Los
Alamos National Laboratory; Michael Anastasio, Director Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory; C. Paul Robinson, President Sandia
National Laboratory, December 5, 2003, obtained by the Los Alamos Study
Group. Online at available at http://www.lasg.org/technical/newweapons/
LintonBrooksMemoDec5-2003.pdf.

72 Written Statement of C. Paul Robinson, Director, Sandia National Laboratories,
United States House of Representatives Committee on National Security, Joint
Hearing the Subcommittee on Military Procurement and Subcommittee on Re-
search and Development, March 12, 1996 (emphasis supplied).

73  “DOE, National Labs Select Five Universities to Bolster Large-Scale Computer



NOTES 215

74

75

76

7

78

79

80

81

82

&3

84

Simulation Effort,” Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory press release,
July 31, 1997 (emphasis supplied). Online at http://www.lInl.gov/asci-alliances/
asci-selections.html.

“Washington State University Selected to Establish Shock Physics Institute

to Understand Aging Nuclear Stockpile,” Washington State University press
release, June 23, 1997.

Office of Defense Programs, Inertial Fusion Science in Support of Stockpile
Stewardship Financial Assistance Program, Department of Energy, January 21,
1997.

“NNSA Announces A New Phase of its Academic Computational Science
Partnership Program,” Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory news release,
April 25, 2006. Online at http://www.lInl.gov/pao/news/news_releases/2006/
NR-06-04-09.html.

Program Statement for the Advanced Simulation and Computing (ASC)
Predictive Science Academic Alliance Program (PSAAP), Executive Summary.
Online at http://www.sandia.gov/NNSA/ASC/univ/psaap/program_statement.
pdf.

Predictive Science Academic Alliance Program (PSAAP) Guidelines for
Applications of Interest. Online at http://www.sandia.gov/NNSA/ASC/univ/
psaap/psaap_apps.pdf.

Theodore B. Taylor, “Circles of Destruction,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
January/February 1996 (emphasis supplied).

1d. Taylor was an outspoken advocate for the abolition of both nuclear weapons
and energy until his death in 2004. See Joe Holley, “Theodore Taylor Dies;
Tried to Redirect Nuclear Power,” Washington Post, November 2, 2004, p. B6.
Online at http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/taylor.htm.

Sir Joseph Rotblat, a nuclear physicist, was the only scientist to quit the
Manhattan Project on moral grounds. He worked for nuclear disarmament

for the rest of his life, chairing the launch of the Einstein-Russell Manifesto

in 1955 and founding the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World

Affairs in 1957. Rotblat and Pugwash were jointly awarded the Nobel

Peace Prize in 1995. He died in 2005. See “Sir Joseph Rotblat,” Guardian
Unlimited, September 2, 2005. http://www.guardian.co.uk/life/science/
story/0,12996,1561156,00.html.

Theodore B. Taylor, Thoughts About the Signing of the Comprehensive Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty, September 24, 1996 (emphasis supplied). Online at http://
propl.org/2000/tedtctbt.htm.

This recommendation was included in the report on the conclusions of the
Centennial of the Russian Initiative: From the First Peace Conference, 1899—
to the Third, 1999, held in Saint Petersburg, Russian Federation, from 22 to

25 June 1999, #47: “A view was expressed that the closure and monitoring of
the nuclear weapons infrastructure should begin at the earliest possible time in
the process of nuclear disarmament.” “A/54/381: Letter dated 10 September
1999 from the Permanent Representatives of the Netherlands and the Russian
Federation addressed to the Secretary-General,” United Nations General
Assembly 54th Session, September 21, 1999. Online at http://www.un.org/law/
cod/sixth/54/english/hague.htm.

See http://www.wslfweb.org/abolition/pledge.htm.



216 NUCLEAR DISORDER OR COOPERATIVE SECURITY?

Section 2.4: Delivery Systems

1 Weapons of Terror, p. 143.

Mark Smith, “Missing Piece and Gordian Knot: Missile Non-Proliferation,”
Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission, published study No. 27, Stockholm,
February 2005, p. 1 (“Mark Smith”).

3 Report of the Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons,
Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra, 2005. Online at http://www.dfat.gov.
au/cc/CCREPORT.PDF

4 Mark Smith, pp. 7-9.

5  E.g., “Draft Report of National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear
Doctrine,” Section 3.1, August 17, 1999. Online at http://www.indianembassy.
org/policy/CTBT/nuclear doctrine aug 17 1999.html. The preamble asserts
that:

Autonomy of decision making in the developmental process and in
strategic matters is an inalienable democratic right of the Indian people.
India will strenuously guard this right in a world where nuclear weapons
for a select few are sought to be legitimised for an indefinite future, and
where there is growing complexity and frequency in the use of force for
political purposes.

6  Weapons of Terror, p. 25.

Id.

8  “But I have no interest in diplomacy for the sake of returning Lebanon and
Israel to the status quo ante. I think it would be a mistake. What we’re seeing
here, in a sense, is the growing —the birth pangs of a new Middle East....

And whatever we do, we have to be certain that we are pushing forward to

the new Middle East, not going back to the old one.” “Secretary Rice Holds a
News Conference,” The Washington Post, CQ Transcripts Wire, July 21, 2006.
Online at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/07/21/
AR2006072100889.html.

9  U.S. Department of Defense, Nuclear Posture Review, Submitted to
Congress December 2001 (“Nuclear Posture Review”), provided in “Nuclear
Posture Review Excerpts,” Globalsecurity.org, p. 7. Online at http:/www.
globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/policy/dod/npr.htm.

10 U.S. Air Force Space Command, Strategic Master Plan FY06 and Beyond,
2003, p. 4.

11 See, E.g., “Exhibit R-2, RDT&E Budget Item Justification,” Air Force,
February 2007, Program Element 0603851F ICBM - DEM/VAL; “Exhibit R-2,
RDT&E Budget Item Justification,” Navy, February 2007, Program Element
0101221N Strategic Sub & Wpns Sys Spt.

12 Amy Woolf, U.S. Nuclear Weapons: Changes in Policy and Force Structure,
Congressional Research Service Report to Congress, CRS-28, Updated January
13, 2005.

13 Air Force Major General Thomas H. Neary, ret., remarks at Air Force Space
Command “Guardian Challenge 2004” competition, quoted in Scott R.
Gourley, “ICBM Transformation,” Military Aerospace Technology Online, Vol.
3, #2, June 25, 2004.

14 U.S. Air Force Space Command, “Final Mission Need Statement, Land Based
Strategic Nuclear Deterrent,” AFSPC 001-00, January 2002 (unpaginated).

-



NOTES 217

15

16

17

18

19

20
21
22

23
24

Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “U.S. nuclear forces, 2006,” Bulletin
of the Atomic Scientists, January/February 2006, pp. 68-71. http://www.
williambowles.info/wmd/us nukes 2006.html; see also Department of the
Navy, Fiscal Year (FY) 2006/FY 2007 Budget Estimates, RDT&E Project
Justification, January 2005, Program Element 0101221N, Strategic Sub &
Wpns Sys Spt, Technology Applications 2228.

U.S. Department of Defense, Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force
on Future Strategic Strike Forces, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, Washington, D.C., 2004, p.5-8, see also
Department of Defense, “Contracts,” News Release, November 26, 2003.

See, for example, U.S. Department of the Air Force, Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation (RDT&E), Descriptive Summaries, February 2007,
Program Element 0604240F, B-2 Advanced Technology Bomber, requesting
funds for various electronics upgrades including “a secure, survivable
communication and Net Ready infrastructure systems upgrade, preserving

the critical ability to guarantee communication in a nuclear environment” and
other upgrades that “will provide a dramatic increase in the data flow into and
out of the B-2, paving the way for integration into the Global Information Grid
(GIG).”

U.S. Department of the Air Force, Air Force Materiel Command, AFRL,

Space Vehicles Directorate, “Concepts and Technologies Study for Enhance
[sic] Cruise Missile (ECM),” Sources Sought Notice, Reference Number
AFNWCAO002, December 7, 2004 (modified December 9, 2004).

U.S. Air Force Space Command, Prompt Global Strike (PGS) Analysis of
Alternatives (AoA) Study Plan Draft 28 October 2005, p. 9.

Id., p. 10.

1d.,p.9.

See U.S. Air Force Space Command, “Final Mission Need Statement,

Land Based Strategic Nuclear Deterrent,” AFSPC 001-00, January 2002
(unpaginated); U.S. Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, “FALCON
(Force Application and Launch from CONUS),” Broad Agency Announcement,
PHASE I Proposer Information Pamphlet (PIP) for BAA Solicitation 03-35,
July 29, 2003. More about these programs can be found in Andrew Lichterman,
Missiles of Empire: America's 21st Century Global Legions, Western States
Legal Foundation Information Bulletin, Fall 2003 (“Missiles of Empire”).
Online at http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/missiles03.pdf.

For more on the Common Aero Vehicle, see Missiles of Empire, pp. 3-6.

In 2004, Congress expressed concern that “nations possessing nuclear
weapons capabilities” might “misinterpret the intent or use of the FALCON/
CAV programs.” Congress directed that funds appropriated for hypersonics
research could not be used “to develop, integrate, or test a CAV variant that
includes any nuclear or conventional weapon,” or “to develop, integrate, or
test a CAV for launch on any Intercontinental Ballistic Missile or Submarine
Launched Ballistic Missile.” The Conference Report noted, however, that

“The Committees on Appropriations will consider expanding the scope of this
program in subsequent years if safeguards negotiated among our international
partners have been put in place.” House Rpt. 108-622 - Making Appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the Fiscal Year Ending September 30,

2005, and for Other Purposes. See also Exhibit R-2, RDT&E Budget Item
Justification, February 2007, 0604856F Common Aero Vehicle.



218

25

26

27

28

29

30
31

32
33
34

35

36

NUCLEAR DISORDER OR COOPERATIVE SECURITY?

U.S. Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report, February 6,
2006 (“ODR 2006™), p. 6.

See Exhibit R-2, RDT&E Budget Item Justification, Navy, February 2006, PE
0604327N-Hard & Deeply Buried Target Defeat System Program. Online at
http://www.dtic.mil/descriptivesum/Y2007/Navy/0604327N.pdf.

For a good overview of the policy implications of the conventional Trident
proposal and of its current status in Congress, see Steve Andreasen, “Off
Target? The Bush Administration’s Plan to Arm Long-Range Ballistic Missiles
with Conventional Warheads,” Arms Control Today, July/August 2006.

U.S. Department of the Air Force, Space Force Application Mission

Area Development Plan, 1997, p. 38 (obtained in part via the Freedom of
Information Act by the Western States Legal Foundation).

U.S. Department of Defense, Deterrence Operations Joint Operating Concept,
Version 2.0, December 2006 (“Joint Concept”), p. 41.

1d.

“Classified or ‘black’ programs appear to account for about $28.0 billion, or

19 percent, of the acquisition funding included in the fiscal year (FY) 2006
Department of Defense (DoD) budget request.... This total includes $14.2
billion in procurement funding and $13.7 billion in research and development
(R&D) funding. These figures represent 18 percent and 20 percent, respectively,
of the total funding requested for procurement and R&D.” Steven M. Kosiak,
“Classified Funding in the FY 2006 Defense Budget Request,” Center for
Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, March 23, 2006, p.1—only has FY07
page—Online at http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/PubLibrary/
U.20060517.FY07BlackBudget/U.20060517.FY07BlackBudget.pdf.

ODR 2006, p. 31.

1d.

See Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, Advisory Opinion of
the International Court of Justice, July 8, 1996, 1.C.J. Reports (1996), p. 226,
paragraph 41, quoting Case Concerning Military and Paramilitary Activities In
and Against Nicaragua (Nicaragua v. United States of America), Opinion of the
International Court of Justice, I.C.J. Reports 1986, p. 94, para. 176.

U.S. Department of the Air Force, United States Air Force Strategic Planning
Directive for Fiscal Years 2006-2023, p.20.

ODR 2006, p.49. See also Joint Concept, p. 40:

“Advances in conventional kinetic and non-kinetic means (e.g.,
cyberspace warfare, High Energy Radio Frequency (HERF) and directed
energy (DE), etc.) may supplement US nuclear capabilities by 2015,
nuclear weapons that are reliable, accurate, and flexible will retain a
qualitative advantage in their ability to demonstrate US resolve on the
world stage. Improving our capability to integrate nuclear and non-nuclear
strike operations should further enhance these capabilities. Providing the
President an enhanced range of options for both limiting collateral damage
and denying adversaries sanctuary from attack will increase the credibility
of US nuclear threats, thus enhancing deterrence and making the actual
use of nuclear weapons less likely. Additionally, nuclear weapons allow
the US to rapidly accomplish the wholesale disruption of an adversary
nation-state with limited US national resources.”



NOTES 219

37

38

39

40

41
42

43

44

45

“Sustaining and increasing the qualitative military advantages the United
States enjoys today will require transformation - a transformation achieved

by combining technology, intellect and cultural changes across the joint
community. The goal is Full Spectrum Dominance—the ability to control any
situation or defeat any adversary across the range of military operations.” U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Staff, The National Military Strategy of the United States, 2004,
p. viii. Online at http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Mar2005/d20050318nm:s.
pdf.

Lieutenant General Henry A. Obering III, USAF, Director, Missile Defense
Agency, Statement Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee, House Armed
Services Committee, March 9, 2006 (emphasis supplied).

“Advances in defensive technologies will allow U.S. non-nuclear and nuclear
capabilities to be coupled with active and passive defenses to help provide
deterrence and protection against attack, preserve U.S. freedom of action, and
strengthen the credibility of U.S. alliance commitments.” Nuclear Posture
Review, p. 7, provided in “Nuclear Posture Review Excerpts,” Globalsecurity.
org, at http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/policy/dod/npr.htm

U.S. Department of Defense, Strategic Deterrence Joint Operating Concept
Version 2.0, December 2006, p. 38.

Nuclear Posture Review, p. 13.

Brad Roberts, Asymmetric Conflict 2010, Institute for Defense Analyses,
Defense Threat Reduction Agency, Alexandria, Virginia, 2000, p. 4.

National Research Council, Naval Studies Board, Commission on Physical
Sciences, Mathematics, and Applications, Post Cold War Conflict Deterrence,
National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 1997, Chapter 3. Online at http://
www.nap.edu/html/pcw/Dt-3.htm.

As the recently retired Commander of U.S. Joint Forces Command stated in
the fall of 2000, “This issue’s been studied by panel after panel after panel and
we got it—Our current policy is one that I support and understand. The priority
is lower tier theater ballistic missile defense systems first, upper tier systems
second, national missile defense third. That’s the way the threat is arrayed.”
Admiral Hal Gehman, ret., former Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Joint Forces
Command, speaking at a Washington, D.C. conference, “National Strategies
and Capabilities for a Changing World,” November 16, 2000, transcript at
http://www.fletcherconference.com/oldtranscripts/2000/panel5.htm

See on this point John Steinbruner, “National Missile Defense: Collision in
Progress,” Arms Control Today, November 1999, pp. 4-5. It is important to
note that the full capabilities of satellite sensing systems often are not apparent
until the system is deployed, and are likely to evolve as both ground and space-
based elements of the system are improved and replaced over time. In a recent
speech to the Air Force Association, the Vice Commander of Air Force Space
Command predicted that the Space Based Infrared System (SBIRS), a major
component of anticipated missile defense systems, would have a variety of
applications beyond missile defense:

SBIRS brings exciting new capabilities to the battle space.... But people
forget that SBIRS has far more capability than just as a missile warning
sensor. The intelligence capabilities, the battle space characterization
kinds of capabilities that this fire-improved sensor is going to bring to our
national security equation, I think, would have important advantages....



220

46
47

48

49

NUCLEAR DISORDER OR COOPERATIVE SECURITY?

When we get that kind of capability in orbit, we are going to discover all
kinds of applications in a horizontal sense across the battle space that we
never envisioned because we’ve never had experience with that kind of
phenomenology and that kind of timeliness and that kind of sensitivity. It
is very difficult to speculate exactly how powerful that will turn out to be.
Lieutenant General Roger G. DeKok, Vice Commander Air Force Space
Command, Air Force Association National Symposium, Los Angeles,
CA, November 16, 2001. Transcript at http://www.afa.org/ AEF/pub/
dekok1101.asp.

For a useful account of the way in which some past U.S. satellite sensing
systems have provided military capabilities beyond those originally envisioned,
see Jeffrey T. Richelson, America’s Space Sentinels: DSP Satellites and
National Security, University Press of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas, 1999.

Nuclear Posture Review, pp. 16-17.

For example, “Active and passive defenses have little or no ability to encourage
adversary restraint. In fact, because they have the synergistic impact on our
perceived willingness to impose costs described above, they have the potential
to increase adversary concerns regarding preemption. Such concerns, in certain
circumstances, could worsen an adversary’s perception of the consequences

of restraint. Deterrence planning and operations need to account for this
possibility.” Joint Operating Concept, p. 39.

For an in depth version of these arguments, see David Wright, Laura Grego,
and Lisbeth Gronlund, The Physics of Space Security: A Reference Manual,
American Society of Arts and Sciences, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 2005.

The United States currently, however, appears determined to keep all its
military space options open. The U.S. National Space Policy released in
October 2006, at p. 2, states that:

The United States will oppose the development of new legal regimes or
other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access to or use of
space. Proposed arms control agreements or restrictions must not impair
the rights of the United States to conduct research, development, testing,
and operations or other activities in space for U.S. national interests.

Section 2.5: Understanding U.S. Policy

1

Weapons of Terror, p. 53.

Id., p. 54.

For similar remarks, see the Arms Control Association press briefing, “Hans
Blix Reports on WMD Dangers and Solutions,” June 7, 2006. Online at http://
armscontrol.org/events/20060607 Blix WMDC Transcript.asp.

See Kevin Phillips, American Dynasty: Aristocracy, Fortune, and the Politics
of Deceit in the House of Bush, Penguin, New York, 2004.

See Michael O. Wheeler, “INSS Occasional Paper 62: International Security
Negotiations: Lessons Learned from Negotiating with the Russians on Nuclear
Arms,” USAF Institute for National Security Studies, February 2006, pp. 35-
48.



NOTES 221

Center for Counterproliferation Research at the National Defense University
and Center for Global Security Research at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, US Nuclear Policy in the 21% Century: A Fresh Look at National
Strategy and Requirements, Executive Report, July 1998 (emphasis supplied).
Online at http://www.ndu.edu/WMDCenter/nucpolicy.html.

See Human Security Centre, University of British Columbia, Human Security
Report 2005: War and Peace in the 21°' Century, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2005, pp. 148-149.

See Andrew Lichterman, War is Peace, Arms Racing is Disarmament: The
Non-Proliferation Treaty and the U.S. Quest for Global Military Dominance,
Western States Legal Foundation Special Report, May 2005, pp. 17-19.
Jonathan Schell, The Gift of Time: The Case for Abolishing Nuclear Weapons,
Henry Holt & Company, New York, 1998.

Section 3.1: Climate Change and Nuclear Power

[c BN I o) RV, TN N

11
12
13
14
15

16

17

Robert T. Watson, et al., Climate Change 2001 Synthesis Report, International
Panel on Climate Change, University of Cambridge Press, Geneva, 2001
(“IPCC 20017), p. 44.

Id., p. 48.

Richard Alley, et al., Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis,
Summary for Policy Makers, International Panel on Climate Change, Geneva,
2007, p. 10. Under scenarios where alternative technologies and energy sources
largely displace fossil fuels, the range of the predicted increase in average
global surface temperature is 1.4 to 3.8°C. Id., p. 11 & 14.

IPCC 2001, p. 61.

1d., p. 68.

1d., p. 64.

Id p.77.

Brice Smith, Insurmountable Risks: The Dangers of Using Nuclear Power

to Combat Global Climate Change, Institute for Energy and Environmental
Research, IEER Press, Washington, 2006, (“Smith”) p. 97.

Weapons of Terror, p. T4.

John Deutch and Ernest J. Moniz et al., The Future of Nuclear Power: An
Interdisciplinary MIT Study, 2003, (“MIT”). The 1,000 gigawatt growth
scenario is based on several assumptions including a steady expansion of
energy production at a rate of roughly 2% per year, and nuclear power either
retaining or increasing its market share relative to other sources of electricity.
See Smith.

MIT, p. 61.

Weapons of Terror, p. T4.

Smith, p. 113.

Multilateral Approaches to the Nuclear Fuel Cycle, INFCIRC/640,
International Atomic Energy Agency, Vienna, 2005, p. 27.

Assuming the IAEA standard of 8 kg per weapon. David Albright and Kimberly
Kramer, “Plutonium Watch: Tracking Plutonium Inventories,” Institute for
Science and International Security, Washington D.C., 2005. Online at http://
www.isis-online.org/global stocks/end2003/plutonium_watch2005.pdf.
Edwin Lyman, “Can Nuclear Fuel Production in Iran and Elsewhere be



