Consi derati on of the Governnent's
Whi t e Paper

"The Future of the United Kingdom's Nuclear Deterrent", Decenber
2006.

1. Summary

Thi s subm ssion nmakes brief reference to the general content of
the Wiite Paper, but focuses specifically on elenents of the Wite
Paper relevant to the Atom c Wapons Establi shnent (AVE)

Al dermaston, and in particular, Chapter 7, warhead repl acenent.

Al der mast on Wonen's Peace Canp-aign (AWPC) will argue that the
Def ence Wihite Paper fails to reveal the true extent of the
Governnent's progress on devel opi ng a successor system that it
asks parlianment to approve in principle the devel opnent of a new
war head wi t hout giving any details about the programe; while
havi ng al ready nade the decision in advance of the debate.

W are submitting this evidence in the tradition of the G eenham
wonen who contri buted to nucl ear di sarmanment, as enshrined in the
1987 INF Treaty.

We note that the prom sed consultation of the future of Trident
has not taken place; that this Select Conmttee is not part of any
official consultation, and that the UK Governnent have taken
neasures to prevent |awful and peaceful protest at AVWE

Al der mast on.

2. Recommendat i ons

Al der mast on Wnen' s Peace Canp-aign (AWPC) are calling on the
governnment to cone clean on the fact that at AWE Al dermaston, the
M nistry of Defence has already started work to build facilities
to test, design and build new warheads, in advance of any
parlianmentary deci sion.

Al t hough we at AWPC see the debate as a 'done deal', we continue
to call for an open and transparent public debate on whether
nucl ear weapons provide us with the security we really need.



AWPC calls for a halt for all building wrk at AW Al der nast on
until such tinme that the British people are given the opportunity
to informto the governnment whether they really want a new
generati on of nucl ear weapons.

3. CGeneral Comments

Wil e AWPC wel conmes the publication of the Wiite Paper in setting
out the Governnent's intentions with regard to the replacenent of
Trident, we note that there is no acconpanyi ng process to ensure
t he prom sed public debate.

Wth regard to the forthcom ng parlianentary debate, we note that:

1. The Wiite Paper was published in advance of the concl usion of
the DSC s series of inquiries.

2. Although several options are discussed in the Wite Paper, they
are not presented as choices; all options not favoured by the
governnent are dism ssed.

3. There is no consideration of the option not to replace Trident.

4. There is a failure to abide by the letter and sprit of the
Nucl ear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

4. | ntroduction

AWPC condemn the Governnent's Wiite Paper for its conmtnent to
retai ning a UK nucl ear weapons systemand for its failure to cone
cl ean about neasures the government has already taken at AVWE

Al dermaston to build new facilities to test, design and build a
new generati on of nucl ear warheads.

In this subm ssion, and in our previous subm ssions to this
commttee, we have shown that the financial comm tnent already
made at AVWE Al dermaston is unrelated to the continued nmai ntenance
of the extant stockpile ("stockpile stewardship”), but relates to
the construction of new facilities. Through references to AVE M’ s
public statenents and publications, and other docunents already in
the public domain, we have denonstrated that a substantia

i nvestment has already been nmade in facilities, and in the
recruitnment of staff, which will allow the devel opnent of a new
war head system

We note that in their previous report, the commttee noted that
they were "l ess convinced that the investnent in the new Orion
| aser, the superconputer and hydrodynam cs facilities could not



have waited for a decision in principle on the future of the UK s
nucl ear deterrent” [1]

We again argue that the Governnent should informparlianment and
the DSC about the detail of their financial and contractua
comm tnents al ready undertaken at AWE Al dermaston[2], and that
those details should have been included in the Wite Paper.

5. Warhead repl acenent

Al t hough the Wite Paper proposes in section 7 a decision in
principle to replace the Trident Warhead after 2025[3], it gives
no detail about the plans for the design, capacity and killing
power of the warheads proposed. The Governnent is, in effect,
asking Parliament to consent, in both policy and financial terns,
to an unknown.

We subnmit that although the Governnment state that the decision on
war head repl acenent does not need to be made until the next
parlianment, they have advanced pl ans, as we have shown in our two
previ ous subm ssions, and AVWE Al dernaston is already at an
advanced prototypi ng stage.[4]

In section 7 of the White Paper, the Governnment states "Decisions
on whet her and how we nmay need to refurbish or replace this

war head are likely to be necessary in the next parlianent."” G ven
that work had already started at Al dernmaston when the gover nnment
was stating in its Decenber 2003 White Paper that "Decisions on
whet her to replace Trident are not needed this Parlianment but are

likely to be required in the next one", it seens |ikely that by
the next Parlianment, work will be at such an advanced stage that
Parlianment will merely be required to rubberstanp a decision nade

years previously. [5]

It is clear fromthe tinmeline[6] that the death-span of the

current warhead will last until the 2020s, when the new submari nes
and the life-extended mssiles will be built. Al though the
Government say they will not have decided on the warheads until

the next Parlianent, this decision has already been nmade: in the
commtnent to a new delivery platform in the declared intention

of producing new missiles "in collaboration with the US'; the

war heads too, will be produced in conjunction with the US, as was
the Trident system under the 1958 Mutual Defence Agreenent. So,

we wonder, where are the details?

6. Deci sion Mking
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The decision to replace Trident mssiles, and or the Trident
system was flagged up in the 1998 Strategi c Defence Review.
However, in March 2000, shortly before taking their contract to
run AVE, Dr John Rae (Chief Executive, AVE M) told the AWE Loca
Li ai son Comm ttee that, "Having decided to make the UK deterrent
smal |l er MoD expects a | ower cost, therefore the funding from MoD
will come down to a |level which allows the programme to be
delivered. As a rough guide there will be a 1/3 reduction in staff
and funding will be reduced on a simlar basis."[7] It would

t herefore appear that sone tinme between March 2000 and July 2002,
the decision to build new war heads was nade, and subsequently
confirmed in the publication of AWE Al dermaston's Site Devel opnent
Strategy Plan.[8] The extension AWE ml's contract to 25 years was
announced in early 2003.

In our two previous subm ssions, we presented evidence to inform
the comm ttee about the nature and extent of investnent at AVWE
Al dermaston, arguing that it far exceeded that required for
stewardshi p of the extant stockpile and indicated that the
Governnent has al ready made substantial progress in naking
decisions critical to the devel opnment of a successor to the
present system

We suggest that CGovernnent's claimthat no decision has been taken
on whether to replace the warhead or not to replace themis not
true.

The Site Devel opnent Strategy Plan in both July 2002, as updated
in and fleshed out nore fully in the Site Devel opnent Cont ext
Plan[9] set out plans to construct a range of facilities which are
now recogni sed by nost professionals and experts working in this
field to be unnecessary solely for maintenance of the current
system but essential for the devel opnent of a new weapons

system [ 10]

W suggest that the Governnent have taken a pragmatic approach to
the truth where the deci sion-maki ng process is concerned. Were
Wat ergate gave us the non-denial denial, John Reid, in his
previous role as Defence Secretary, has given us the non-decision
decision, as the following illum nating statenent reveals:

"My hon. Friend posits sonething that envisages a qualitative and
quantifi abl e wat ershed between the mai ntenance of facilities,

wher eby they are updated and rendered continually safe so that our
exi sting nuclear deterrent is nmade nore effective, and, a new
weapon. The world does not work like that [...] | do not think
that the world develops |ike that. The reality is that the
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preparati ons necessary to maintain a nuclear deterrent in a safe
condition, which is constantly updated to nmeet new threats in
ternms of accuracy and new technol ogy, are an integral part of what
m ght becone-|I do not say will becone-one possible avenue for one
of the many alternatives that we m ght have to consider if are
going to update, replace or noderni se our nucl ear deterrent. That
is as honest an answer as | can give to ny hon. Friend. In the
real world, there is no such conplete gap."[11]

I nfl uences on deci si on- maki ng

The deci si on-maki ng process in relation to the procurenent of a
new war head systemis subject to external pressures including the
rel ati onshi p between the UK and USA under the 1958 Miutual Defence
Agreenent, and significant conmercial interests.

In para. 7-3, the Governnent state, that the "[Trident] warhead
was designed and manufactured in the UK by AWE, although it was
decided that it would be nore cost effective to procure certain
non- nucl ear conponents of the warhead fromthe United States".

What they do not state is that the UK version of the Trident

war head is based on a US system and was produced i n conjunction
with the US, although the Wite Paper acknow edges in sections 4-
7, that it makes no sense to be operationally independent fromthe
US, and it would nmake sense to carry on in the sane way.

Al'l UK nucl ear weapons have since 1958 been devel oped by AVE

Al dermaston in conjunction with their coll eagues at US nucl ear
establ i shnments and, as have we have previously reported,
scientific and other collaboration continues through regul ar
visits and exchanges. W note in particular, collaboration, in
bot h 2005 and in 2006 on subcritical warhead tests[12]. The nature
of these coll aborations has al ready been presented to you in
detail in previous sessions.[13]

We note that the Wiite Paper was published one week before a US
Freedom of Information inquiry reveal ed evidence of the United
St at es assi stance in the devel opnent of its nucl ear warheads.
According to the recently rel eased docunent, half of the tests
conduct ed between 1999 and 2001 at US | aboratories were to assi st
with Britain's Trident system Although clains that the weapons
were designed in Britain, the tests conducted used the American W
76 submarine based war head.

Commenting on this, a spokesperson for the Federation of Anerican
Scientists said, "This Fol docunment |inks the British warhead
design directly with the nukes carried on US ballistic mssile
boats, despite the claimby the British governnment only | ast week
inits white paper on the future of nuclear deterrence that its
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own war heads were designed and manufactured in the UK " [14]

On 7 January 2007 the New York Tinmes reported that the US
Government was likely to announce its intention to pursue a new
war head programe the foll ow ng week. Estimated to cost up to
US$100bn, Presidential authorisation would be required in the next
1-2 years, reportedly, engineering would begin in 2010 and

war heads woul d be apparently in production by 2012.[15] A happy
coi ncidence for the US, were they to wish to take advantage of the
sparkling new facilities at the Orion laser facility - due to be
conmi ssi oned between 2008 and 2012.

Evi dence we have previously put before the cormittee al so suggests
that the decisions which have already nmade have been fuell ed by
comercial interests rather than by the national interest [16].

For exanple, we remind the comrittee one of the responsibilities
of a "Lead Systens Engi neer” which AW are advertising is to
"attenpt to influence the MoD on warhead options".[17]

Ti nescal e

Wrk on the construction of the new Orion | aser has been
progressi ng throughout 2006; AWE have recently purchased the

worl d's nost advanced superconputer (co-devel oped by Sandi a
Nat i onal Laboratories in the US); subnitted to West Berkshire
District council for consideration on 22 January 2007 plans for a
£60 mllion office building to house sone of the 1,200 new staff
it is currently recruiting; entered into contracts wi th hundreds
of private conpanies; and will shortly submt plans for the
construction of a new hydrodynam cs facility. According to AVE i
- who manage the site for the governnent - the new devel opnents
are expected to be on the scale of Terminal 5 at Heat hrow.

By the next Parlianent, the Oion laser will have been

commi ssioned, and - according to docunments published by AVE [ 2
SCCP] many of the new facilities planned at AWE, (and which
experts agree would only be necessary for the production of a new
war head, will have been built.

7. Costs

In section 5-11, Costs and Funding, the WP estimates "£2-3 billion
for the possible future refurbishnment or replacenent of the
war head" .

AWPC does not consider this is an accurate reflection of the true
costs.
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It appears that, if a decision has not yet been nade on

refurbi shnment or replacenent, this £2-3 billion nust be in
addition to the costs estimated in section 5-13, identified for
continuing the "progranme of investnent in sustaining capabilities
at the Atom c Weapons Establishment (AVE), both to ensure we can
mai ntai n the existing warhead for as |Iong as necessary and to
enabl e us to develop a replacenent warhead if that is required.”

Addi ti onal funding for Al dermaston was announced in 2005, as a
one-of f investnent over three years.[18] This has to date averaged
£350 mllion per annum over the years 2005/06 and 2007/ 08. However
the Wiite Paper states that - rather than as originally clainmed -
that there will be further investnent, likely to cost "the

equi val ent of about 3% of the current defence budget (conpared to
about 2.5%today)"

In addition to the above, the current 25 year contract held by AVE
m until 2025 to run AVWE Al dermaston, runs at £5.3 billion.

So is the estimated £2-3 billion is in addition to the norma
operational costs of running Al dermaston? - (which include

mai nt ai ni ng the current warhead stockpile and transporting the
current warheads back and forth from Al dermaston to Coul port for
ref ur bi shnent).

As acknow edged in section 5-14 of the Wite Paper, once the

war heads are built, further costs will be incurred to maintain the
war heads and presumably continue to transport them back and forth
bet ween Al der maston and Coul port for refurbishnment.

According to reports in the national nedia, industry analysts are
expecting an investnent at AWE of around £12bn over the next 12
years.[19] However, the governnent will not give any figures
beyond 2007 until after the next Conprehensive Spendi ng Revi ew.

8. Legality

"Qur decision to maintain the deterrent is fully conpatible with
all our international |egal obligations."

AWPC consi ders the designing, testing and buil ding of new nucl ear
war heads to be in breach of our international treaty obligations
and sets a very bad exanple to the rest of the world. The
Governnent clainms that, "Britain continues to set an exanple for
others to follow in our commtnent to work towards a peacef ul
fairer and safer world w thout nuclear weapons.” This is nore than
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di si ngenuous, it is a lie.

For | egal obligations under the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty

(NPT) we refer you to Philippe Sands' recent opinion[20]; for the
rel ati onshi p between the Mitual Defence Agreenent and obligations
under the NPT, see Christine Chinkin and Rabi nder Singh.[21]

We al so note that the Wiite Paper continuously refers to the need
to have nucl ear weapons "to safeguard our vital interests". It
does not once refer to the need for nuclear weapons for "self-
defence", the only condition under which the IC) was divided it
its opinion on the legality of the threat or use of nuclear
weapons. A mnority of the judges considered it m ght possibly be
| egal to use nucl ear weapons in self-defence. [22]

To justify nuclear weapons a clinmate of fear has to be created
which is damaging in itself and destructive to our internationa
rel ations, including on non-nuclear states and those who the
gover nment condemns for apparently wanting to devel op their own.

We al so consi der that by devel oping the technology (the Oion
| aser) to test a weapon in conditions replicating a nuclear
expl osi on, the UK governnment would also be in violation of the
spirit of the CIBT (of which it is a founding signatory)

9. Real security

As sonme of the wonen who contributed to nuclear disarmanent, as
enshrined in the 1987 INF Treaty, through protest at G eenham
Common, we note that the governnment have been forced to rake up
decades old Cold War argunents to support the proposal s contained
in the Wite Paper.

The Governnent is asking us to inagine a hypothetical eneny
appearing suddenly at any point in the next 50 years even though
they agree that the scenario they are "insuring" against is highly
i nprobabl e. The idea that if we cannot guarantee that a
ridiculously unlikely event may happen we have to take
extraordinarily dangerous and costly nmeasures - which there is no
i kel i hood woul d address the i magi ned threat - is dangerous. The
governnment can justify al nbst any amount of political repression
or aggressive mlitary action using the imaginary nythical eneny.

Time has noved on, security threats are conpletely different. W
t heref ore suggest that the debate is wi dened to include
alternative notions of security, based on the experience and
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t hi nki ng of wonen in the global south - for whom security neans
access to water, to housing, to health, to education and to be
free of violence.

For 22 years we have held a nonthly canp outside the fence at AVE
Al der mast on.

W are a witness to their preparations for war crines. W watch
their contractors com ng and going - building the new facilities.

We watch their nuclear warhead convoys setting off to transport
their deadly | oads to Coul port (sonmething which creates insecurity
and environnental hazards on a constant basis on UK s busi est
roads) .

We see increased police and nmilitary protection of nuclear
weapons, and its inmpact on the public in the imredi ate area
surroundi ng AWE' s Al dermaston and Burghfield, Devonport, Faslane
and Coul port as well as every area the warheads are transported
t hr ough.

In order to possess and depl oy nucl ear weapons, the UK Gover nnent
has to interfere with the public's freedom of novenment, expression
and privacy. In particular, this governnent, through the MD, is
actively seeking to deny the right to any form of peaceful protest
at AVE Al dermaston in violation of the provisions of the Human

Ri ghts Act through the proposed introduction - outside of any
parliamentary scrutiny - of bylaws which prohibit |eafleting,
denonstrati ons and neeti ngs outside AWE Al der maston. [23]

Endnot e

We congratul ate the Defence Select Conmittee in inviting AWC to
attend the hearing, and in so doing, acknow edge wonen's work for
peace at all levels, in the UK and internationally.

Britain's possession of nuclear weapons danmages us ethically,
spiritually and psychol ogically. The effects of possessing nucl ear

weapons wi Il inpact the thinking of both the threatened - and the
aggressors - creating further insecurity in the world. G ven that
nucl ear weapons are generally considered to be illegal under

i nternational humanitarian | aw, upgradi ng and expandi ng the
facilities at Al dermaston "nornmalises" what shoul d be

i nconcei vable - a factory for indiscrimnate weapons of mass
destructi on.
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If the PMhas to plant a few trees to offset the environnental
damage of his overseas holidays, what can we expect himto do to
of fset the environnental inpact of devel oping the next generation
of UK nucl ear weapons?
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the powers granted to himby the MIlitary Lands Act 1892". For
background to the proposed byel aws, see http://tinyurl.confyd9f 86
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