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Submitted to 
Theodore Wyka 

Complex 2030 SEIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy/NNSA 

NA-10.1, 1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20585 

 
December 14, 2006 

with Additional Signatures, January 17, 2007 
 
The above 74 religious organizations submit the following comments on the intent of the Energy 
Department’s National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) to prepare a Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for “Complex 2030.” 
 
Religious communities in America have long advocated for a world free of nuclear weapons.  
The teachings of the Bible, the Qur’an and other sacred texts are clear that as people of faith, we 
must be committed to the task of peacemaking.  Jesus told his followers, “Blessed are the 
peacemakers for they shall be called children of God” (Matthew 5:9).  Psalm 34 calls us to “seek 
peace and pursue it.”  The Qur’an equates killing a single person unjustly with killing all 
humanity and saving a single life with saving the life of all humanity (5:32).  Guided by texts 
such as these, we cannot envision a situation in which we could support the indiscriminate 
destruction of human life from the use of a nuclear weapon.   
 
While we come from separate religious traditions, we speak with one voice to say that we oppose 
the construction of a new nuclear weapons complex.  The production of nuclear weapons brings 
with it a legacy of health problems and environmental degradation, borne in large part by the 
poorest of the poor.  The renewal of the nuclear weapons complex as described in the Complex 
2030 plan would add to the devastation that these communities are already experiencing.   
 
The impact of the Complex 2030 plan would also be felt internationally.  The underlying premise 
of international efforts to stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction is that the U.S. and 
other nuclear weapons states will also work to reduce their own stockpiles.  The U.S. cannot call 
on other nations to stop the production of new nuclear weapons while American scientists are 
spending billions to develop a new generation of deadly nuclear bombs.  Given that the U.S. 
arsenal of nuclear weapons has the destructive power to unleash an estimated 50,000 times the 
devastation of Hiroshima and Nagasaki combined,1 the U.S. should be working to reduce its 
stockpile of nuclear bombs, not devising new ways to spend billions of taxpayer dollars to build 
new weapons. 
 
We believe that there is little justification for Complex 2030.  In particular, we believe the 
proposal for the construction of a new pit production facility, referred to as the Consolidated 
Plutonium Center (CPC), is unjustified.  Our comments focus on the CPC and NNSA’s main 

 
1 Hans M. Kristensen, Federation of American Scientists, Washington, D.C., personal communication, December 7, 
2006. 
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arguments for its construction.  Additionally, we address the international treaty obligations of 
the United States. 
 

Assessing the Need for a New Pit Facility 
 
We do not agree that there are sufficient reasons to justify the creation of a new nuclear weapons 
complex, the proposed Complex 2030.  The idea that the United States lacks a credible long-term 
deterrent or that U.S. nuclear warheads are unreliable is a fallacy. 
 
According to NNSA, the CPC “addresses a critical gap in the credibility of the long-term nuclear 
deterrent of the Unites States, namely the lack of capability and associated capacity to 
manufacture plutonium pits to support the stockpile.”2  Additionally, NNSA states that the CPC 
is intended to “have the flexibility to manufacture various pit types.” 3  These two main issues of 
capacity and flexibility are addressed below: 
 
Capacity 
NNSA argues that it lacks the capacity to meet projected stockpile requirements.  First, unless the 
United States is planning to abandon its international disarmament obligations to reduce its 
nuclear arsenal and plans to expand the nation’s stockpile, this is not true.  Second, the assertion 
that the U.S. needs to replace pits because of plutonium aging issues has been proven inaccurate.  
Third, over 4,000 reserve warheads and a large surplus of more than 12,000 pits from dismantled 
warheads already exist.4

 
International Obligations and Stockpile Requirements.  The United States currently has an 
estimated 5,000 deployed strategic nuclear warheads.5  In 2002, the U.S. government signed the 
Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) with Russia, which requires the United States to 
reduce its strategic nuclear arsenal to between 1,700 and 2,200 operationally deployed warheads 
by 2012.  If the U.S. government does not intend to increase its nuclear weapons stockpile 
beyond SORT levels, there is no need for new pits for additional warheads. 
 
Plutonium and Aging.  The need to replace warhead pits in the near future because of aging 
effects of plutonium has also been used by the NNSA as an important reason for construction of 
a new pit plant.  In testimony before Congress, Thomas D’Agostino, an administrator for NNSA, 
gave pit aging as the first reason for need of the new CPC.  Mr. D’Agostino submitted that “our 
best estimate of minimum pit lifetime is 45-60 years.”6

  

 
2 National Nuclear Security Administration, “Consolidated Plutonium Center,” fact sheet, November 2006.  
Available at http://www.complex2030peis.com/Consolidated%20Plutonium%20Center.pdf. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “Dismantling U.S. nuclear warheads,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
January/February 2004, pp. 72-74.  Available at http://www.thebulletin.org/article_nn.php?art_ofn=jf04norris. 
5 Kristensen, personal communication, December 7, 2006. 
6Thomas P. D’Agostino, Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs, National Nuclear Security Administration, 
testimony before the House Armed Services Subcommittee on Strategic Forces, April 5, 2006, p. 10.  Available at 
http://www.house.gov/hasc/4-5-06DagostinoTestimony.pdf. 

http://www.complex2030peis.com/Consolidated%20Plutonium%20Center.pdf
http://www.thebulletin.org/article_nn.php?art_ofn=jf04norris
http://www.house.gov/hasc/4-5-06DagostinoTestimony.pdf
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However, a recent official study says otherwise.  A congressionally mandated assessment of 
plutonium aging on pit lifetimes was conducted by scientists at the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, independently reviewed, and released 
in November 2006.  The study found that the plutonium in most nuclear weapons will remain 
“reliable” for a minimum of 100 years,7 approximately double the previous NNSA estimate of 45 
to 60 years.  These findings obviate the need to produce new pits based on the argument of pit 
unreliability due to plutonium aging.  
 
Surplus of Pits and Reserve Warheads.  NNSA already has over 12,000 surplus plutonium pits 
available at its Pantex Plant near Amarillo, Texas.8  The number of pits in storage is increasing 
each year due to warhead dismantlement and will continue to increase as the United States 
implements the SORT treaty.  SORT requires additional reductions from the current deployed 
strategic nuclear arsenal of some 5,000 warheads to 2,200 warheads or less by 2012.9   
 
In addition to deployed weapons, the U.S. government has over 4,000 warheads in its reserve 
stockpile.10  In view of the large number of surplus pits and reserve warheads in existence, there 
is no necessity to produce additional pits. 
 
Flexibility 
The Los Alamos National Laboratory currently has the ability to produce plutonium pits and has 
requested additional capacity.11  According to NNSA, the Los Alamos National Laboratory lacks 
the agility to change quickly from one pit type to another, or to produce more than one type of pit 
at a time. 
 
We believe the administration’s proposed new pit production facility and the stated need for 
flexibility is driven by its planning for the development of a new generation of nuclear weapons.  
We oppose the development of new nuclear weapons. 
 

Treaty Obligations  
 
The draft PEIS should address how the construction of the CPC complies with U.S. treaty 
obligations and advances nonproliferation efforts.  Under Article VI of the U.S. Constitution, 
treaties are part of the “supreme Law of the Land.” 
 
Nuclear Testing.  A new nuclear weapon design with a redesigned pit may require nuclear 
testing.  If the U.S. were to resume testing, other nuclear powers would follow suit, and the 

 
7 National Nuclear Security Administration, “Studies Show Plutonium Degradation in U.S. Nuclear Weapons Will 
Not Affect Reliability Soon,” news release, November 29, 2006.  Available at 
http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/newsreleases/2006/PR_2006-11-29_NA-06-46.pdf. 
8 Norris and Kristensen, “Dismantling U.S. nuclear warheads,” pp. 72-74. 
9 Kristensen, personal communication, December 7, 2006. 
10 Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, "U.S. nuclear forces, 2006," Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
January/February 2006, p. 70.  Available at http://www.thebulletin.org/article_nn.php?art_ofn=jf06norris. 
11 National Nuclear Security Administration, “Notice of Intent To Prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile 
Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement—Complex 2030,” Federal Register, 
October 19, 2006, p. 61733.  Available at http://www.complex2030peis.com/NOI%20Oct%2019%2006.pdf. 

http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/docs/newsreleases/2006/PR_2006-11-29_NA-06-46.pdf
http://www.thebulletin.org/article_nn.php?art_ofn=jf06norris
http://www.complex2030peis.com/NOI%20Oct%2019%2006.pdf
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Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty would dissolve.  The world would, once again, find itself in a 
nuclear arms race. 
 
Nuclear Disarmament.  The nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has been the backbone of 
the nuclear nonproliferation regime since its inception in 1970.  Article VI of the NPT requires 
countries “to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament…” 
 
Yet, NNSA has stated the agency would like to restore the U.S. ability to produce nuclear 
weapons to Cold War levels.  Mr. D’Agostino testified that Complex 2030 “would restore us to a 
level of capability comparable to what we had during the Cold War.”12

 
We believe the planned construction of the CPC and production of plutonium pits undermines 
the NPT and the nonproliferation regime.  As Kofi Annan, United Nations Secretary-General 
recently said, “All of the NPT nuclear-weapon States are modernizing their nuclear arsenals or 
their delivery systems.  They should not imagine that this will be accepted as compatible with the 
NPT.  Everyone will see it for what it is: a euphemism for nuclear rearmament.”13

 
Nuclear Nonproliferation.  In the world today, we have a nation that has recently acquired 
nuclear weapons capability, North Korea, and another that has been in violation of International 
Atomic Energy Agency agreements with uncertain intent, Iran.  The U.S. is calling for restraint 
of these and other nations’ military nuclear programs.  In contrast, the U.S. government is 
proposing the expansion of its own nuclear weapons complex.  If the U.S. government moves 
ahead with the CPC, this country will be joining North Korea and Iran in operating outside the 
nuclear nonproliferation framework, which Washington helped construct.  This contradictory 
policy undermines the ability of the United States to call for restraint from North Korea and Iran 
and weakens the nonproliferation regime. 
 
Why would an administration that is obligated to pursue nuclear disarmament seek the 
construction of a plant to produce additional nuclear weapons?  We believe that the construction 
of the CPC would tell the world that the United States does not intend to keep its pledge of 
nuclear disarmament.  Rather than reducing U.S. reliance on nuclear weapons, the construction 
of the CPC would reaffirm a central role for nuclear weapons in U.S. security policy.  We believe 
NNSA should take seriously the commitments of the United States under the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty and reflect them in the draft PEIS for Complex 2030. 
 

No Action Alternative 
 

We ask for an amended “no action” alternative for Complex 2030 with the goal of not expanding 
the nuclear pit fabrication capacity of the United States.  Spending billions of dollars to build a 

 
12 D’Agostino, testimony, April 5, 2006, p.4. 
13 Kofi Annan, address at Princeton University, Princeton, N.J., November 28, 2006.  Available at 
http://www.un.org/News/ossg/sg/stories/statments_full.asp?statID=6. 

http://www.un.org/News/ossg/sg/stories/statments_full.asp?statID=6
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new pit facility as part of an over $150 billion new nuclear weapons complex14 is unjustified and 
wasteful.  NNSA should eliminate the proposed CPC from Complex 2030.  It should focus on 
more urgent concerns such as meeting NPT commitments, a more vigorous nonproliferation 
program, and cleanup of the nuclear weapons complex. 
 

Names and Addresses of Commenting Organizations 
 
National Religious Organizations 
 
Rev. Dwight M. Lundgren, Reconciliation Ministries, National Ministries 
American Baptist Churches USA 
P.O. Box 851 
Valley Forge, Pennsylvania  19482 
 
Mary Lord, Assistant General Secretary for Peace and Conflict Resolution 
American Friends Service Committee 
1501 Cherry Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  19102 
 
Phil Jones, Director 
Church of the Brethren Witness/Washington Office 
337 North Carolina Avenue, S.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20003 
 
Rev. Barbara G. Green, Executive Director 
Churches’ Center for Theology and Public Policy 
4500 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20016 
 
Very Rev. Dominic Izzo, OP, President 
Conference of Major Superiors of Men 
8808 Cameron Street 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20910 
 
Rev. Dr. Ken Brooker Langston, Director 
Disciples Justice Action Network (Disciples of Christ) 
1040 Harbor Drive 
Annapolis, Maryland  21403 
 
Maureen Shea, Director, Office of Government Relations 
Episcopal Church, USA 
110 Maryland Avenue, N.E., Suite 309 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

 
14 Government Accounting Office, Suggested Areas for Oversight for the 110th Congress, GAO-07-235R, 
November 17, 2006, p. 15.  Available at http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d07235r.pdf. 

http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d07235r.pdf
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Mary Minette, Director of Environmental Education and Advocacy 
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America 
122 C Street, N.W., Suite 125 
Washington, D.C.  20001 
 
Joe Volk, Executive Secretary 
Friends Committee on National Legislation (Quakers) 
245 Second Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20002 
 
Rev. Dr. John Chryssavgis 
For His Grace Bishop Dimitrios of Xanthos, Ecumenical Officer 
Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of America 
10 East 79th Street 
New York, New York  20021 
 
Sr. Marie Lucey, OSF, Associate Director for Social Mission 
Leadership Conference of Women Religious 
8808 Cameron Street 
Silver Spring, Maryland  20910 
 
J. Daryl Byler, Director 
Mennonite Central Committee U.S. Washington Office 
920 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20003 
 
Howard W. Hallman, Chair 
Methodists United for Peace with Justice 
1500 16th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20036 
 
Rev. Robert Edgar, General Secretary 
National Council of Churches USA 
475 Riverside Drive, Suite 880 
New York, New York  10115 
 
Rev. Richard Killmer, Co-Coordinator  
National Religious Partnership on the Nuclear Weapons Danger 
Churches’ Center for Theology and Public Policy 
4500 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20016 
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Sr. Simone Campbell, SSS, Executive Director 
NETWORK: A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby 
25 E Street, N.W., Suite 200 
Washington, D.C.  20001 
 
Dave Robinson, Executive Director 
Pax Christi USA: National Catholic Peace Movement 
532 West Eighth Street 
Erie, Pennsylvania  16502 
 
Rev. Elenora Giddings Ivory, Director 
Presbyterian Church (USA), Washington Office 
100 Maryland Avenue, Suite 410 
Washington, D.C.  20002 
 
Rabbi David Saperstein, Director 
Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism 
2027 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20036 
 
Adam R. Taylor, Senior Director of Campaigns and Organizing 
Duane Shank, Senior Policy Advisor 
Sojourners/Call to Renewal 
3333 14th Street, N.W., Suite 200 
Washington, D.C.  20010 
 
Rob Keithan, Director, Washington Office for Advocacy 
Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations 
1320 18th Street, N.W., Suite 300B 
Washington, D.C.  20036 
 
Rev. Ron Stief, Minister and Team Leader 
United Church of Christ Justice and Witness Ministries 
100 Maryland Avenue, N.E., Suite 330 
Washington, D.C.  20002 
 
James E. Winkler, General Secretary 
United Methodist Church, General Board of Church and Society 
100 Maryland Avenue, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 
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State and Regional Religious Organizations (listed by state) 
 
Shakeel Syed, Executive Director 
Islamic Shura Council of Southern California 
2115 West Crescent Avenue, Suite 216 
Anaheim, California  92801 
 
The Rev. Dr. Diana Gibson, Co-Executive Director 
Council of Churches of Santa Clara County 
1710 Moorpark Avenue 
San Jose, California  95128 
 
The Rev. Dr. Stephen Sidorak, Executive Director 
Christian Conference of Connecticut 
60 Lorraine Street 
Hartford, Connecticut  05401 
 
Roy Craft, Executive Director 
Regional Council of Churches of Atlanta 
2195 Defoor Hills Road, Suite L   
Atlanta, Georgia  30318 
 
The Rev. Dr. Nancy Kemper, Executive Director *  
Kentucky Council of Churches 
1500 Leestown Road 
Lexington, Kentucky  40511 
 
Rev. Charles Dana Krutz, Executive Director *  
Louisiana Interchurch Conference 
527 North Boulevard, Fourth Floor 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana  70806 
 
The Rev. Russell L. Meyer, Executive Director *  
Florida Council of Churches 
3838 West Cypress Street 
Tampa, Florida  33607 
 
The Rev. Jill Job Saxby, Executive Director 
Maine Council of Churches 
19 Pleasant Avenue 
Portland, Maine  04103 
 
Diane Kestler, Executive Director 
Massachusetts Council of Churches 
14 Beacon Street, Suite 416 
Boston, Massachusetts  02108 
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The Rev. Dr. Brady Vardemann, Executive Director 
Montana Association of Churches 
25 South Ewing Street, Suite 408 
Helena, Montana  59601 
 
Marilyn Mecham, Executive 
Interchurch Ministries of Nebraska 
215 Centennial Mall, Suite 411 
Lincoln, Nebraska  68508 
 
David Lamarre-Vincent, Executive Director 
New Hampshire Council of Churches 
P.O. Box 1087 
Concord, New Hampshire  03302 
 
Mary Lu Bowen, Executive Director 
New York State Council of Churches 
18 Computer Drive West, Suite 107 
Albany, New York  12205 
 
The Rev. Sandra L. Strauss, Director of Public Advocacy  
Pennsylvania Council of Churches 
900 South Arlington Avenue, Suite 100 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania  17109 
 
Gary Nesdahl, Executive Director *   
Association of Christian Churches of South Dakota 
100 South Spring Avenue, Suite 106 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota  57104 
 
Rev. Dr. George Bithos, Executive Director *             
Texas Conference of Churches 
221 East Ninth Street, Suite 403 
Austin, Texas  78701 
 
Jonathan Barton, General Minister *  
Virginia Council of Churches, Inc. 
1214 West Graham Road 
Richmond, Virginia 23220 
 
The Rt. Rev. F. Neff Powell, Bishop *  
Episcopal Diocese of Southwestern Virginia 
P.O. Box 2279 
Roanoke, Virginia  24009 
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* These signatories have signed in a personal capacity and are not representing their organization 
in supporting this statement. 
 
 
Congregations of Women Religious (listed by state) 
 
Sisters of St Francis of Penance and Christian Charity 
P.O. Box 1028 
Redwood City, California  94062 
 
Dominican Sisters of San Rafael  
1520 Grand Avenue  
San Rafael, California  94901 
 
Sisters of St. Francis  
588 North Bluff Boulevard 
Clinton, Iowa  52732 
 
Sisters of the Presentation of Dubuque Iowa  
2360 Carter Road 
Dubuque, Iowa  52001 
 
Sisters of St. Joseph  
215 Court Street 
Concordia, Kansas  66901 
 
Great Bend Kansas Dominicans 
3600 Broadway  
Great Bend, Kansas  67530 
 
Sisters of Charity of Leavenworth  
4200 54th Street  
Leavenworth, Kansas  66048 
 
Sisters of St. Joseph of Springfield  
34 Lower Westfield Road, #1  
Holyoke, Massachusetts  01040 
 
Sisters of St Anne Social Concerns Committee  
720 Boston Post Road East 
Marlborough, Massachusetts  01752 
 
Missionary Sisters of Society of Mary  
349 Grove Street  
Waltham, Massachusetts  02453 
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Society of the Mission Sisters of the Holy Spirit  
1030 North River Road  
Saginaw, Michigan  48609 
 
Home Visitors of Mary  
121 East Boston Street  
Detroit, Michigan  48202 
 
Sisters Servants of the Immaculate Heart of Mary Leadership Council  
610 West Elm Avenue  
Monroe, Michigan  48162 
 
Sisters of St Joseph of Kalamazoo  
P.O. Box 34 
Nazareth, Mississippi  49074 
 
Franciscan Sisters of Mary  
1100 Bellevue Avenue  
St. Louis, Missouri  63117 
 
Franciscan Sisters of Our Lady of Perpetual Help  
335 South Kirkwood Road 
St Louis, Missouri  63122 
 
Omaha Servants of Mary 
7400 Military Avenue  
Omaha, Nebraska  68134 
 
Sisters of Charity of St. Elizabeth Leadership Council 
P.O. Box 476 
Convent Station, New Jersey  07961 
 
Amityville Dominicans  
555 Albany Avenue 
Amityville, New York  11701 
 
Sisters of St. John the Baptist  
3308 Campbell Drive 
Bronx, New York  10465 
 
Sisters of Social Service 
296 Summit Avenue 
Buffalo, New York  14214 
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Sisters of St. Joseph of Buffalo  
10324 Main Street 
Clarence, New York  14031 
 
Sisters of the Good Shepherd  
82-31 Doncaster Place 
Dix Hill, New York  11432 
 
Religious of the Sacred Heart of Mary (US Provinces) 
50 Wilson Park Drive 
Tarrytown, New York  10591 
 
Presentation Sisters  
1101 32nd Avenue South 
Fargo, North Dakota  58103 
 
Sisters of the Most Precious Blood Leadership Team 
4000 Denlinger Road 
Dayton, Ohio  45426 
 
Sisters of Charity of Cincinnati  
5900 Delhi Road 
Mt. St. Joseph, Ohio  45051 
 
Sisters of St. Francis of Philadelphia 
609 South Convent Road 
Aston, Pennsylvania  19014 
 
Sisters of Charity of Seton Hill  
463 Mt. Thor Road  
Greensburg, Pennsylvania  15601 
 
Sisters of St. Joseph of Chestnut Hill  
9701 Germantown Avenue 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  19118 
 
Grey Nuns of the Sacred Heart  
1750 Quarry Road 
Yardley, Pennsylvania  19067 
 
Mother of God Benedictine Monastery  
110 28th Avenue, S.E., Apt.212 
Watertown, South Dakota  57201 
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Dominican Sisters of Houston  
6501 Almeda Road 
Houston, Texas  77021 
 
 
This statement was submitted to the Energy Department on December 14, 2006.  It is being 
submitted again on January 16, 2007 with additional signatures. 
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