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SPECIAL FOCUS:

A Public Debate for Survival

Radioactive Waste Disposal?

The world’s biggest environmental
problem as we approach the 21st century is
the accumulation of highly toxic radioactive
wastes. The safe disposal of these wastes is
one of the keys to our survival. How can
we manage and dispose of waste products
that have such a harmful impact on the
environment and on our health, and on the
health of future generations? The following
article addresses this important question by
surveying global radioactive waste manage-
ment practices.

A GLOBAL PROBLEM

In 1992, researchers at the Worldwatch
Institute in Washington, DC, estimated the
global volume of nuclear waste at over
80,000 tons. This is the toxic by-product not
only of the world’s 413 commercial nuclear
reactors, but also of the military nuclear
muterials that various nations have stock-
piled to power seagoing vessels and to arm
nuclear warheads.

Most of the world'’s radioactive waste is
in the form of spent fuel rods from nuclear
reactors. It is possible to recycle uranium
rods for further use, but the energy required
for this process isn’t cost efficient, and it
also creates more waste. Another process is
called “transmutation,” which means con-
verting the spent rods into a less hazardous
form, but the technology is experimental
and the risks are unknown. There currently
exists only one other option for radioactive
waustes: storage.

RADWASTE STORAGE

Since the 1950s, radioactive waste,
or"radwaste,” from United States and
European nuclear power plants has been
piling up in large, on-site indoor water
pools designed originally to contain small
quantitics of radiouactive waste materials for
only a few years. But by the year 2000, half
of the United States’ 110 reactors will be
forced to find alternative storage technolo-

Kazakhstan children going to school

SOURCE: Bulletin of Atomic Sciences, July 1994
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gies as the existing facilities will be filled.

The preferred technology for storing
radioactive waste is “dry-cask storage,” a
process that involves moving waste materi-
als from power plants to dump sites over
land, along riverways, and across oceans.
often near or through populated areas. The
sites themselves consist of huge outdoor
steel cans. If the United States™ radioactive
waste was consolidated, it would fit in 15-
foot-high cans the length of a football field.

But even this technology is considered
by experts to be only temporary, and
nuclear nations are searching for permanent
storage solutions. Some nuclear nations
have a better history of radioactive waste
management than others, although none
may De called perfect. Yet the most serious
radioactive threats to ecological systems, to
human health, and to the unborn in the
world today are found in the former Soviet
Union.

THE SOVIET LEGACY

Last November, Russian scientists
divulged four decades of Soviet radioactive
waste disposal practices to an audience of
Western experts. Since the early 1950s, the
Soviets have pumped billions of gallons of
radioactive liquid waste directly into the
ground, and the practice is continued today
among former Soviet republics, especially
the Russian Federation.

The Russian scientists described the
practice as “safe,” because the radioactive
wastes are injected under layers of shale
and clay which, theoretically, isolates them
from the surface. But pumping radioactive
waste directly into the ground flies in the
face of accepted global radioactive waste
disposal standards, and has sparked a
heated debate among scientists and policy
makers. The Soviet practice presents the
world with a legacy that poses dangers to
ecosystems and to human health for cen-
turies.
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The amount of radioactivity the Soviets
have injected is in the billions of curies. By
contrast, the Chernobyl meltdown in
Ukraine released about 50 million curies
directly into the atmosphere, mostly involv-
ing short-lived isotopes with only a several-
month life span, and the Three Mile Island
discharge in the United States released
about 50 curies. A curie is the amount of
radiation given off by one gram of radium,
the equivalent of 37 billion atoms per
second. Old-fashioned luminous watch
dials with 12 radium dots release about
3/1000 of a curie.

The radioactive wastes injected by the
Soviet nuclear industry contain cesium 137
and strontium 90, both with a half-life of
about 30 years. A half-life is the amount of
time it takes for half of a radioactive sub-
stance to decay into less complex atomic
particles. Strontium 90 binds readily with
bone tissue in both humans and animals,
and cesium 137 concentrates in flesh and in
milk.

The best-case scenario for this radioac-
tive legacy is that the injected waste materi-
als will remain underground long enough
to decay into less harmful isotopes. But the
worst-case scenario is radioactive waste
leaking to the surface, becoming mixed
with underground water systems, and
spreading downstream along riverways and
watersheds. This possibility could result in a
dramatic rise in birth defects, and cause

deaths by cancer among regional popula-
tions.

Sixty two Soviet reactors continue to
operate in former Soviet republics and in
Eastern Europe, creating further waste man-
agement problems. Forty seven are pressur-
ized water reactors, called VVERs, similar to
United States reactors, Older VVERs lack
effective emergency containment systems,
while the other 15 RBMK reactors are con-
sidered so dangerous there is an interna-
tional call to take them off-line. The danger
comes not only from the reactor’s decaying
super-structures, but from the inability of
regional nuclear industry officials to imple-
ment effective radioactive waste disposal
policies.

SOME PENDING SOLUTIONS

In the United Kingdom. a proposed
permanent storage site at Sellarfield in
Cumbria has come under attack by Great
Britain's Radioactive Waste Management
Advisory Committee. The Committee cites
new hydrological data as showing inconsis-
tencies between observed groundwater
behavior and computer-based modeling.
Computer models have shown that ground-
water from the Cumbria site might flow
directly into the Irish Sea. spreading from
there to shores as far away as France or
Scandinavia. Such considerations have
effectively halted construction at Seltarfield,
and other sites are being considered.

Radioactive waste storage is a major politi-
cal question for the British.

Until recently, Finland’s radioactive
waste disposal policies have involved over-
seas transportation to other countries, par-
ticularly Russia. Recent amendments to
Finland’s Energy Act call for a ban on this
practice, as well as for stopping even tem-
porary foreign radioactive waste storage in
Finland. Finland's nuclear energy authori-
ties face the same problems as do authori-
ties in other nuclear nations: their
repository sites will be filled by the year
2000. The Finns are currently engaging in
geological surveys to determine the most
suitable underground site for storing waste,
which at present totals about 250 tons.

Finnish researchers say they have pro-
duced a transportable system for cleaning
radioactive liquid wastes. They say their
new technology is not only cheaper than
conventional  waste  management
approaches, but that it results in a stream of
pure water and a compact concrete slab
that encapsulates leftover radioactive ele-
ments. The technique’s main feature is a
metal column containing 12 liters of non-
soluble, non-clotting inorganic granules,
and contaminated water passing through
the column undergoes an ion exchange that
locks radioactivity within the granules. The
fluid circulates through the column until it
meets acceptable standards of cleanliness.
The ultimate by-product is a self-contained
metal canister containing low-level radioac-
tive waste that takes up considerably less
physical space than current disposal prac-
tices. The Finn's are being cautious about
divulging too much information because, if
it really works, such a product has the
potential to reap huge profits.

Pacific Sandpiper carrying spent nuclear
fuel from Japan for reprocessing at
Sellarfield, Britain.

SOURCE: Greenpeace International
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UNDERGROUND STORAGE

The Canadian Atomic Energy
Commission has determined officially that
radioactive wastes may be sufely contained
and stored indefinitely beneath the euartly’s
surface. They have designated a geographic
area in northwest Canada for this purpose,
and they are calling it the Canadian Shield.
Officials say the Shield can hold not only
their own radioactive wastes, but also
wastes from other nuclear countries—for a
price.

Canadians are concerned about the
abilities of exporting countries to get
radioactive wastes to the site without
endangering the health of local popula-
tions. Can countries exporting radioactive
waste guarantee safe transport? Canada’s
safety record is good, but just one accident
would have devastating effects on environ-
mental systems and human health.

U.S. officials want a permanent storage
site too, but their tactics haven't incorpo-
rated the same degree of public involve-
ment that’s marked Canadian efforts.
Recently the U.S. Department of Energy
decided to store all of the nation's radioac-
tive by-products at a site in Nevada near
Yucca Mountain. Ironically, Nevada is one
of the U.S. few non-nuclear states and,
when word of federal intentions reached
local populations, there arose considerable
protest.

The most serious potential problem
with underground radiouctive waste storage
is that not enough is understood about the
movements of soils. tectonic plates, and
geologic faults. Recent earthquakes in
Japan and Mexico have highlighted the fact
that, despite claims to the contrary, modern
engineering technology simply cannot
design completely quakeproof structures
because, like lightning, no two quakes
behave exactly the same. Computer simula-
tions of quake scenarios can never account
for every possibility.

OPENNESS and PUBLIC DEBATE

Not all nuclear nations can boast of the
kind of open debate and public involve-
ment about radioactive waste disposal that
has occurred in countries like Canada,
Finland, and the United Kingdom.
Democracy is not the key either: United
States nuclear regulatory officials have
never understood public perceptions about
the dangers of radioactivity and waste
siting, and have continually opted for strate-
gies that involve overriding rather than
responding to state and local concerns.

The New York Times recently reported
that 70 U.S. nuclear plants are moving for-
ward with on-site permanent storage facili-
ties, because temporary storage pools have
reached maximum capacities and the
prospect of determining a site for a
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national radioactive waste® repository
remains elusive. The privately owned
energy companies are under no legal oblig-
ation to conduct environmental or public
health impact assessments, and waste mate-
rials are to be encased in aboveground silos
neur local populations.

Sweden, by contrast, has made an
intensive effort from the start of its nuclear
program to engage the public through its
“remiss process.” About 50 percent of

Swedish energy is generated by 12 nuclear
reactors, and authorities have succeeded in
creating a level of trust among local popula-
tions about their ability to handle reactor
emergencies and waste siting problems.
Currently, Sweden stores its radioactive
wastes under the Gulf of Bothnia, and as its
decommissioning program gets underway,
the facility will be enlarged.

The Swedish remiss process involves
wide dissemination of any proposed policy

Spring 1995
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SOURCE: World Press Review

to a cross section of stakeholders among
Swedish society. Individuals and social
groups evaluate policy questions through
written responses, and the policy sponsors
respond in writing to their evaluations.
Sweden’s radioactive waste disposal pro-
gram is also subject to an international
review process at the invitation of Swedish
authorities. Recently, Sweden committed
itself to phasing out nuclear power alto-
gether within the next 15 years. In Swedish
nuclear policy considerations, the public is
the ultimate judge.

Other countries have been exploring
and enlarging upon this Swedish model.
Germany holds public tours of reactor and
waste disposal sites, and the public may
read any document on the subject it wishes.
France negotiates with prospective disposal
site host communities about conflicts, and
offers an “image loss™ tax subsidy of $11
million a year to communities that accept
underground facilities. French authorities
want further incentives, preferential hiring
and purchasing, and other forms of regional
development to induce prospective host
communities. Currently there is no perma-
nent radioactive waste disposal site in
France; most waste is stored at its point of
generation.

Citizens of Switzerland’s Nidwald
Canton voted last July to accept a low-
medium radioactive waste storage facility
within their borders, and they will receive
benefits of about $5 million per year for
forty years from Swiss nuclear officials.
Monetary payments, tax breaks, and devel-
opment benefits are increasingly being
viewed as necessary by governments under
pressure to solve radioactive waste disposal
problems at the national level. Opponents

of this practice label such incentives as
bribery, and note that future generations
have no vote in a decision that could dra-
matically impact their health.

Bribery or not, such policies do consti-
tute a form of public participation that is
unknown among some other nuclear
nations. Thailand, for example, maintains
an official policy of secretiveness and of
withholding information from the public
that has many concerned about the poten-
tial impact on human health of both past
practices and future projects. Environmental
impact assessments are routinely not con-
ducted. and long-term waste disposal con-
siderations are not part of planning
processes or of public health surveys.
Thailand wants to expand its nuclear pro-
gram, and is offering incentives to interna-
tional commercial firms to build research
facilities and disposal sites in Thailand.

Japan's small geographic size has
posed special problems for Japanese
nuclear officials, and quake conditions
throughout the Japanese archipelago pro-
hibit the construction of any long-term
underground storage facility. As a result, the

Japanese release about 13,000 curies per

year of liquid radioactive wastes from their
nuclear reactors directly into the ocean.
Eventually this nuclear waste diffuses
throughout the world's oceans.

The official Chinese policy on radioac-
tive waste disposal was made public last
October. The policy says that radioactive
treatment facilities must be designed, con-
structed, and implemented in strict compli-
ance with national standards for waste
discharges into the environment, and that
deep-geological disposal technologies
accompanied by short-term storage facilities
are being implemented. China’s State
Environmental Protection Bureau has been
quoted as actively supporting the govern-
ment’s nuclear policy.

China’s nuclear waste management
policy, which follows verbatim the
International Atomic Energy Agency’s pub-
lished standards. sounds more than appro-
priate. But public safety and health
guarantees depend on official openness.
and China’s record in this regard does not
generate confidence in their willingness to
provide international experts with timely
and accurate scientific data about the rela-
tionship between their radioactive waste
disposal practices, environmental degrada-
tion, and human health.

China’s indigenously designed reactors
do not meet international standards, and
China lacks sufficiently trained personnel to
manage its proposed seven-fold nuclear
plant expansion program. Neither does
China’s nuclear regulatory agency have the
resources or authority to ensure safe prac-
tices and make a commitment to maintain-

ing acceptable human health standards. In
addition, China's nuclear policy establishes
their firm commitment to going forward
with large-scale nuclear developments and
waste storage sites in upcoming decades,
adding to its existing three nuclear plants.
Such a program diminishes the possibility
that the Chinese might explore alternative
energy technologies, as many nations with
experience in nuclear matters are beginning
to do.

NUCLEAR ENERGY “EQUALS”
CULTURAL SUPERIORITY

Taiwan is in the process of building its
fourth nuclear power plant, and Taipei has
invited the French to advise and assist in
developing radioactive waste disposal and
management measures. Eighty percent of
France's electricity is generated by nuclear
power, and Taiwanese nuclear officials
want very much to approach such a figure.
France is regarded as a model of technolog-
ical sophistication by many fledging nuclear
nations, but French expertise in radioactive
waste disposal-even considering their offi-
cial policy of public involvement—should be
taken with a grain of salt, because no inde-
pendent body monitors French radioactive
waste disposal.

A significant aspect of the history of
global nuclear energy development has
been a persistent attitude among non-
nuclear and developing-nuclear nations that
nuclear energy is the mark of a technologi-
cally superior and sophisticated society.
This cultural attitude is inhibiting explo-
ration of other energy sources among
nations that have never fully developed
their own nuclear program.

The Soviet Union’s lethal nuclear
legacy is the direct result of this cultural atti-
tude. During the operation of the Soviets’
nuclear program, officials have consistently
placed productivity before public safety in
their priorities. (This is true for other Soviet
industries too, like oil and coal.) The
Soviets have combined secretiveness and
an emphasis on production with the desire

“We are living in a bistoric
transitional period in which
awareness of the conflict between
buman activities and
environmental constraints is
literally exploding...Never before
in our bistory bave we bad so
much knowledge, technology and
resources...The time and the
opportunity bas come to break out

of the negative trends of the past.”
—Glo Harlem Brunddand,
Prime Minister of Norway

Page 4

Spring 1995



WIT's World Ecology Report

\ NN ‘\\\\\ “\Nm AN W \\,\\ \ \ N \\&\\?\ \\\

RSN

\\\\ \\\“\\ ~ vl
N

RS

\\ W

4
; '\\

G fYUGIER o the B S0 S010EL

. 53

SOURCE: Surviving Together, Summer 1994

to be the most advanced, and this has cre-
ated a legacy of devastating environmental
degradation.

Current efforts to get rickety Ukrainian
reactors off line are hampered by this cul-
tural attitude. Years of Soviet domination
have created the mindset at Ukrainiun insti-
tutions that nuclear power is a hallmark of
efficiency, modernity, and technical superi-
ority. Not only has this resulted in Ukrainian
refusal to shut down existing reactors, but
they want to build more. No appropriate
radioactive waste disposal programs are in
effect for those that exist, nor under consid-
eration for those they want to construct.

KAZAKHSTAN and NOVAYA ZEMLYA
The threat to environmental and
human health posed by past and present
radioactive wuste disposal practices aumong
former Soviet republics is best represented
by the current situations in now indepen-
dent Kazakhstan, on Russia’s southern
border, and at Novaya Zemlya, an archipel-
ago in the Arctic Oceun off northern Russia.
In Kazakhstan half the arable land is
highly radioactive from Soviet military
experimentation, and sloppy waste dis-
posal. Kazakh scientists say radiation levels
fall between 25 and 500 times internation-
ally permissible levels in most of central
and castern Kazakhstan. In western
Kazuakhstan, huge underground cavities
from test explosions are being considered

for storage since they're already radioactive.
Kazakh officials have offered U.S. commer-
cial nuclear concerns access to the site for
financial remuneration.

Novaya Zemlya was traditionally a
vacation haven for the upper class. Now,
hardly anyone from the mainland goes near
the islands because of decades of military
nuclear testing and waste disposal. The
open air tests, conducted in the 1950s and
"00Us, involved weapons that held 100 kilo-
grams of plutonium, only about 20 percent
of which were destroyed in the reaction.
The rest, along with the radioactive by-
products of the reaction, went into the envi-
ronment.

Scientists measuring the strontium level
in the bones of local reindeer put the levels
at 40 times higher than normal. Russian
reindeer glowed in the durk long before
anyone had ever heard of Chernobyl, say
local inhabitants. Since 1970, colon cancer
levels have increased sixfold among area
residents, and esophagus cancer levels are
on the rise.

In the 1950s, the effluent from the
nuclear weapons factory near Chelyubinsk
was dumped into the Techa River, from
which point it flowed into the Arctic Ocean.
Between 1964 and 1986, 7000 tons of solid
radioactive waste and about 1600 tons ol
liquid waste were dumped directly into the
Kara and Berents Seas from the Soviet naval
base at Murmansk. Soviet nuclear waste dis-

posal practices at Novaya Zemlya, in the
Techa, and around Murmansk, the Arctic
Ocean along the northern border of Russia
have made the region into a radioactive
nightmare.

NUCLEAR BLACKMAIL

According to a Tokyo newspaper, in
early 1994 the Russian Federation told
South Korea and Japan that it would dump
radioactive wastes from 150 nuclear sub-
marines in the Sea of Jupan if Seoul and
Tokyo didn’t provide money to build waste
management facilities on land. The
Russians claim they have no alternative, and
that they will not comply with an interna-
tional ban on deep sea dumping. The ban
was imposed in 1993 after Soviet naval
barges were filmed by Greenpeace dump-
ing radioactive wastes-directly into the open
ocean. Both Japanese and Russian
Federation officials deny the story alto-
gether.

But alflegations are surfacing that
Russia used Greenpeace to document its
ocean dumping practices, and is orchestrat-
ing an international campaign to involve
other nations in cleaning up its mess. There
are also questions about the motives for the
Russian scientist’s sudden airing of injection
practices. Clearly there ure serious prob-
lems with radioactive waste disposal among
former Soviet republics, and some govern-
ments may be relying on the techniques
with which they are most familiar: manipu-
lation and subterfuge.

SOURCES: IAEA Bulletin, Dec. ‘94, Utne Reader,
Jul/Aug ‘92; UN World Chronicle, 10/17/94; Issues in
Science and Technology, Summer '92; IAEA Press
Release, 7/5/94; New York Times, 11/21/94; Nature,
6/30/94; Technology Review, Jul. ‘92; Power Europe,
11/4/94, 9/2/94; Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Jul. ‘94;
Financial Times, 7/1/94; Electrical Review, 9/30/94;
Calgary Herald, 11/2/94; New York Times, 2/15/94;
Bangkok Post, 10/30/94; Tokyo Business Today, Apr.
‘94; BBC, 10/22/94; Washington Post, 10/13/ 94;
Agence France Presse, 10/15/94; Jerusalem Post,
10/17/94; IAEA Press Release, 3/31/94; World Press
Review, 2/93; Science, 7/31/92; The Economist,
2/13/93; Japan Economic Newswire, 2/ 23/94; Daily
Telegraph, 12/23/94.

“Of all environmental ills,
contaminated water is the most
devastating in consequences. Each
year 10 million deaths are directly
attributable to waterborne
intestinal diseases. One third of
bumanity labors in a perpetual
state of illness or disability as a
result of impure water; anotber
third is threatened by the release
into water of chemical substances
whose long-term effects are

unknown.”
—Philip Quigg,.
Water: The Essential Kesotrce
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HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT: Lifestyle Choices

Excesses have proven deadly in devel-
oped nations where most deaths are self-
inflicted as a result of poor lifestyle choices.
Cardiovascular disease and cancer top the
list. In the U.S.. health care consumes more
than 14 percent of the gross domestic prod-
uct. yet scarce funds are poured

cals banned in developed nations, which
diffuse into their soil and fragile ecosys-
tems, ultimately making their way back to
developed economies through residues on
imports.

Unfortunately, powerful lobbies, not

dairy products, eggs, and grains to feed

livestock. But more medical experts now

recognize that a healthy diet deemphasizes
meat and dairy products.

On an individual level, eating lower on

the food chain decreases the need for agro-

chemicals, saves already depleted

into questionable research, while
smoking cessation, alcohol and
drug rehabilitation. dietary modifi-
cations, and a clean atmosphere
are the real medicines we need. As
early as 1982, the National Cancer
Society recognized that 80 percent
of cancers are theoretically pre-
ventable. Unfortunately, preven-
tion isn’t profitable. while illness
is.

As cholesterol plaques accu-
mulate along the arteries of unsus-
pecting young children in
developed nations, rainforests are
irreversably transformed into
desert from cattle grazing and beef
production in Brazil. Throughout
the world, overcropping and over-
grazing take the same toll on our
land and contribute to global
warming. Inefficient food produc-
tion systems with poor conversion
ratios waste precious resources,
and simultaneously support the
cycle of poverty, hunger, environ-
mental degradation, and human
suffering.

By the year 2030, India will
need to import 44 million tons of
grain annually to help feed its 1.5

resources, increases food availibil-
ity, and promotes health.
According to the American
Dietetic Association, scientific data
reveal positive relationships
between a vegetarian lifestyle and
risk reduction for several chronic
diseases, including obesity, coro-
nary artery discase, hypertension.
diabetes mellitus, and colon
cancer. Eliminating excess protein
improves kidney function and
protects against osteoporosis.
After all, humans are the only
species that drink milk past
infancy, or that drink the milk of
another species.

Purchasing organic produce
benefits everyone and is the opti-
mum choice. However, agrochem-
icals should have internationally
agreed upon maximum residue
limits. With the globalization of
the competetive market and the
reduction of free trade barriers,
financial support in the market-
place helps organic farmers who
are on the forefront of phasing out
toxic chemicals, and replacing

Rice paddy in Indonesia. Water used for agriculture can carry
diseases.

them with crop rotation and other
organic methods. Choices made
today in our lifestyles are power-

billion people, and China will
need to import 200 million tons
for its 1.6 billion. According to
Lester Brown, head of Worldwatch
Institute, a spike in food prices will lead to
“wholesale social disintegration™ in Africa,
Latin America, and other poor world
regions.

Inefficient food production accelerates
the use of agrochemicals, such as pesticides
which bioaccumulate through food webs
and in human tissues. These chemicals can
be acutely toxic. However, more relevant to
the general population are lifelong expo-
sures to lipophilic persistent environmental
toxins known as cocarcinogens. They
reside in our adipose tissue with no clear
route to excretion except in lactating
females. A Swedish study found 10-20
times greater concentration of organohalo-
gens in human milk as compured to cow’s
milk, far exceding the maximum permiss-
able levels. Developing countries suffer to a
greater extent by receiving tons of chemi-

SOURCE: World Health

scientific data. have more to do with the
public’s health knowledge and food acces-
sibility worldwide. One example is federal
backing of the “Four Food Groups™ in the
U.S. in 1956, a response to pressure from
the Meat and Dairy Boards who wanted to
promote their products. The Physicians
Committee for Responsible Medicine in the
U.S. has recently developed four new food
groups consisting of whole grains, vegeta-
bles, legumes, and fruits. The Committee
recommendations include meat and dairy
products as optional, not as part of the
required daily diet. This “vegan™ diet differs
sharply from the traditional Western diet
that is high in animal fat and protein, low in
fiber, and is associated with cancers, cardio-
vascular disease. obesity, diabetes, and
osteoporosis. While the vegan diet does
promote health, it also contradicts those
agricultural concerns that produce meat,

ful ones that will have environ-

mental reverberations long after
our demise. Not caring for our health is an
expensive proposition that burdens more
than our individual bodies. Appropriate
health choices not only can secure the
health of the individual, but may also hold
the key to our survival as a species.

SOURCES: National Research Council “Diet,
Nutrition, and Cancer,” Washington, DC: National
Academy Press, 1982; Slorach and Jensen, CRC
Chemical Contaminants in Human Milk, 1991; A.L.H.
ElSebae, “Special Problems Experienced with
Pesticide Use in Developing Countries,” Reguatory
Toxicology and Pharmacology, 17:287-291, 1993;
Lancet, 343: 1498, 1994; Time, 11/7/94; WHO/ UN 13,
1994.

“To truly change the world for
the better, we need facts, not

simply more faith.”
—Roger M. Lilienfeld, as quoted
in the New York Times, 1/21/95
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DID YOU KNOW?

| Jacques Cousteau continues to wurn that
overpopulation is humanity’s greatest threat to
survival. He argues that focusing on “sustainable
economic development” is an illusion in a world
of limited resources, and claims that the Western
notion of “progress” has to be readjusted to rec-
ognize the reality of finite, rather than new and
renewable, resources. He condemns environ-
mental destruction in the name of progress, citing
the draining of marshlands, the destruction of
coral reels, the depletion of marine populations
by driftnet and dynamite techniques, and the
telling of millions of acres of rainforests.

SOURCE: International Dateline

Poverty in Peru: Economic growth must be
linked to social and cultural development.

SOURCE: UNESCO Sources, No. 57

B rhe health gap has widened between west-
ern and eastern European nations, mainly due to
the poor quality of health care among “countries
in transition,” those nations that once composed
the Soviet Union. Average lile expectancy at birth
is 75.6 yeuars in the west and 09.0 yeurs in the
cast. Deaths in the first year of lite range trom 5-8
per 1000 live births in most western European

nations, and to over 40 in some former Soviet
republics. Cardiovascular diseases in the east
cause more than 50 percent of this health gap.
Abortions, the principal means of contraception
among some eastern European countries,
account for approximately 20-23 percent of
maternal deaths in eastern nations. A declining
standard of living, especially for the urban
clderly, contributes to the widening gap in health
between eastern and western Europeans.

SOURCE: Health for All Monitoring Reports: Health
in Europe. Copenhagen: World Health Organization

B rhe United Nations Secretary General has
submitted his “Report on Mine Clearance,” as
required by Resolution 48/7. The report states
that, “it will be impossible to solve the global
land-mine problem unless their proliferation is
halted. The best and most effective way to
achieve this is to ban completely the production,
use, and transfer of all land mines.” The report
urges member states to establish such a ban.,

SOURCE: Landmines Update #9, Vietnam Veterans
of America Fdtn.

[N study performed for the Asian
Development Bank (ADB) says the air around
Metro Manila, Philippines, contains three times
the volume of pollutants above normal levels.
Particulate matter, lead, carbon monoxide, nitro-
gen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide comprise the
urban pollution, with about 70 percent attribut-
able to poorly maintained gasoline and diesel
fuel vehicles.

SOURCE: WIT, Philippines Regional Office

[ Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, the Gulf States,
Turkey, and Israel incidences of tuberculosis
declined between 1986 and 1991, However,
Egypt experienced an increase in TB cascs, rising
from 1363 1o 12,967 over this same period. The
Sudan saw a six-fold increase in T3 cases, while
Svria, Iraq, and Iran also experienced alarming
increases.

SOURCE: New Middle East Magazine

B orhe 1995 Quality of Life Index by
International Living savs the ten "most” and
“least” ccological countries are, respectively:
Ecuador, Chile, Austria, New Zealand. [eeland,
Costa Rica, Suriname, Botswana, Namibia, and
Panama: Hong Kong, Bahrain, Bangladesh,
Singapore, Mauritius, Malta, Macao, Monaco,
Bermuda, and China (Taiwan). Considered are
population density, protected land, and  indige-
nous ecological problems, like pollution, defor-
estation, and desertification.

SOURCE: International Living

Military
Radwastes

As Cold War tensions ease, what to do
with the massive array of nuclear weapons
stockpiled around the world has become
an important international question for
two reasons. First, militaries around the
world feel obligated to public disclosure
and accountability about their handling of
radioactive materials in quite varying
degrees. Second is that weapons-grade
plutonium and nuclear arms are actively
being sought by nations and political
groups with hostile intentions.

After the 1992 Gulf War, Iraqi children
began dying of mysterious ilinesses. Some
international experts believe that the
United States military used the Iragi con-
flict to dispose of some of its radioactive
wastes. The reports say that ammunition
made out of radioactive waste was distrib-
uted among coalition forces. Shell casings
are highly prized among Iragi children.

In the United States as elsewhere, mili-
tary authorities have consistently cloaked
their nuclear activities behind a veil of
secrecy known as “national security.” Now
that bases around the country are closing,
local populations are discovering that
large areas within their counties and town-
ships are seriously polluted, perhaps
beyond recall. Military authorities aren’t
held directly accountable for their highly
toxic landscapes, and Superfund dollars
are proving ineffectual through misman-
agement and bureaucratic waste.

Sloppy security among some former
military installations, especially in Eastern
Europe and among former Soviet
republics, has many international experts
deeply concerned about terrorist access to
nuclear weapons. Last year, the United
States airlifted 1300 pounds of highly
enriched uranium from Kazakhstan fearing
that separatist movements might gain
access to it.

That operation was top secret, and
even some Russian agency heads didn’t
know about it. When they found out, they
were not unanimously pleased, underlin-
ing the fact that inter-governmental coop-
eration over the disposal of military
radwastes is a highly sensitive topic. But
most nations with nuclear weapons capa-
bilities do agree on one thing: they don't
want anyone else to get them.

SOURCES: New Statesman & Society, 1/29/93;
Dismantling the Bomb and Managing the
Nuclear Materials, Office of Technology
Assessment. Washington, DC: U.S. Gowvt.
Printing, 1993; New York Times, 12/19/94.

Spring 1995

Page 7






