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American Ml-Al tank in front of burning T-72s (Iraqi tanks), outside Basra. Iraq. March 1.1991. Ml-AT tanks 
are clad with depleted uranium (DU) and fire penetrators made of DU. "Since DU weapons are openly available 
on the world arms market DU weapons will be used in future conflicts. The number of DU patients on future 
battlefields probably v/ill be higher because other countries will use systems containing DU."—from the 
Army's unreleased report on depleted uranium weaponry 
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RadiHct ive Battlefields of the 19 m 
KILLING OUR OWN^AGAIN 

In the 1940s and 1950s, hundreds of 

thousands of American soldiers were knowingly 

exposed to the radioactive fallout of nuclear 

testing; in the 1960s and 1970s, thousands more 

cleanup that will be required.' 

D U is nuclear waste, and the, U.S.'s testing 

and wartime use has spread this deadly material 

across the U.S., Kuwait, and Iraq. Without con

certed international action, it will continue to be 

suffered the effects of Agent Orange; in the 1990s, used in worldwide conflicts; and D U arms prolif-

military use of depleted uranium (DU) is contrib

uting to another generation of veterans whose 

severe illnesses, deaths and children with birth 

defects were and are an avoidable tragedy. DU 

munitions and armored vehicles are currently 

being deployed in Bosnia, in what could become 

yet another international human health and 

environmental catastrophe, and D U ammunition 

has already been used in that conflict. The recent 

Army report on D U sanctions both its use and its 

proliferation, despite the consequences.' 

Five years ago, D U was used in warfare for 

the first time as both armor-piercing bullets and as 

tank armor, by the U.S. Army in Operation Desert 

Storm. More than 350 tons of D U fragments and 

particles still lie on the battlefields of the Gulf 

eration—fostered largely by U.S. arms sales—will 

continue to spread D U across the world (the Army 

itself admits that "the United Kingdom, Russia, 

Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, Thailand, Israel, 

France, and others are developing or already have 

DU-containing weapons systems"; and virtually 

every nation with nuclear energy or weapons 

programs has access to the material). The health 

and human consequences and environmental 

effects of continued D U use are a disaster in the 

making; and the costs of cleanup, compensation, 

and medical care could be astronomical. D U is an 

avoidable and unnecessary disaster, one that can be 

stopped now."* 

Stopping D U proliferation starts with 

recognition of its dangers. The recent technical 

War, and depleted uranium has been documented report Health and Environmental Consequences of 

in the bodies of some Gulf War veterans and may Depleted Uranium Use in the U.S. Army by the 

be present in many more. Uranium, depleted or Army Environmental Policy Institute (AEPI) 

not, is a deadly substance, and D U has been meant to address this issue, but it is a self-contra-

indicated as a likely factor in what has been nick- dictory tangle of optimism, omission and occa-

named Gulf War Syndrome, the cluster of illnesses sional bald admissions. Despite these admissions, 

and birth defects affecting those veterans and their it fails to call for adequate measures for controlling 

families.^ and curtaihng the use of this deadly substance. 

Immediately after its fiery end in March Radioactive Battlefields ofthe 1990s is a response to 

1991, the Gu l fWar was hailed as a virtually that report, 

bloodless victory for the U.S.; now it seems that it 

may take decades or generations before the actual 

U.S. casualty count will begin to appear—as it did 

with the atomic veterans (those soldiers exposed to 

nuclear testing and radiation by the military). 

BACKGROUND 
Naturally existing uranium refined from 

ore is made up largely of U-238, a relatively stable 

isotope of the element, from which the highly 
Meanwhile in Iraq, states the Washington Report on fissionable isotope U-235 is extracted for nuclear 
Middle East Affairs, "health officials have reported 

alarmingly high increases in rare and unknown 

diseases, primarily in children. Anecephaly, leuke

mia, carcinoma and cancers of the lung and 

digestive system have risen dramatically, as have 

weapons and power uses. After the U-235 is 

partially extracted (reduced from approximately 

. 7 % to . 2 % of the natural uranium), the remain

der is misleadingiy called depleted uranium. It still 

can be used for nuclear weapons and energy 

late-term miscarriages and incidence of congenita! programs by being transformed into plutonium in 

disease and deformities in fetuses," which Dr. a breeder reactor, and it is still radioactive and 

Siegwart Horst Guenthcr of Austria's Yellow Cross toxic. Recent studies indicate there is no threshold 

attributes to uranium contamination. Kuwait has level of radiation below which an exposed person is 

not yet come to terms with the scope of the safe from radiation damage, and though D U is less 
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radioactive t hanU-235 or plutonium, it remains 

an extremely harmful substance with the chemi

cally toxic properties of many heavy metals. Huge 

quantities of D U have accumulated in the course 

of U.S. energy and weapons programs—che 

Department of Energy alone holds a billion 

contained and because they cause slow, cruel 

suffering and death; civilians, descendants, pass-

ersby, and allies are all likely to be victims. Al

though D U is used in conventional weapons 

systems and classified as a conventional weapon, its 

pervasive radioactive and chemical effects suggest 

pounds of D U hexafluoride tails. Usually classed as this classification is inadequate and inaccurate. ' 

low-level nuclear waste and viewed as a liability, 

D U has in recent decades been tried out for D E P L E T E D U R A N I U M A N D 
civilian and military uses.̂  N U C L E A R H I S T O R Y 

Because of uranium's extreme density, Since the beginning of the Manhattan 

D U can be used to make munitions and armor of Project in 1942, the United States Army and the 

great density. The penetrators made with DU have Department of Energy have been creating prob-

great range and velocity, velocity that gives them lems for which there are no solutions—beginning 

an ability to penetrate most kinds of armor (in

cluding otherwise virtually impenetrable D U 

armor, as GulfWar friendly fire casualties demon

strated). But their battlefield effectiveness is 

undermined by DU's deadly qualities, qualities 

that cannot be contained. 

D U is a highly toxic and radioactive heavy 

metal with pyrophoric (flammable) properties: it 

bursts into flames upon impact. The burning 

uranium then spreads into the atmosphere, creat

ing a small-scale fallout of aerosolized uranium 

with the creation of vast quantities of radioactive 

material for which no adequately safe disposal 

methods or sites exist; and with weapons systems 

whose contamination spreads far beyond the 

intended target. The public history of nuclear 

weapons and energy is also the private histories of 

hundreds of thousands of citizens, from the 

quarter-million troops intentionally exposed to 

atomic testing between 1946-1963 and the civil

ians downwind of these tests, to the many citizens 

exposed to harmful amounts of radiation at all 

particles which can be inhaled or ingested from the stages of the nuclear cycle, from mining and 

air or by contact wich contaminated materials and 

sites. These particles can travel anywhere that dust 

goes. Most readers are familiar with the postwar 

images of blackened, burnc-ouc Iraqi vehicles: 

many of these were D U targets (as were the 6 U.S. 

Abrams tanks and 15 U.S. Bradley Fighting 

Vehicles hit by friendly fire). A survey shows chat 

four out of five U.S. soldiers entered destroyed 

Iraqi vehicles, many of them D U -

contaminated, but no studies have 

yet accounted for the degree of 

exposure or its possible long-term - .-

effects. ^ 

InApr i lo f 1995, French 

General Gallois remarked, "If we 

equip these tanks with these sorts of 

munitions, that means thac chemi

cal-nuclear war is morally allow

able." Radioactive and chemical 

weapons are internationally re

garded as unacceptable, because 

their effects cannot be directed or 

manufaccure co deploymenc and disposal. High 

percencages of all chese populacions have experi

enced che illnesses, cancers and genetic defects that 

result from radiation exposure. D U weaponry is 

the latest, unfinished chapter in this long history of 

governmental recklessness and personal tragedy. 

Like radiation and many other toxins, D U dispro

portionately affects the poor and communities of 

Tank contaminated by its own DUptrnetrators and consigned to the Nevada Test Site 
as nuclear waste. Photo: © James Lerager. All rights reserved. 
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color at home and in war. Nearly 50% of those on 

the front lines of the Gu l fWar were people of 

color, and D U assembly and cescing facilicies are 

moscly locaced in and near poor communicies and 

communicies of color.'^ 

The argument thac che U.S. should have 

DU weaponry if ochers do is a dubious one, 

because che effeccs of radioactive and chemical 

weapons cannot be directed and contained—for 

example, U.S. veteran.^ of the Gul fWar are suffer

ing from their own army's use of DU. Its interna

tional proliferation ends the U.S.'s brief advantage 

as the primary user of D U armaments and armor 

and suggests that the batdefields of the future may 

be more horrible than anything yet seen. To go 

Anthony Giiarisco (center), founder a n d 

director, Atomic Veterans Alliance, lead

ing nfi amimiclear action m the Nevada 

Test Site. Veterans Day !i}i)L Giiarisco 

was 19 when he was exposed to radiation 

from the U.S. 's Crossroads nuclear explo

sions in 1946. He became sick four days 

afierwards a n d has since been plagued by 

radiogenic illnesses, including chromosome 

damage passed on to his children in the 

form of birth defects. Me says, "What's 

happening CO GulfWar veterans is exactly 

what's happened to atomic a n d Agent Or

ange vets—all of these vets found that the 

goverment turned its back on [hem. "Photo: 

Dana Schuerholz. 

into future battles in which D U is used may mean, 

for the immediate survivors, an indeterminate life 

sentence waiting for uranium's dire chemical and 

radioactive effects to appear. The DU batdefields 

themselves could be something new: international 

sacrifice areas too contaminated ever to be put to 

peaceful use. 

THE DU REPORT BY THE AEPI 
The AEPI's technical report on D U 

expands on a June 1994 report commissioned by 

Congress to determine these four things: "the 

health and environmental consequences of using 

DU on the battlefield; remediation technologies to 

clean up D U contamination; ways to reduce D U 

toxicity; how best to protect the environment from 

the long-term consequences of D U use." The more 

than 200-page-long technical report has not been 

released co the public, few members of Congress 

have seen it, and even che Presidential Advisory 

Committee on GulfWar Veterans' Illnesses has 

been unable to obtain a copy. It is, however, the 

document on which many decisions' about D U use 

may be based. For this reason, public and expert 

appraisal of the report is critical.' 

The Military Toxics Project's Depleted 

Uranium Citizens' Network, which was able to 

obtain a copy ofthe report, finds it to be severely 

flawed, because its conclusions are inconsistent 

with its creditable scientific statements. Perhaps 

the most basic and crucial statements are these: 

"No available technology can significantly change 

the inherent chemical and radiological toxicity of 

DU. These are intrinsic 

'̂  properties of uranium" 

[from p. xxii], which 

answers the third point 

of the congressional 

inquiry; and "DU is a 

low-level radioactive 

waste and, therefore, 

must be disposed in a 

licensed repository" 

[from p. 154] which 

addresses the first, 

second, and fourth 

points. From these 

admissions alone, it is 

clear that D U is a deadly substance from which 

soldiers, the public and the environment must be 

protected beforehand, because no technology can 

afterwards adequately mitigate its effects; and that 

spreading it across test sites and battlefields con

flicts with the disposal recommendation. Yet the 

report goes on, through many twists and turns of 

logic and optimistic assertions on mUicary prac

tices, to endorse the concinued use of D U by che 

U.S. military. Finally it somewhat undermines this 

endorsemenc with calls for further research and 

implementation of better safety procedures. 

There is no safe way to use D U , and a very 

basic question is why something considered to be 

hazardous radioactive and chemical waste in all 

other circumstances is considered safe in battlefield 

conditions. As the AEPI admits on page 78, "As 

much as 70 percent of a D U pcnetrator can be 
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aerosolized when it strikes a tank (Fliszar et al., 

1989). Aerosols containing D U oxides may con

taminate the area downwind. DU fragments may 

also concaminate the soil around the struck ve

hicle." D U munirions aerosolize when used, D U 

tank armor can aerosolize when struck, and there 

are many paths bv which che resulclng parcicles 

may enter the body—by inhalation, ingescion, or 

through open wounds. O n page 101, che AEPI 

also concedes, "If D U enters the body, it has the 

potential co generate significant medical conse

quences. The risks associated with D U in the body 

are both chemical and radiological " Once 

inside rhe human body, uranium particles tend to 

stay, causing illnesses such as lung cancer and 

kidney disease that 

often take decades co 

manifest. According to 

pioneering radiation 

biomedical researcher 

Dr. j . W. Gofman, 

particles of uranium 

smaller than 5 micron 

in diameter can become 

permanently crapped in 

the lungs. Leonard A. 

Dietz. former Knolls 

Atomic Power Labora

tory scientist has esti

mated that a trapped, 

single uranium oxide particle of this size can 

expose the surrounding lung tissue co approxi

mately 1,360 rem per year. This is 8,000 times the 

annual radiation dosage permitted by federal 

regulations for whole body exposure to the general 

public. Particles not trapped in che respiratory 

system may be ingested and find cheir way into the 

kidneys and reproductive organs.'" 

One thing che report does make clear is 

that che D U exposure of most Gul fWar veterans 

has not been taken seriously, documented, or 

studied, although the Army's own admissions 

suggests hundreds of thousands of soldiers and 

citizens may be at risk from having internalized 

DU. Only the small minority with actual D U 

shrapnel in their bodies is currently being studied 

for D U effects (DU bullets killed 35 U.S. soldiers 

and wounded 72—22 of whom have embedded 

D U fragmencs). However, D U is equally coxic and 

radioactive when it enters the body by other 

avenues, such as inhalation and ingescion. Poten

tial risks for medical personnel treating contami

nated soldiers, for cleanup crews and for civihan 

populations who come or return to the D U 

battlefield regions are completely overlooked, as 

are risks at other points in the weapons produc

tion, use, and disposal cycle. In 1980, workers at a 

Jonesboro, Tennessee plant, which manufactures 

D U penetrators, had the highest radiation expo

sures of any nuclear workers in the nation. One 

D U manufacturer. National Lead Industries of 

New York, was forced to shut down in 1980 

because their emissions exceeded 150 micro-curies 

Charles Sheehan Miles, GulfWar 

veteran a n d D U Network member, 

inside his tank. "Ihelpedpidla crew 

away from a burning tank, hit by a 

DUpenetrator. I got out of the army 

as a conscientious objector because 

ofthe civilian casualties I had seen. 

About two years after the war !got 

a melanoma on my back and it 

scared me into doing some research. 

I f it hadn 't been for the melanoma 

I would have never found out what 

I know now about depleted ura

nium. " 

(385 grams) in a given month. Leonard Dlecz, in a 

leccer co The Bulletin ofthe Atomic Scientists, asked 

"If New York Scace auchoricies were concerned 

about the release each month of radiadon equiva

lent to the particles from one or two uranium 

projectiles, why isn't che U.S. governmenc con

cerned about the effects of tens of thousands of 

projectiles being fired in a few days of war?" 

Citizens Research and Environmental Watch 

(CREW), a Concord, Massachusetts grassroots 

organization concerned about local D U munitions 

manufacturer Nuclear Metals, Inc., had soil 

samples from six Concord locations analyzed. The 

tests found uranium levels up to 18 times back

ground levels and as far as nine-tenths of a mile 

away from the plant. It is urgent that assessment 

and appropriate medical treatment begin for 

everyone exposed by any of these avenues." 
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Despite such omissions, the AEPI report is 

most useful as a document of some of the existing 

dangers and poor practices. Among them are: 

a r m y shor tcomings and admissions 

— T h e admission "The Army did not pursue many 

of the health-related studies and most of the 

environment-related studies recommended in these 

reports" appears on page 3, following a list of four 

Army-commissioned reports. Throughout the 

AEPI technical report, similar admissions docu

ment the many other health and ecological effects 

of D U the Army has failed to investigate. And on 

page 94, the accuracy of the existing research is 

called into question: "Researchers conduct experi

mental procedures and data analyses without 

external peer review to validate the quality or 

completeness of their work. Thus the Army does 

not appear to closely coordinate the planning and 

performance of experiments for DU health and 

environmental assessments." 

The authors of the D U report themselves 

sometimes indulge in baseless assertions and 

sometimes acknowledge they do so, as in this 

astounding statement from page 4: "The potential 

for health effects from exposure to D U is real; 

however it must be viewed in perspective. It is 

unlikely chat any of che D U exposure scenarios 

described in chis report will significantly affect the 

health of mosc personnel. In several areas, neither 

the scientific community nor the army have 

adequate medical or exposure informacion to 

defend chis assertion." 

D U in the Gulf and in soldiers 

—Although the Army has developed safety proce

dures and publications for dealing with DU, these 

were seldom, if ever, put into practice in the Gulf 

War. The AEPI report, on page 81 , concedes that 

the 144th Army National Guard Service and 

Supply Company was allowed to proceed with 

battlefield cleanup for three weeks before these 

materials were introduced. Pages 81-85 document 

the overall lack of precautions. Gul fWar soldiers 

and field commanders declare that they were never 

warned that D U is radioactive—in fact. General 

Calvin Waller told NBC's "Dateline" chat neither 

he nor General Norman Schwartzkopf were ever 

told about the health hazards of DU. Early infor

mation suggests that troops deployed in Bosnia 

with DU-armored tanks and persorinel carriers 

and D U rounds are also unaware they are at risk 

from D U exposure, and the Bosnian government 

has not been advised of the risk. '^ | 

—Page 89. "A large number of D U rounds used in 

Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm were 

destroyed during a fire at an ammunition depot." 

The depot is actually the Doha base used by the 

U.S. Army in Kuwait; no information is provided 

on whether any measures were taken to minimize 

exposure, what the exposure may have been, how 

many rounds were burned, and other crucial 

aspects of this underemphasized disaster. Indepen

dent information suggests no significant cleanup 

was made a year later. Nor has the overwhelming 

task of cleaning up the Gul fWar batdefields been 

addressed by this report, except to point out the 

U.S. is not legally obliged to do so, on page 83, 

and in a comment a page later, "It does not appear 

thac Kuwaic has addressed the long-term manage

ment of hazardous and radioactive materials in 

capcured vehicles." '̂  

D U and the U.S. env i ronment 

—Similarly, an offhand reference on page 65 to 

"investigating propellant disposal methods thac are 

less likely to inject D U into the environment than 

open burning/detonation or incineration processes 

currendy used for waste propellant destruction" 

suggests that the disposal of D U contaminated 

propellant by burning is a recklessly dangerous 

method that may spread D U particles into civilian 

communities and the environment. 

— O n page 26, comes this information: "More 

than fifty current and former sites have been 

involved in the production, manufacture, develop

ment, testing and storage of D U for various DoD 

[Department of Defense] uses." Cleanup of 

domestic D U test sites—which include Jefferson 

Proving Ground in Indiana, Yuma Proving 

Ground in Arizona, and Aberdeen Proving 

Ground in Maryland —has not yet begun and 

would require extensive measures: page 67 "The 

Army has never decontaminated or decommis

sioned soft-target impact areas at its test centers."; 

and page 72 "First, N R C [Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission] allows the Army to bury low con

centrations of DU with no restrictions on burial 

method."; and page 73, "Alternatively, N R C 
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allows the Army to dispose of low concentrations 

of D U by burying them under prescribed condi

tions so that no subsequent land use restrictions 

and no continuing N R C licensing of the material 

are required." 

Thousands of acres of U.S. bases that 

house these firing ranges are contaminated, and in 

the executive summary comes this admission 

[p. A-9]: "At Aberdeen, localized soil contamina

tion was discovered at depths of 20 centimeters 

(7.9 inches) below a penetrator corroding on the 

soil surface. This suggested that D U can become 

soluble and migrate...." 

The report makes it clear chat real cleanup 

will be enormously expensive, requiring disposal of 

vase quantities of contaminated soil, in some cases 

it may be impossible, and it has not yet begun. 

The recommendation cited above, that D U be 

recognized as radioaccive waste and appropriately 

disposed of, conflicts with all these practices. The 

few low-level waste dumps in the U.S. are already 

overwhelmed, and adding to the material waiting 

for disposal seems, to say the least, unwise. 

D U as a disastrous future 

— T h e consequences of D U production are 

accepted by the AEPI: O n page 120, che report 

declares, "Since D U weapons are openly available 

on the world arms market, D U weapons will be 

used in future conflicts." N o mention is made of 

the fact that the U.S. dominates chis market. Later 

on page 120, "The number of D U patients on 

future battlefields probably will be higher because 

other countries will use systems containing DU." 

conclusions 

The AEPI reporr is intended to endorse 

the Army's past use and future plans to use DU. 

Yet the report documents the enormous problems 

that currently exist and the intractably radioactive, 

toxic nature of D U . Given this documentation, ic 

is clear che Army can only go forward with D U 

weaponry development and deployment by con

sidering contamination of the environment, 

civilians and its own soldiers as an acceptable cost. 

Intentionally or not, it underscores the need for a 

worldwide ban on D U , cleanup of existing sites, 

better interim safety practices, and better medical 

attention and research for those who have been 

exposed. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Depleted Uranium Citizens' Network 

of the Military Toxics Project makes the following 

recommendations: 

I : Pursue an international agreement to ban all 

weapons containing D U . 

2 : Issue appropriate radiation clothing to soldiers 

and workers who are exposed to the possible 

inhalation or ingestion of D U oxide particles 

during production, testing, training, or wartime 

exercises until all weapons containing D U are 

banned. 

3 : Research and develop safe and effective cleanup 

methods for contaminated sites. 

4 : Request President Clinton join in the call for a 

Blue Ribbon White House Commission to Review 

All Radioactive Waste Programs and Policies. 

$ : Conduct independent health studies of Persian 

Gul fWar veterans that determine the toxic and 

radiological effects of exposure to D U and explain 

how these effects are distinct from Gul fWar 

Syndrome. Examine the soldiers and civilians who 

were in locations where they could have been 

exposed to DU (e.g., soldiers or civilians within a 

radius of 25 miles of the D U ammunition fire in 

Doha, Kuwait, should have urinalysis and in vivo 

whole-body gamma counting tests for DU) . 

Furthermore an epidemiological study of veterans 

who ingested a significant quantity of D U and of 

their families should be done. This should be done 

not only for discharged veterans, but for those on 

active duty as well. Additionally, their children 

conceived and born after the Gul fWar should be 

examined for evidence of radiation-induced 

genetic damage. Health studies should also include 

military and civilian personnel at or near D U 

manufacturing sites and D U test sites across the 

United Staces. 

6 : Escablish a peer review committee of leading 

radiation health experts from the civilian sector 

thac would act as a "Citizens' Watchdog Author

ity" over the U.S. Army, Department of Veterans 

Affairs, and the Armed Forces Radiobiology 

Research Institute on all studies on those who may 

have been exposed to D U contamination. Such a 

peer review committee could ensure that appropri

ate rules of research are applied, that the studies 

arc free from bias, and that they fully account for 
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the latency periods of chc radiological health effects 

of D U in the human body. The studies should be 

conducted over che lifespan of each affected 

person. 

NOTES 
1: DU in Bosnia: The 160 Ml-Al tanks senr to Bosnia use DU jmmuni-
lion. Their presence is eonfirmed in the December 25, 1995. edition ot 
Army Times. 
DU has already been used in that conflict: See Associated Press report bv 
David Crary published in the PUnesbiirgh. NY, Press Republican of August 
6. 1994; "Two U.S. A-lOs destroyed the (Bosnian Serb] M-7S mobile 'tank 

buster'..." 
DU can also be considered in the context ofthe hisiorj' ol the U.S. 
military-s use of its own troops to test such things as chemical weapons 
(mustard gas. for example) and psychotropic drugs. 
2: Used in warfare for the firsi lime as; It should be noted thai DU was 
used as the tamper and casing for early bombs such as Fat Man. the 
plutonium bomb built bv the Manhattan Project and dropped on Nagasaki, 
and thermonuclear bombs. DU therefore has had a military application for 
several decades; however its w.irtime use as so-called conventional weaponty 
begins in the Persian Gulf. 
More than 350 ions: estimates var\- from 300 tons (William Arkin in The 
ButUiin of the Atomic Sf-.t'iiisii. .May, 1993) to 800 ions (the L^KA 
Foundation ot Amsterdam in H. van dcr Kcur, "Uranium \\'eapons Pass ihe 
Battletlcld Test." De Gtoene .Aiiisierdjinmcr, June 1994 ). Researcher Dan 
Fahcv of Swords lo Plowshares, San Francisco, and the DU Network of the 
.Militan' Toxics Project arrived at the 350-ton figure by compiling statistics 
from the June 1994 AEPI report nn DU weight in individual rounds and 

numbers of rounds tired, 
DU in Gul fWar Svndrome; This î  a conclusion drawn from broad 
sources on the cfTects ot uranium and tlie information on DU use and 
battlefield conditions in the Gult War. See: Grace Bukowski. Damacio .\. 
i,opez. Ur.-Jiiiiiii! ti,i!lleT:ei/ls }lo":i- .ntii Ah'o.ifi: Dfple.-eti lir.iniuin Use tiy the 
U.S. Depiirtiiiem ot Diiemc. ,M.irjii !9'')3. published by t!iii/L'ii Alert .ind 
Rural .•Mli.iiiCf toi Military- ,-\i:iiiuiiMnilit\'; aiui l.opf/., J-ric/uHy hin-: Tl',-
l.itik ht-nnrn /V/'/i'/iv/ •' 'I'.i'nwi: .'i.-wiiiimii ,!ii/l ihi":.!'i /li\!i:i> AVi('j, ,\l,iri:li 
199'^. publisiied bv New \'if\iti.^ i'tiii^ressive .•VlliaiKt tot '..^nmiiumitv 
Empowenneiii .uui N.iiioii.ii Di-.'lt:ed Uranium t.iii^.i-ns N'etwiuk ul tlie 
.Militarv lii^ics Project. Dr. h'hn V<'. tiotmati s i-Lieiuit:o>i-!ui!iui-n (..iiucr 
irnm Lou--Doe !i\p<i>iirr: A.': iiiiw?e'ineul /i-uhii> { l'.")fl) and /iiiH.iiioii unil 
IIiirnan Heahh (1981) ['tovidc v.liliable general iniormatinn. 
3: Health ofRcials have reported: K,iihr\'n .-Nsa, W'ashiupd'i ixWiiu nn 
M M l e liLiss Ajfiirs. luly/AiigUM I'l'l'^. |'. ID''. See also l)r, Siegw.itr Horst 
Guenther in National Catholic Reporier, ,'\ugusi 25, 1995, y. 8. See also the 
New Vork Times ot lanuarv 2 I, 19''3: "Making the Desen tikiw; U.S. 
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13: Doha base: Per Dan Fahey"s independent interviews with veterans 
stationed in Kuwait in 1992. 

Acknowledgements 
Editor: Rebecca Soinic 

Contributors: Pat Broudy. Grace Bukowski, Leonard Dietz, Dan Fahey, John Paul Hasko, Cathy Hinds. Damacio Lopez, 
Dolly Lymburncr, Arjun Makhijani, Richard Ochs. Laura Olah, Coy Overstreer, Charles Sheehan Miles, Judy Scotnicki 
Cover photo: Charles Sheehan Miles 
Design: Nikki Forrunato Bas 

For more information or to order additional copies of this report ($5 each), please contact: 

Dol ly Lymburner , Mil i tary Toxics Project, P O Box 246 , Norway, M E 0 4 2 6 8 

(207) 743-2541/>/jo«f ( 2 0 7 ) 7 4 3 - 2 6 4 8 fax mtp@igc.apc.org internet 

© 1996 Military Toxics Project/Tides Foundation 

C 7 ^ < ^ ^ > i ^ S93M 

mailto:mtp@igc.apc.org

