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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF HAWAI
-00000--
LUIS SANCHO, WALTER L. WAGNER, ) Civil chg V08
)
Plaintiffs ) COMPLAINT FOR TEMPORARY
) RESTRAINING ORDER,
VS. ) PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION,
) AND PERMANENT INJUNCTION
US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, ) :
FERMILAB, CENTER FOR NUCLEAR )
ENERGY RESEARCH (CERN), )
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION, )
DOE ENTITIES 1-100, )
)
Defendants )

)

COMPLAINT FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER, PRELIMINARY
INJUNCTION, AND PERMANENT INJUNCTION

COME NOW Plaintiffs LUIS SANCHO and WALTER L. WAGNER, and for

causes of action allege as follows:




I
JURISDICTIONAL ALLEGATIONS

1. At all times herein mentioned plaintiff Luis Sancho is a citizen of Spain,
with legal residence in the United States and Hawaii.

2. At all times herein mentioned plaintiff Waiter L. Wagner is a citizen of the
State of Hawaii.

3 At all times herein mentioned defendant United States Department of
Energy [hereinafter DOE] is a federal agency with operations in the State of Hawaii.

4. At all times herein mentioned defendant Fermilab is a federal laboratory
with operations in Chicago, Hliinois and Geneva, Switzerland at the LHC.

5. At all times herein mentioned defendant Nationai Science Foundation
[hereinafter NSF] is a federally chartered agency for distributing federal funds to
recipients, including defendants herein.

6. At all times herein mentioned defendant Center for Nuclear Energy
Research [hereinafter CERN] is a European agency with operations in Switzerland and
France.

7. Plaintiffs are presently unaware of the names or locations of Doe

Defendants 1-100.
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SUBSTANTIVE ALLEGATIONS Re LHC

8. Defendants DOE, Fermilab, NSF and CERN, and Does 1-100 have
engaged in a partnership relationship to construct a machine in and around Geneva
Switzertand known as the Large Hadron Collider [hereinafter LHC]. The LHC machine
is presently under construction and nearing completion, with completion anticipated in
April, 2008.

9. Defendants intend to test the LHC machine upon completion, with testing
fo commence within days of completion.

10. The purpose of the LHC machine is {o create novel conditions of matter
never previously existent on earth, so that defendanis may seek to investigate the
properties of this novel condition of matter for purposes of fundamental physics
research. _

11. The machine is scheduled to operate by colliding high-energy beams of
protons [Hydrogen nuclei] or Lead nuclei into each other. The resultant collision of the
two atoms traveling in opposite direction and then colliding head-on is designed to
release a large amount of energy, and fracture the atoms into more fundameniai
particies, as well as create novei particies from the abundance of energy present.

12.  Various competing theories of physics predict various outcomes from
these colfisions, with no agreement amongst physicists as to what the outcome will be.

13.  In addition to fracturing the atoms into smaller, more fundamental
particles, some of the competing theories predict that the outcome will be a

rearrangement of the more fundamental particles, or creation de nove from the
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abundance of energy present, or both, into novel forms, which include the following
descriptive particles from those thecries:

a) Strangelets: Under this theory, the original constituents of the atom [“up”
quarks and “dewn” quarks] will recombine with newly created “strange” quarks to form a
new, more stable form of matter called a “strangelet”. Its enhanced stability compared
tc normal matter would allow it to fuse with normal matter, converting the normal matter
into an even larger strangelet. Repeated fusions would result in a runaway fusion
reaction, eventually converting all of Earth into a single large “strangelet” of huge size.

b) Micro Black Holes: Under this theory, the compression of the two atoms
colliding together at nearly light speed will cause an irreversible implosion, forming a
miniature version of a giant black hole, the remnant of a collapsed star. Like its much
larger cousin, a miniature black hole would not emit light, and any matter coming into
contact with it would fall into it and never be able to escape. Eventually, all of earth
would fall into such growing micro-biack-hole, converting earth into a medium-sized
biack hole, arcund which would continue to orbit the moon, satellites, the ISS, efc.

C) Magnetic Monopoles: Under this theory, the high energy of the
coliision would be converted into two massive particles known as north and south
magnetic monopoles. Each wouid carry a fundamental unit of magnetic charge. Such
particle might have the ability to catalyze the decay of protons and atoms, causing them
to convert into other types of matter in a runaway reaction.

14. The above theories, and other theories showing potential adverse
consequences, have been well articulated in vanous scientific publications. Mo absolute

refutation of the adverse scenarios that have been described has vet been articulated,




though efforts have been made, and it has been suggested by defendants that the 'risk’
of the adverse scenarios is small. Those efforts were perfunctory “safety reviews”
which purported to prove the falsity of the adverse scenarios by indirect means.
However, fundamental flaws were existent in those “safety reviews” and pointed out to
defendants by plaintiffs. As a result, another “safety review” is currently underway by
the defendants. The current safety review is known as the LHC Safety Assessment
Group [LSAG] Safety Review. It was initially scheduled for completion by January 1,
2008, but defendants have delayed its release, and it has not yet been released to the
public for review by the science community at large, as promised [see Exhibit "A”" of
affidavit of Waiter L. Wagner].

15. Plaintiffs and their associates are experds in physics and other fields of
science, technology and ethics who are capable of reviewing and analyzing such safety
reviews for flaws or errors. Plaintiffs and some of their associates have filed in support
of this complaint various affidavits detailing some of the safety flaws and ethical flaws in
safety review currently evidenced. Plaintiffs and their associates require a minimum of
four to six months time to review the [SAG Safely Review, as well as the relevant
scientific literature, in order to determine whether defendants’ most recent pending
LSAG Safely Review is once again fundamentally flawed, or salisfactory in addressing

the safety issues in accordance with generaily accepled standards in science,

technoiogy and industry.
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NEPA VIOLATIONS, ETC.

16. Defendants are obligated under the National Environmental Policy Act
[hereinafter NEPA] to include either an "Environmental Assessment” [EA] if there is a
"finding of no significant impact" [FONSI], or a full "Environmental Impact Statement”

[EIS] if there is no FONSI, and to do so in a timely manner so impacted parties have a

meaningful opportunity to respond.

17. NEPA is essentially a procedural statute, and a federai agency's actions
under NEPA are generally reviewed to determine if the agency observed the
appropriate procedural requirements. LaFlamme v. FER.C., 852 F.2d 389, 399 (8th
Cir. 1988) {(citing 5 U.S.C. S 706(2)(D)). Substantive NEPA decisions by the agency are
reviewed under the arbitrary and capricious standard. See Marsh v. Oregon Natural
Resources Council, 490 U.8. 360, 376-377 (1989) (whether the agency needs fo
conduct an EIS is reviewed under arbitrary and capricious standard). Under the
arbitrary and capricious standard, courts will overturn an agency's decision if the agency

committed a “clear error of judgment.” California Troul v. Schaefer, 58 F.3d 469, 473

(Sth Cir. 1995).

18. Defendants failed to comply with NEPA because it did not give, let alone
timely give, the plaintiffs or other members of the public either: (1) a FONSI for the LHC
project; (2) an EIS for the LHC project, (3) a FONSI EA for the LHC project, or (4) the
pending LSAG Safety Review, which if considered to be either a FONSI EA or an EIS,

has not been timely prepared in advance of anticipated start-up of LHC operations so as




to give the plaintiffs meaningful opportunity to respond, and seek court intervention if

necessary.

19. NEPA procedures are set forth in the Council on Environmental Quality
("CEQ") regulations. These procedures are designed to "[ejncourage and facilitate
public involvement” in projects which affect the environment. 40 C.F.R.S 1500.2(d)
The procedures for public notice are set forth in 40 C.F.R. S 15086.6 which provides in

- pertinent part that:
Agencies shall:

(a) Make diligent efforis to involve the public in preparing and

implementing their NEPA procedures.

(b) Provide public notice of NEPA related hearings, public meetings
and the availability of envircnmental documents so as to inform those

persens and agencies who may be interested or affected.

(1 In all cases the agency shall mail notice to those who have

requested it. . ..

(2) In the case of an action with effects of national concern nofice

shall include publication in the Federal Register and notice by mail o

national organizations reasonabiv expected to be interested in the matter .

{3} in the case of an action with effects primarily of local concern,

the notice may include:




(i} Notice to State and area-wide clearinghouses . . . .
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(iv) Publication in local newspapers . . ..
(v} Notice through other local media.
(vi) Notice to potentially interested community organizations . . . .

{(vii) Publication in newsletters that may be expected to reach

potentially interested persons.

(viii) Direct mailing to owners and occupants of nearby or affected

property . . ..
[40 CF.R. S 1506.6.]

20. The defendants’ LHC project contains both national and local
components. For matters of national concern, the CEQ reguiations mandate notice in
the Federal Register and mailed notice to interested naticnal organizations. 406 CF.R. S
1506.6(b)(2) The defendants failed io provide notice in the Federal Register, and failed

to maii notice to interested national organizations including plaintiffs.

21. The CEQ regulations mandate public notice in matters of local concern,
though they do not mandate any particular form of notice. 40 C.F.R. S 1508.6(b} The
methods of notice listed in 40 C.F.R. S 1506.6(b}(3) are meraly permissive. However,

the defendants failed to provide any form of notice, and the late-issued, still-pending




LSAG Safety Review is utterly untimely, and does not comport to EiS or FONSI EA

requirements.

22.  Defendants’ decisions not to prepare an EIS or a FONS! was arbitrary and
capricious. Though NEPA does not require an agency to prepare site-specific
environmental impact studies for each potential location of adverse impacti, the
purpose of the environmental assessment is to "provide sufficient evidence and analysis
for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no

significant impact.” 40 C.F.R. S 1508.9. This purpose has been thwarted by the

arbitrary and capricious actions of defendants.
v

Defendants Fail to Abide by European Council's Precautionary Principle

23. In addition to defendants failures to adhere to NEPA requirements,
detailed supra, defendants have also failed tc adhere to the requirements of the
European Council's Precautionaty Principle adopted in support of the World Trade
Organization [WTO].

24.  Additionally, the defendant's have failed to adhere to the European
Commission's “Science and Society Action Plan”, which stales in its Risk Governance

sechion:

"The Commission has also set out its approach to the use of the
Precaulionary Frinciple, suggesting guidelines for risk management when

! See Marsh v. Oregon Naiural Resources Council, 480 U.S. 380, 373 (1988) ("[IJf an agency is unsure
whether a proposed project reguires [B] . . . supplemental £15, federal requlations direct the agency to
prepare an environmenta! assessment on which it may then hase is decision™y;, Oregon Natural
Reasources Councll v, Lyng, 882 F.2d 1417, 142122 (9th Cir. 1988} (citing 40 C.F R, 5 1801 4(b)-{c)h)




faced with scientific uncertainty, and stating general principles always to
be applied in risk management.”

25. The prime risk is derived from the fact that there is a lack of an ethical

governance institution for, and indeed, independent government reguiation of the LHC

risk.

\'
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

28. There is no question that should defendants inadvertently create a
dangerous form of matter such as a micro black hole or a strangelet, or otherwise
create unsafe conditions of physics, then the environmental impact would be both local

and national in scope, and quite deadly to everyone.

24.  Accordingly, defendants are obligated under NEPA, etc, to provide
plaintiffs with either an EIS, or a FONSI EA, addressing the safety issues that are and
have been known tc defendants for several years. Additionally, plaintiffs are to be
afforded a reasonable amount of time in which to respond appropriately to either the

EIS or FONSI EA, before defendants would be aliowed to operate their LHC.

Z25. Because piaintiffs have been required to spend an inordinate amount of
time and resources in defending against defendanis’ failures to properly address the
issues raised by plainiiffs and cthers, they should be awarded their costs of preparing

for suit, as well as attorney’s fees and litigation costs after filing of suit.

26. WHEREFORE, it is respactfully requested as foliows:




a) A temporary restraining order be issued restraining defendants from

operating the LHC or further preparing the LHC for operation for four months:

b) A preliminary injunction enjoining defendants from operating the LHC until
after they have completed either a FONSI or EIS, as appropriate, be issued and fo last
until such time that such FONSI or EIS has been reviewed by plaintiffs or the court and

approved for operation

c) A permanent injunction be issued enjoining defendants from operating the
LHC until such time that the LHC can be proven to be reasonably safe within industry

standards: and

d) For costs of suit, attorney’s fees, and such other relief as the Court deems

just and proper.

DATED: March 14, 2008
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a 50% chance of being right and Dr. Einstein also g 50% chance. This would define the
provability of the Earth to be destroved by a black hole at 50% x 90% = 45% chance.
21, Thus, we come to the conclusion that CERN will cause 2 events that can
destroy the planet with a £50% chance, as there are squally respeciable, sltemative
theories and parametiers in both cases for which no cerain estimates can be made. On
that basis, a simple calculation of probabilities shows that the real risk of those
experiments can be as high as 75% when we combine 2 possible events, each one with

a 50% chance.

2Z.  To put those risks in perspective, in the insurance business, a potential
catastrophe’s “death toll” is calculated by multiplying the number of possible victims by
the probability of the event. A similar calculation shows that the LHC experiment would

be technically, in case of being allowed {0 take place, the biggest Holocaust of history:

23. Such probabilities for the event of Human Extinction by CERN might be
discussed and have been argued now for years. Today they range between the ‘official’
minimal rigk estimated by CERN, a verbal term which in mathematical literature is used
for a 1-10% probability, (1 believe, biased by selfinterest), to a 'very likely' estimate by
those who believe in Einstein’s work and reject Hawking's physice of black holes as an
improbable form of 'metaphysice’ or those who accept the MIT bag constant for strange

matter (being a ‘very likely’ estimate, a conceptual term for a 75%-80% risk).

24, in ethical, moral and hence legal tlerms (as | believe The Law is the
practical expression of human ethics), it is self-evident that even a reduced possibility,

as those initially considered by CERN, of a 1-10% chances of extinguishing the Earth,




would create a “theoretical potential” 8 billion x 1-10% = 6G-800 million potential legal
holocaust victims, still the biggest genocide in the history of mankind. It would be also
the biggest environmental crime of history, far more harmful than Global Warming, as #t

could mean the destruction of all life forms on this planet.

25. in that regard, | will now try to explain to this court in more detail the 2

main relevant facts about the LHC (Large Hadron Collider):

A} The LHC is not needed to advance our understanding of the Universe,
only to prove or disprove alternative non-standard theories about mass, of
hyper-ambitious physicists that challenge the already accepted standard model
of mass and gravitation, which is Dr. Einstein's Relativity.

B)  The Large Hadron Collider is a facfory of heavy quarks, the only proven,
existing particle candidates to form dark matter, whose main property is 1o feed
on human radiant [normal] matier. Yet since the production of Dark Matier is
neither necessary for the advancement of science, nor safe tc mankind, but a
potential environmental crime of global proportions, the LHC should be
forbidden to operate - as we close for security reasons Chernobyl-like factories
and forbid the reproduction of Ebola virus in an open environment, even if some
spacialized virologists would like fo study it for research purposes. So we
should forbid the reproduction of free, uncontrolled Dark Matter, even if ils

theorists would like to study it at CERN.

14




v
Wihy CERN Mioht go on with the Experimenis if 2 TRO is not lssued

26. CERMN has neither asked mankind o validale these experiments, nor has
it been open and clear about those risks to the public. On the contrary il has
systematically hidden evidence, and hence it is, in my opinion and hopefully that of this
Court, liable of criminal negligence and occulltation of proofs, as it carries about what

amounts to & potential giobhal genocide.

27, Yet in as much as CERN represents the community of Eurcpesn
physicists and it is sponsored by many nations and institutions, including defendants
herein, this behavior as a public organism might seem guile strange, unless we

consider the historical circumstances that lead o this situstion:

e First, when CERN commissioned a decade ago the approximately $13 billion
i HC machine, nobody imagined it would produce black holes.  Since then,
cosmological theory has advanced enormously thanks to the increasing power of
our telescopes — which offer a harmiess, alternative path of research, as all those
particles are also found in the distant regions of the Universe. For that reason,
CERN constructed the Large Hadron Collider with an optimist view on the
ingenuity of man, since it was not aware of the dangers that opening the finat

‘frontier’ of Universal energy could pose to mankind.

28, It was thus most unfortunate that in the past 4 years, when most of the
rmoney had been spent on the LHC development, a series of scientific papers showed

beyond reasonable doubt that CERN will make black holes, that Hawking's radiation 8




just a hypothesis never verified, that the RHIC has consistently produced strange
plasma, and that Dark Matler is hyper-abundant and dominates the Universe. And
hence that st the LHC anergles CERN will likely unavoidably creale the most dangerous

substances of the Universe,

28 it seems obvious today that if those facls had been known a decade ago,
and the risks involved had been understood at that time, the LHC would have never
been funded by the poliiclans, science administrators and Energy Depariments of the

many nations involved in this project, including defendants named herein.

30. Yet, once the fact thal strange maller and black holes will be the main
products at LHC became known within the narrow community of physicists that can fully
understand the mathematics Invoived, a decision had to be taken, which could be

sither

A} Inform Humanily as a whole, and especially the governmenis of the
specific nations funding the project, of the new risks found in the
replication of the big bang and the reproduction of Dark Matler on
Earth. However the announcement of those risks would mean a
delay and a probable cancellation of the project with the subsequent
ioss of jobs and prestige for the physicists’ community. The ghost
of the cold war, when around 60% of all physicists worked In the
manufacture of weapons and the physicist was synonymous with
the ‘mad scientist’ still hovers on the consciousness of many of ug;

or




B} Dismise those dangers, with the usual arguments and advertising
campaigns that were used in the past to defena alomic research,
and go ahead, as i nothing had happened. Which is what most
poilticians, industries and humans in general fend to do when
‘reality biteg’ and denies cur hopes and expectations, This g the
same reasoning behind the decision o launch the Challenger, to
avoid dashing our hopes and expectations assoclated with that

intended launch date on a cold wintry day, only 1o have 'realily’ bite.

31,  Unfortunately, option A), the ethical, moral, and responsible ‘legal
decision would be a financial catastrophe for CERHN, whoss only current purpose of
being is the operation of the LHC, at a time when the cold war is over and all countries
have reduced drastically the abusive allocation of resources fo military-based Nuclear
Sciences (which received for most of the 20" century a Budget for research far higher
than all biological, medical, historical and social sciences combined). Thus, the only

option from CERN's perspective was oplion B). And oplion B) was adopted.

32, However, regardiess of the self-interest physicisis have in advancing their
theoretical careers and securing their jobs, and despite the huge expenses we made
huilding a $13 billion machine, it is clear that mankind cannot be put in harms way,
without consent or knowledge of the risks to which it will be submitled ¥ the LHC

switches on. In that sense, option B) has o be judged al best as:

e An act of crimingl negligence and irresponsibility, known to its perpetrators, which

can harm billions of human being;

i7




arnd at worst asg;

e A potential feronst act (since terrorism is defined as any concealed event,
plotted by a group of people thal can harm an enomous number of human

beings).

33,  As Nobelist Frank Wilczek, the author of a ‘safety document for the far

less powerful RHIC collider, said at a conference at MIT:

“it was esasy lo make the report because K somelhing goes
wiong then ... (‘shrugging his shoulders and laughing’y” ..
Obviously meaning that neither he, nor CERN could be blamed,
since the planet and all cowrls and citizens that might
refrospectively judge their foolishness would be gone.

34. | shall iust mention here some of the acts of ‘criminal negligence’

committed by the European Center for Nuclear Research:

s CERN hands fo the press in a deceptive act a report of no danger prepared
for the RHIC accelerator, & Long Island machine which is 10 times less
powerful. Hence it is unable to replicate the energies of the big bang of
produce mini black holes, And so it is irrelevant fo judge the LHOC

expariment,

e« CERN censors information on the rigks involved. ite Chief Scientific Officer,
Mr. Engelen passed an internal memorandum o workers at CERN, asking
them, regardless of personal opinion, to affirm in all interviews that there
were no risks involved in the experiments, changing the previous assertion

of ‘minimal rigk’. This happensed as he himseif explained in & 2007 interview




in The New Yorker, due to the growing public fear. So insfead of addressing
the legitimate fears of the cilizenship, CERN decided fo hide all risks

involved:

« CERN chooses selectively only those theories about black holes and dark
matter that favor the position of ‘no risk’. i is for that reason that it
promotes and affirms as an ‘absolute truth’ the outdated 1574 thesis of
black hole ‘svaporation’ postulated by Dr. Hawking, explained in the
nrevicus paragraphs. indeed, CERN bases all its hopes of human survival
in its report of safety on 68 words: “Black holes will evaporate via thermal
radiation”™, 6 words that seem enough for CERN fo calm mankind. Yet
Tharmal Radiation, the so-cafled *Hawking radiation”, is quite disputed,
since there js nof a single proof whatsoever that has shown that black holes

wilf evaporate once crealed.

35. Black Hole theory has evolved fremendously ever since Dr. Hawking
nublished that 1974 arlicle, and many researchers on the field of Black Hole theory and
Time arrows, myself included, no longer consider Black Holes a mathematical entity (as
Dr. Hawking, who is a chair of mathematics not of physics at Cambridge Universily
affirms), but a real entity, made of dark matter that devours all other forms of matter,
regardless of size. Moreover, all theories seem to prove that black holes are the
dominant species of the Universe, the ‘top predator’ celestial entity, to place it in the

context of a biological simile.




36. Pwould like, in that sense, to guole Dr. Einstein, once more, to advance

his defense, regarding the dubious truth of pure mathematical theories in physics:

“You know Henrl (Poncaire), | abandoned mathematics because while |
could distinguish its falsity from its truth, | could not know when they were
rgal”

It seemns to me that to sponsor such theory and deny any other allernative view on black
holes is a biased act of criminal negligence. lronically, CERN has a “Rue du Einstein”

dedicated to Dr. Einstein, but none dedicated to Dr. Hawking.

37. CERN ignores in all its statements the fact that as a polential factory of
Dark Matter, its main field of research would be ‘strange matter. Instead CERN
constantly stresses that it will find the so-called ‘God’s particle’ or Higgs pariicle, which
purportedly will explain the origin of mass. This is not truth. God is certainly not a
particle. The Higgs field, a negative mass field (another absurdity in the real world of
physics) was ‘invented’ also by a mathematics professor, who seems like Dr. hawking
to ignore Einstein's quote on the difference between mathematical objecls and reality,
soon after Dr. Einstein's death (who widely criticized those exotic thecries during his
lifetime). And it is just a redundant theory that pretends to substitute Dr. Einstein's
definition of mass as a whirl of space-time, obiained from his Relativity squations, the
standard theory of cosmology, mass and gravitation. Such slandard theory of mass
was later improved by the American physicists, Brans and Dicke, and it is today widely
recoghized among those who respect the work of Dr. Einstein. In that sense, itis worth

o quote again Scientific American, 2004




“Z out of 3 absurd articles received by this magazine [for

publication] try fo prove Einstein wrong, either because their

authors affirm to have discovered the Unificafion Theory he

failed to find, or have proofs that his theories were wrong.

They seemn fo believe that by proving Einstein wrong they

will acquire his prestige, but they actually only prove their

ignorance of Classic Relativity”
| strongly believe Higgs' and Hawking's mathematical theories belong to those absurd
categories.

38,  Infact in the 1970s, the American Physicist, Lee Smolin, proved that the

Higgs pariicle and his field was exactly the same field as the Brans-Dicke field, which
acknowledges Dr. Einstein's work (as Scientific American explained this for layman
readers in s June, 2007 issue). And so it was redundant and unnecessary. For thaf
reason, the American Nobelist Weinberg calls the Higgs Particle a “toilet particle” that
should be flushed down the gutter. Yet even if such "Higgs particle” exists, it would be
only one out of billions of strange liguid particles, the likely main product at CERN.
CERN ignores tolally in its reports the fundamental fact that at least, as it happened in

RHIC, 0% of its product would consist of strange super fluid, either unstable plasma as

RHIC produces, or stable sirange matter, a type of Dark Matter.

38 Why then doesn't CERN state the truth? That the LHC will be a “black
hole factory”, producing miniature black holes at the rate of 1 per second, and a
probable Dark Matter factory? Obviously, because i it says so, people will start to
research what black holes and strange matter are and find out that they are the

substances that feed on radiant normal matter, provoking no end of safety concern.

i3
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40. i shall not bore this court with more alternative theories of physics. From
what | have presented it is evident that there are many respeciad theories, which affirm
the stability and dangers of strange matier and black holes. CERN has thus-far denied
or merely ignored those theories. So what CERN does is to seiect the truth it wants the
public 1o hear, or issue half-truths and consider hypothesis as truths, sophisticated ways

of presenting distorted truth, which in plain English is called ‘lying’.

41 Though | am not a professional lawyer and this paper s written from the
ethical perspective of a humanist scientist, this again seems to me on ethical terms o
be an act of ‘criminal negligence’ and ‘ocoultation of proofs’ about a clear risk to our
tives that certainly must be prevented by those who have as their duty and social role t©

defend the citizenship from any potential ‘terrorist’ act of mass-murder,

42. indeed, what CERN is ‘plofting’, given the polential toll of victims 1s an act
of ‘terrorism’ that can be labeled in insurance or legal terms as a ‘genocide’. This very

harsh view requires a psychological analysis of those who might perpetrate that crime.

43. From a psychologica! point of view, physicists are a curious group., We
sre considered the summit of the Tree of Science, and so we are responsible for
creating ‘scientific’ explanations on the nature of God and the Universe, from the
perspective of mathematics and the scientific method. So we sometimes act with a
sirnilar arrogant fundamentalism in our ‘beliefs’ to that which religious people have. |

could guole some scientists in thal respect

s (alileo, the founder of our science, said: “God spesks mathematics”,




» Johannes Kepler said: “The Universe is a ciock - the machine he used fo
measure it — and God has waited 5000 years (the Biblical count) to find an

intelligence like his";

e FEinstein said: “if Relativity is wrong, God should change the Universe” (lo

adapt it to his theory); and

¢ Hawking says that God is "the mathematical mind of the Universe”. And

calls Philosophers who “criticize me for being simplistic” as “a subspeacies”.

44, Finally, the Director of CERN said that “the LHC will be the closest we will
ever be to God”, as the Big-Bang is the viclent beginning and end of the Universe.

Hopefully he will be wrong and the Earth will not become a big bang.

45, it is thus not strange that ‘fundamentalist’ scientisls behave like
fundamentalist ‘religious people’. Both groups seem to believe in their dogmas with
such strength that they justify from their points of view acts of collective murder all over

the world, to prove such religious and political views,

46, Further on, the callousness of physicists is proverbial among scientists.
Perhaps because they are familiar with viclence, as the manufacturers of all the
weapons of modern history, since Galileo wrote the first treatise on baliistics, fo Mr.
Nobel, whose fortune was made with his invention of dynamite, or even Dr. Einstain of
Atomic Bomb fame. So if we add an sbeolute beliel in their own theories, the arrogance
of those who think {o be in direct contact with God, and a tradition of working in mass-

murder weapons without ever being penalized for it (not a single German scientist was

O
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judged at Nuremberg), it should not be surprising that indeed, CERN would commit a

terrorist act by switching on the LHC.

47 . In layman terms, what CERN is doing ¢ asking each of us, and all of
mankind, to play a game of Russian Rouletle with 2 bullets; one for the creation of black
holes, and one for the creation of strange matter. This they propose o do in order o

foster the personal career goals of a few thousand speciaiists.

48. Moreover, since alt of the experiments that would take pilace at the LHC
could be carried out by advanced Telescopes [both land-based and satellite-based, as
now planned or under construction] with no risk to mankind, the potential gains the LHC
potentially brings to science are far smaller than the risks it poses 10 mankind (as we
can research the big-bang, ifs awssome energies and forms of evolved matier both in
our planetary backyard, or by watching far away galaxies, so distant in space-time that

they were bom just efter the big bang).

49, For those reasons, we have aclively sought assurances from CERN's
directorial board that the dangers the LHC poses will be addressed and seriously
reviewed by scientists of different disciplines and the Adminisirators and Civil Servants
of the Energy Departments that pay for the experiment. Yet CERN has ignored our
pleas. On the confrary, it has not issued any safely risk assessment on the LHC
machine, even though it promised fo do so by the end of 2007, Instead, it released a
safety assessment which was made a decade ago for a machine, the RHIC coliider, 10

times less powerlul, which & therefore irelevant to assess the risks for mankind that the

LHO poses,
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What this Court of Justice could do to Prevent this Crime

50. Thus given my beliefs that CERN is acting with criminal negligence and i
is not warning the public and the authorifies that sponsor them of the real risks Involved
in the LHC experiment, and given the fact that there are allemative Telescopes and
satellites o perform the same or similar research which pose no risk for mankind, such
as NASA's GLAST satellite to be launched in May, 2008 that will study micro black

holes on the Galactic Halo, | respectiully request that

« This Court issue a Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction
against defendants herein fo preclude them from engaging the LHC in
collisions of atoms, pending review by myself and cther members of the
science community of their most recent belated safety review, whersupon |
and others will prepare a report thereon for consideration by this Court as to

whether fo it or maintain the Preliminary Injunction.

51. Plainly speaking this experiment cannot be carried out without a fuli, non-
biased knowledge of the risks and theories involved by the populaticn of this pianet and
its legitimate representatives, the governments that have been misguided by CERN.
No group has the right to put at significant risk the life of a single human being without

their express consent and knowledge - let alone the entire population of this planet.

52. [ would suggest a massive shifi of funding for cosmological theories back
to where it belongs in research, as NASA is actually doing in the United States after

President Clinton cancelled a similar machine {the Superconducting Super Collider, or




S8CI for budget reasons.  We can study Dark Matter in the Universe, from the safely of

this blue planet, by satellife and telescope observation. Much of the physicist community
unfortunately will never accept this, or at least not the fraction of scientists with

personai-conflicted self-inferests in those experiments. Only a court can compel this.

53. WHEREFORE, it is respectfully requested that this Courl issue the
requested Temporary Restraining Order to allow myself and others adequate time o
review the pending belated CERN LSAG Safety Review promised by January 1, 2008
but not yet delivered, and at a minimum a TRO lasting four months after issuance of
said belated Safety Review, and if necessary a Preliminary injunction or Permanant

injunction depending upon the results of the review of the CERN Safely Review.
i
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DATED: March |2 . 2008

NOTARIZATION

Before me, the undersigned Notary, tnday appeared Luls Sancho, known to me to be
the person whose name is subscribed o the foregoing instrument, who beéﬁg by me first
duly sworn on his oath, deposes and says the text of this affidavit on this _/ 24 day of
March, 2008

f g i j/“"
Notary Public, Staté &@?éf@méa

Compission # 16967584
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My commission expires: 3@%@ 0,201 fseal]




