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NOTATIONS 
 

The following is a list of acronyms, abbreviations, and units of measure used in this 
document.  
 

Acronyms and Abbreviations 
 

ALARA As Low As Reasonably Achievable 

AMP Advanced Materials Program 

AVLIS Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation 

BA Biological Assessment 

BO Biological Opinion 

BSL Biological Safety Level 

CEDE Committed Effective Dose Equivalent 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, & Liability Act 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CRD Comment Response Document 

D&D Decontamination, Deactivation, and/or Demolition 

DOE U.S. Department of Energy 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

ERPG Emergency Response Planning Guidelines 

FGR Federal Guidance Report 

HEAF High Explosives Application Facility 
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HEPA High-Efficiency Particulate Air Filter 

ISMS Integrated Safety Management System 

ITP Integrated Technology Project 

LCF Latent Cancer Fatalities 

LLNL Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 

LLW Low-Level Radioactive Waste 

LVOC Livermore Valley Open Campus 

MACCS2 MELCOR Accident Consequence Code Systems 

MEI Maximally Exposed Individual 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

NIF National Ignition Facility 

NNSA National Nuclear Security Administration 

PBA Programmatic Biological Assessment 

PE-Ci Plutonium 239-equivalent curie 

PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 

PPE Personal Protective Equipment 

PS Photon Science 

R&D Research and Development 

ROD Record of Decision 

SA Supplement Analysis 

SNM Special Nuclear Material 

SPEIS Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
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SSM Stockpile Stewardship and Management 

SWEIS Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement 

TFF Target Fabrication Facility 

TFM Tritium Facility Modernization 

TRU Transuranic Radioactive Waste 

UC University of California 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

WCI Weapons and Complex Integration 

Units of Measure 
 

Ci/yr curies per year 

cm centimeters 

ft feet 

kg kilograms 

mg/m3 milligrams per cubic meter 

MJ megajoule 

mrem/yr millirems per year 

rem Roentgen equivalent man—a unit of radiation exposure 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Background 
 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)/National Nuclear Security Administration 
(NNSA) prepared a draft Supplement Analysis (SA) in accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions 
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (Code of Federal Regulations, Title 
40, Parts 1500–1508 [40 CFR Parts 1500–1508]), and DOE’s NEPA Implementing 
Procedures (10 CFR Part 1021). It considered whether the Final Site-Wide Environmental 
Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
and Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0348 and DOE/EIS-0236-S3) (DOE 2005a), hereafter 
referred to as the “2005 SWEIS” or “SWEIS”, should be supplemented, a new site-wide 
environmental impact statement (EIS) should be prepared, or no further NEPA 
documentation is required.  

The SA examined changes in programs, projects, or operations since the 2005 
SWEIS, new and modified plans, projects, and operations for the period from now to 
2015, as well as new information that was not available for consideration when the 2005 
SWEIS was prepared. When such changes, modifications, and new information were 
identified, they were examined to determine whether they could be considered substantial 
or significant in reference to the 2005 Record of Decision (ROD). NNSA released the 
draft SA to the public to obtain stakeholder comments and to consider those comments in 
the preparation of the final SA. NNSA distributed copies of the draft SA to individuals 
and organizations known to have an interest in LLNL activities in addition to those who 
requested a copy. In response to comments received, NNSA prepared this Comment 
Response Document. 

1.2 Public Participation 
 

NNSA issued and distributed the draft SA for public review and comment on March 
30, 2011, and the public comment period extended to May 13, 2011. NNSA held two 
public informational meetings on the draft SA on April 14, 2011 in Livermore, 
California. The public meetings were held to provide information on the SA to the public, 
answer questions, and receive written comments. The informational meetings used an 
informal format with a facilitator, which allowed two-way interaction between NNSA 
and the public. The facilitator helped to direct and clarify discussions and comments, 
allowing every commenter the chance to present questions and comments. 
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NNSA considered all comments to evaluate the accuracy and adequacy of the draft 
SA and to determine whether its text needed to be corrected, clarified, or otherwise 
revised. NNSA also considered if new information presented any significant new 
circumstances relevant to environmental concerns. NNSA gave equal weight to all 
written comments received. Comments were reviewed for content and relevance to the 
environmental information contained in the draft SA. 

2.0 COMMENT DOCUMENTS 
 

This section presents the stakeholder comment documents submitted to the NNSA 
during the 45-day public comment period. NNSA reviewed each document and identified 
individual comments. Each identified comment was marked in the margin with a bar, 
with document number and sequential comment number. For example, Comment 2-4 
identifies the stakeholder document as Document 2, and the individual comment (4) 
within that document. NNSA responded to all identified comments in Section 3 of this 
Comment Response Document volume. 

Table 2.1-1 Individuals and Organizations Providing Comments During the 
Comment Period 

  
Commenter ID Commenter Affiliation 

(if stated) 
 

Comment Source 
 

1 Marylia Kelley 
Scott Yundt 

Loulena Miles 

Tri-Valley CAREs Email 

2 Mathew Swyers 
William Silva 
Phoebe Sorgen 
Julie Machado 
Thad Binkley 

Rev. Cara Holmquist 
Timothy Burke 

Janis Turner 
Phyllis Jardine 

Cynthia Johnson 
Lucia Owens 

Mary Izett 
Fred Norman 
Cathe Norman 
Bob Russell 
Diana Bohn 

Natalie Russell 
Dorothy Wander 

Tri-Valley CAREs 
(Form Letter 
Campaign) 

US Mail 
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James Forsyth 
John Morearty, Ph.D. 

Kalolaine Lavala 
Sherry Larsen-Beville 

David Hartsough 
Patricia Gallagher 

Sherri Maurin 
David McThai 
John Wytmans 
Louise Lynch 
Steve Leeds 

Paul Dodd Aiello 
Veronica Gallagher 

Gloria Fearn 
Silvia Brandon Perez 

Antoinette Wire 
Jeanette Smith 
Sandy Shartzer 
Carol Johnson 
Jennifer Arcuni 

Bernard Campbell 
Justine Daniel 
Dale Axelrod 

L. Watchempino 
R.E. Watchempino 

Joann Hastings 
Barbara Bogard 
Zhenga Spake 

Ann Seitz 
3 Jackie Cabasso Western States Legal 

Foundation 
Public Meeting 

4 Jackie Cabasso Western States Legal 
Foundation 

Public Meeting 

5 Beverly King Local Citizen US Mail 
6 Scott Kovac Nuclear Watch New 

Mexico 
Email 

7 Matthew Swyers Local Citizen Email 
8 Winifred Detwiler Local Citizen Email 
9 Carl Anderson Local Citizen Email 
10 Janis Turner Local Citizen US Mail 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

3.1 Response to Comments from Document 1:  Tri-Valley CAREs 
 
Comment Code 1-1   
Response:  NNSA comprehensively searched a number of sources to develop a list of 

issue areas, projects, facilities, and new proposals. As a result, 23 proposals were 
identified; 4 of the 23 proposals were determined to be insufficiently defined, not 
likely to be funded, or were not reasonably foreseeable for the 2010-2015 time 
period. The remaining 19 projects were subject to careful review in the SA. That 
review established that none would pose a significant impact on the environment 
either individually or cumulatively. If changes or new circumstances warrant, 
additional NEPA review would be conducted as necessary. 

 
Many more projects were listed in program or site planning documents for 10-year 
site planning purposes; however, their mention in the site planning documents did not 
automatically trigger their NEPA review as part of this action. For NEPA to apply, 
the projects must be reasonably foreseeable within the time frame for the site-wide 
review, have defined purposes and needs, and have sufficient project descriptions to 
develop alternatives for NEPA documentation. If subsequent consideration of any of 
these projects warrants NEPA review, NNSA would conduct that review.  

 
Several of the 19 projects may support or enhance existing programs and facilities. 
For an R&D facility like LLNL, program enhancements or changes in operational 
parameters cannot typically be forecast for the life of the facility. Also, new sponsors 
and funding organizations necessarily have a constantly evolving concept of how to 
modify and use such a facility for new research purposes. Such evolution of R&D 
facilities could require building modifications, changes in operational parameters, or 
construction of additional support facilities. Since the need for such program 
enhancements or changes is developed at a much later date than when the facility was 
originally constructed, separate NEPA reviews for the changes enhances, rather than 
segments, the NEPA process. Additionally, the impacts from such program 
enhancements are analyzed individually and cumulatively in NEPA documents, as 
they are also presented in this SA. 

 
Comment Code 1-2 
Response:  The SA included analyses for the proposals to realign the fence lines on both 

the eastside and northwest portion of LLNL that would provide graded security site 
access for foreign nationals and other collaborators. The SA also provided an analysis 
of individual facilities that may be included in these general access areas and are 
reasonably foreseeable in the 2010-2015 time period. The facilities considered 
provide a stand-alone function and are therefore subject to their own NEPA review 
requirements even though they would be located in open access areas such as the 
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Livermore Valley Open Campus (LVOC). New facilities envisioned after 2015 for 
the general access areas would be constructed after completion of their specific 
NEPA reviews, as is done for any new facility at LLNL. Therefore, NNSA does not 
intend to change the SA on the basis of this comment. 

 
Comment Code 1-3 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-23 and 1-24. 
 
Comment Code 1-4 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-34. 
 
Comment Code 1-5 
Response:  NNSA followed DOE NEPA regulation 10 CRF 1021.314(c) that specifies 

that a SA be prepared to resolve whether the existing SWEIS remains adequate in 
view of new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns. The 
SA reviewed all ongoing operations and programmatic enhancements for the next 5-
year period, 2010 to 2015, and the analysis showed that projections remain consistent 
with impacts analyzed in the 2005 SWEIS; and for the few instances where 
projections differ from the 2005 SWEIS analysis, the changes in environmental 
impacts are not significant. NNSA enhanced stakeholder participation by providing 
the draft SA to the public, including two public information meetings where 
comments were solicited. NNSA has considered this comment and does not plan to 
make changes based on the comment. 

 
Comment Code 1-6 
Response:  In accordance with its regulatory obligations, NNSA is considering new 

projects, as well as modified and existing projects during the SA process. All of this 
information will serve as the basis for the decision whether or not to prepare a new 
SWEIS or supplemental EIS. 

 
Comment Code 1-7 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-1, 1-2, 1-9, and 1-11. 
 
Comment Code 1-8 
Response:  The intention was to remove all references to the Target Fabrication Facility 

(TFF) from the text in the Draft SA. In proofreading after release of the Draft SA for 
public review, we found two places in the text where it had not been removed. All 
references to TFF have been removed in the final version of the SA. 

 
Comment Code 1-9 
Response:  The Target Fabrication Facility (TFF), if ever constructed, could serve to 

consolidate target preparation work at LLNL for the purposes of inertial confinement 
fusion and high energy density physics. That capability currently exists at other 
offsite facilities. The TFF remains a concept with no immediate need, funding, or 
construction plans, and is not reasonably foreseeable for the 2010-2015 period. If 
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NNSA were to determine a need for the facility, it would be included in subsequent 
project-specific or site-wide NEPA reviews. 

 
 
Comment Code 1-10 
Response:  As described in Comment Response 1-9, the TFF is only a concept that could 

replace existing target fabrication capabilities at other offsite facilities. While it 
potentially could reduce damage concerns to target assemblies from fabrication and 
transportation issues, it is not necessary for the operation of NIF. NIF can fully 
operate with target assemblies from offsite facilities with its new operational 
parameters without the TFF. 

 
Comment Code 1-11 
Response:  The NNSA has considered whether proper NEPA review of the Tritium 

Facility Modernization Project (TFM) has taken place; whether its tritium emissions, 
combined with those of NIF, require a new SWEIS or Supplemental EIS; and whether 
the TFM should be considered as part of NIF. 

 
The TFM is covered by the 2005 SWEIS under the No-Action Alternative, and is also 
part of the SWEIS Proposed Action Alternative (see Appendix A, Table A.2.3-1, of 
the SWEIS). A Categorical Exclusion (CX #NA-03-09), completed in 2003, covered 
modification and equipment upgrade of certain sections of the Tritium Facility, 
Building 331 (B331), providing enhanced hydrogen isotope research capabilities at 
elevated pressures, high purities, and cryogenic-to-high temperatures. The 
modernized capability supports the NNSA stockpile stewardship program by 
providing necessary infrastructure for high energy density physics. The filling of 
targets assembled offsite for NIF is one small part of the Tritium Facility’s work. The 
Tritium Facility has traditionally performed tritium operations for a variety of 
purposes since its creation as an operational facility. The 2005 SWEIS included 
projections for tritium emissions from B331, including those from the TFM, of 
approximately 210 Ci/yr. There are no planned changes to these projections in the 
SA. 
 
As part of B331, the TFM has been considered in the SA. It also was identified as one 
of the support facilities and functions that would be required to operate and maintain 
the NIF systems in the 1996 Final Programmatic EIS for Stockpile Stewardship and 
Management (1996 SSM PEIS). The programmatic need to modify sections of B331 
for the TFM arose after completion of the 1996 SSM PEIS document. The additional 
equipment and its operations were considered in the 2005 SWEIS. 
 
NNSA has concluded that operations at the TFM have been the subject of proper 
NEPA actions that remain valid. Its environmental impact, in conjunction with those 
of other LLNL activities, does not exceed that anticipated in the 2005 SWEIS. 

 
Comment Code 1-12 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-1 and 1-2. 
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Comment Code 1-13 
Response:  The environmental impacts of new and modified projects and modifications in 

site operations are presented in the SA, and that analysis shows that the projections 
remain consistent with impacts analyzed in the 2005 SWEIS. As described in the SA, 
the few instances where projections differ from the 2005 SWEIS analysis result in no 
significant environmental impact beyond those identified in the 2005 SWEIS. 

 
Comment Code 1-14 
Response:  As stated in the SA, the potential 5-mrem isodose contour for a 120 MJ shot 

would extend outside the walls of the NIF Target Bay and Switchyards, but would 
remain inside the LLNL Livermore site within the NIF fenced area. It would not 
extend to the UC Davis Center, the Visitor’s Center, or other areas accessible to the 
public. All workers on the LLNL site are monitored for radiation exposure. NIF 
currently posts radiological warning signs and demarks any accessible area where the 
dose could exceed 5 mrem during a shot, and would continue to do this for those 
areas affected by any shot up to the 120 MJ level.  

 
Workers are trained to recognize these postings and know that additional radiation 
worker training is required to enter the posted area, in addition to having NIF site 
access. Generally, the majority of NIF experiments would be lower yield 
experiments, and the 5-mrem isodose contour area would remain within the Target 
Bay and Switchyard walls. The 5-mrem zone was chosen because it is defined as a 
radiation area in 10 CFR 835, Occupational Radiation Protection. Areas below 5-
mrem in one hour are not considered radiation areas for occupation radiation 
protection, and no notification or posting of these areas is required. This is consistent 
with the requirements of 10 CFR 835.  

 
Comment Code 1-15 
Response: See Comment Response 1-14. It is important to note that any radiation emitted 

is “prompt” radiation, which does not persist after the moment of the shot. There is no 
residual radiation. After the shot, the area would be de-posted and access by non-
Radiation Workers would be restored. Administrative procedures incorporate LLNL 
ISMS and DOE’s ALARA principles, and no additional coordination with other lab 
programs or security is needed. 

 
Comment Code 1-16 
Response: Blast is not an appropriate description of yield shots. During yield shots, 

energy is released from fusion processes in the form of gamma and neutron radiation, 
and kinetic energy of generated particles. Because experiments are done at vacuum, 
no shock wave is generated in the target chamber to give a “blast” effect. In order to 
get high yields, NIF experiments must have already achieved ignition (energy 
released equals or exceeds the laser energy absorbed by the target). 

 
There are no specific experiments associated with the 120 MJ limit at this time. Since 
120 MJ operations are within the projected capability of the NIF within the 2015 time 



 

 39 

frame and there is both national and international interest in fusion energy-related 
research in this energy range, the SA presents information on the projected increase to 
provide the full operational capability should experiments be proposed. 

 
Comment Code 1-17 
Response: NNSA has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

regarding potential impacts to listed species that may occur during specific projects 
and site-wide routine maintenance at the Livermore main site and Site 300 since the 
early 1990s. These consultations have resulted in several Biological Opinions (BO) 
and associated amendments. LLNL’s consultation history is described in the LLNL 
SWEIS. Additional consultations that have occurred since the LLNL SWEIS was 
completed are described in Section 3.3.2. 

 
LLNL has begun a programmatic consultation with the USFWS regarding potential 
impacts to listed species that may occur during routine and proposed projects for both 
the Livermore Site and Site 300. As part of this consultation, LLNL submitted a 
Programmatic Biological Assessment (PBA) to the USFWS on April 15, 2011. 
Because potential impacts would be minimized by the implementation of avoidance 
and minimization measures at both sites that are consistent with current practices, 
impacts to protected species are not anticipated. In addition, the Site 300 
Conservation Area and the Livermore Site Conservation Buffer would provide 
valuable protection to listed species. 

 
Comment Code 1-18 
Response:  The goal of the Livermore site conservation buffer is to limit construction 

activities and new development in the area immediately adjacent to Arroyo las Positas 
and Arroyo Seco to minimize take of California red-legged frogs within these areas. 
The area proposed as a conservation buffer occurs adjacent to the Arroyo las Positas 
in the East Buffer Zone, north of Arroyo las Positas where it flows just south of the 
North Buffer Zone, and adjacent to both banks of the Arroyo las Positas where it 
flows northward through the North Buffer Zone. The proposed conservation buffer 
also occupies a 100-foot corridor adjacent to Arroyo Seco where it flows through the 
Southwest Buffer Zone. 

 
The proposed conservation buffer areas consist primarily of annual grasslands 
adjacent to Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo Seco. The proposed conservation buffers 
occur in semi-developed areas that contain existing structures including overhead 
power lines, gravel access roads, security fence lines, dirt access roads, underground 
power lines, environmental monitoring equipment, and structures associated with 
environmental restoration conducted as part of the CERCLA process adjacent to 
annual grasslands. Potential impacts to California red-legged frogs that may occur as 
a result of maintenance are addressed in the existing Formal Consultation on the 
Proposed Arroyo Maintenance Project on Arroyo las Positas at Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory and subsequent amendments. In addition, the minimal impacts 
that may result from maintenance of these facilities are not likely to impact listed 
species. 
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California red-legged frogs are known to spend time in upland habitat that is adjacent 
to aquatic habitat such as the North Buffer Zone. By maintaining the current level of 
activity adjacent to the Arroyos, LLNL would minimize the potential for direct 
impacts to this species that may result from construction and use of new facilities and 
also minimize the potential for indirect impacts that may result from impacts to water 
quality in the Arroyos that could result from new development adjacent to these 
waterways.  

 
Although existing security fences occur within the proposed conservation buffer, no 
security fence relocation projects are proposed for this area. 

 
Comment Code 1-19 
Response:  The proposed Site 300 Conservation Area has not yet been finalized; 

therefore the final Conservation Area designation may vary from what is described 
below. The proposed Conservation Area occupies 1277 acres in three areas at Site 
300. The location of the proposed Conservation Area was chosen to encompass areas 
of abundant biological diversity that can be dedicated for the preservation of listed 
species with minimal impacts to the Site 300 programmatic mission. Wherever 
possible, the boundaries of the proposed Conservation Area coincide with watershed 
boundaries and other landmarks such as fire trails and the boundary of the Amsinckia 
grandiflora Reserve. 

 
The area proposed by NNSA as a Conservation Area includes much of the 
biodiversity of Site 300 including special habitats (e.g., coastal scrub, vernal pools, 
oak woodland, seeps, and springs), listed species, and rare species that are not 
currently listed but may become listed in the future. The proposed Conservation Area 
includes several important aquatic features such as seeps and perennial and 
intermittent springs which occur along the bottom of steep-sided drainages. This 
network of drainages, seeps, and springs support a breeding population of California 
red-legged frogs. A metapopulation of California tiger salamanders also breeds in 
several pools in the proposed Conservation Area. The proposed Conservation Area 
also contains the majority of the Site’s coastal scrub habitat, which comprises most 
potential Alameda whipsnake habitat found at Site 300. Numerous stands of blue 
elderberry bushes are also found within the proposed Conservation Area. Valley 
elderberry longhorn beetles were observed at Site 300 during surveys conducted in 
2002. 

 
Several additional rare species are found within the proposed Conservation Area that 
are not federally-listed including the Diamond petaled poppy, round-leaved filaree, 
Western Burrowing Owl, American badger, and the coast horned lizard. 

 
Comment Code 1-20 
Response:  The Programmatic Biological Opinion and maps of the Site 300 Conservation 

Area will be publically available after the protection and boundaries of the 
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Conservation Area have been accepted through an agreement between the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and NNSA. 

 
Comment Code 1-21 
Response:  The Programmatic Biological Assessment was completed and sent to the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service and NNSA on April 15, 2011. 
 
Comment Code 1-22 
Response:  Although a BO was not issued after the submittal of the 2004 BA, a revised 

BA was submitted to the USFWS in December 2007. In response, the USFWS issued 
an amendment to the existing BO for maintenance activities at the Livermore site in 
December 2010, and an amendment to the existing BO for maintenance activities at 
Site 300 was issued in August 2007. 

 
Comment Code 1-23 
Response:  The potential impacts of radiological air emissions were analyzed in the 2005 

SWEIS and additional information was provided in this SA. In drafting this SA, 
NNSA carefully considered the projected change in tritium emissions from NIF from 
30 Ci/yr to 80 Ci/yr. The SA presents impacts associated with this change in 
emissions. The dose to the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) from all LLNL 
airborne air emissions would change from 0.126 mrem/yr (8 in 100 million chance of 
latent cancer fatalities [LCF] per year) to 0.142 mrem/yr (8.4 in 100 million chance of 
LCF/yr), which remains well below 2 percent of the Federal NESHAPs standard of 
10 mrem/yr site-wide for routine radiological airborne emissions. For this reason, 
NNSA concluded that the environmental impacts over the 2005 SWEIS are not 
significant, and the 2005 SWEIS remains adequate. 

 
Comment Code 1-24 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-11 and 1-23. The combined impacts of B331 (210 

Ci per year, including the TFM) and the NIF (change from 30 Ci/yr to 80 Ci/yr) are 
presented in this SA. This SA concluded that the changes in environmental impacts 
are not significant. The NNSA has determined that the combined impacts do not 
warrant preparation of the new SWEIS or Supplemental EIS. 

 
Comment Code 1-25 
Response: The SA provides reasons for changing tritium emissions from the NIF. The 

capture system utilized at the NIF includes molecular sieve beds, which is the state-
of-the-art technology for capturing tritium emissions. The molecular sieve beds are 
disposed of as radioactive waste when either the capacity of the beds is reached or 
when facility tritium inventories dictate that they be removed. NIF would like to 
optimize operations, considering the trade-offs among worker exposure, radioactive 
waste, and airborne emissions. The number of molecular sieve change outs can be 
reduced by sending air effluents with very low tritium concentrations directly to the 
monitored exhaust systems. This optimizes the use of the molecular sieves, allowing 
for capture of higher concentrations of tritium while avoiding excessive radioactive 
waste generation for low tritium concentrations and potential worker exposures from 
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frequent molecular sieve change outs. NIF is considering more efficient target fill 
approaches, such as utilizing palladium beds or fill bottles. This would require less 
frequent access to target positioners, reducing the need to send low concentrations 
streams through the exhaust system. 

 
Comment Code 1-26 
Response: The impacts from routine radiological airborne emissions from LLNL were 

presented in this SA (see Comment Response 1-23). Since the potential impacts from 
these emissions are well below (less than 2 percent of) the Federal NESHAPs 
standard, no public notification is contemplated during normal operations. However, 
LLNL coordinates emergency planning with local cities and counties to ensure 
appropriate response (including notification when necessary) in case of inadvertent or 
accidental releases of hazardous and radiological materials.  

 
Comment Code 1-27 
Response:  The Environmental Protection Agency provides information regarding air 

emissions from the Fukushima reactors (see http://www.epa.gov/japan2011/). The 
radiological emissions for all LLNL activities have been discussed in the air quality 
portion of the SA, Section 3.4. The potential emissions from other sources are 
addressed in Section 5.3, Air Quality Cumulative Impacts. 

 
Comment Code 1-28 
Response:  There are no plans to increase beryllium (Be) use or throughput in NIF 

experiments; the only increase would be in stationary inventory as contamination on 
first wall panels within the NIF target chamber. Rather than exposing workers and 
generating waste when the current low Be inventory is reached, NNSA proposes 
leaving first wall panels in place until a larger Be inventory has accumulated on them. 
As stated in the SA, the increase in Be inventory at the NIF is needed to allow for Be 
contamination to remain in place within the Target Chamber, as opposed to periodic 
decontamination or replacement and disposal of first wall panels. This will allow the 
first wall panels to remain in place for extended periods of time, possibly for the 
lifetime of the facility. This practice is intended to avoid unnecessary worker 
exposure or increase in waste generation that could occur if the panels were removed 
and decontaminated on a periodic basis. Personnel working around these wall panels 
would use appropriate personal protective equipment and Be safety practices. 

 
Comment Code 1-29 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-28. If Be contamination on first wall panels is 

allowed to accumulate, the total worker exposure would be lower than if the panels 
were removed and decontaminated on a periodic basis. The current High Efficiency 
Particulate Air (HEPA)-filtered ventilation systems provide adequate protection for 
both non-beryllium workers and the public for both current and proposed Be limits. 
Workers entering the Target Chamber would continue to wear appropriate personnel 
protective equipment (PPE), and follow operational procedures to avoid unnecessary 
contact with wall panels and other contaminated surfaces. No Be would be released 
from the facility during routine operations and target assembly change-outs. In 
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assessing the potential for accidental release, the SA considered the consequences of 
accidental release of the entire inventory of 1 kg of Be from within the Target 
Chamber. Even under this extremely conservative assumption, the impact at the site 
boundary would be approximately 20% of the emergency response planning 
guidelines (ERPG)-2 value. 

 
Comment Code 1-30 
Response: No beryllium would be released from the facility during routine operations. 

Therefore, there would no impacts to non-involved workers or the public. As part of 
the evaluation of the impacts to the public from an accident scenario involving 
beryllium, the impacts to LLNL workers were also considered. Onsite workers would 
not be exposed to beryllium concentrations that would result in significant acute 
health effects. Note that the maximum proposed facility inventory of beryllium is 
approximately 20% of the beryllium Reportable Quantity (RQ) value of 10 lbs. 

 
Comment Code 1-31 
Response: The table on page 3-67 provides information related to operational changes 

that occurred at LLNL during the years 2005 to 2010. The SA described that in 2006, 
NNSA reviewed consequences of the bounding accident for Building 625 with 
possible configurations of container-loading limits containing 18 PE Ci. This accident 
involving 50 drums resulted in a source term within the bounds of the 2005 SWEIS.   
 
On page 3-69, the SA provides results of accident analyses for B625 and B696R 
using configurations with container-loading limits of 50 PE-Ci consistent with 
existing safety documents. The results of these analyses take into account the EPA-
recommended Federal Guidance Report (FGR-13) dose conversion factors – an 
apparent reduction by a factor of 5.2 when compared to FGR-11 values for plutonium 
used in the SWEIS. Therefore, even with almost 3-fold increase in drum 
configurations the resultant consequences remain below the SWEIS bounding 
accident scenario. The proposed 50 PE-Ci values for drum configurations are not an 
action anticipated to have environmental impacts beyond those contemplated in the 
2005 SWEIS. 

  
Comment Code 1-32 
Response: The conditions that resulted in the 2005 worker exposure were addressed and 

corrected. As stated in the SA, there are no significant changes to worker health and 
safety impacts from the increased routine and non-routine waste volumes. 
Additionally, doses to workers in the past 5 years (2005 to 2009), listed in Table 3.8-1 
of the SA, remain below the projections in the SWEIS. Workers continue to follow 
LLNL’s ISMS guidelines and DOE’s ALARA principles, which incorporate the 
requirements of 10 CFR 830, Nuclear Safety Management, 10 CFR 835, 
Occupational Radiation Protection, and 10 CFR 851, Worker Safety and Health 
Program. No new information relevant to environmental concerns was identified that 
changes the analysis in the SWEIS. 
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Comment Code 1-33 
Response:  The model used was MACCS2 code, a model that has been validated and 

accepted as one of DOE’s “Toolbox” for modeling radiological accident scenarios. 
Other models could be used for the analysis, as long as they are validated and 
accepted in the “Toolbox,” and use the same input parameters. MACCS2 code, like 
other codes such as Gen-II and Hotspot, use an extremely conservative Gaussian 
plume model. 

 
Comment Code 1-34 
Response:  The SA stated that the routine generation rates are projected to increase due to 

operations at NIF & PS and WCI Principal Directorate facilities, which would 
generate almost 90% of the waste. A large portion of the routine LLW that LLNL 
anticipates generating is from wipe cleaning waste as well as personal protective 
equipment (PPE) such as coveralls, gloves, and booties. The increase in routine LLW 
above that anticipated in the 2005 SWEIS is based upon operational experience with 
contamination control rooms and tritium processing areas in which repeated worker 
access occurs on a daily basis requiring several changes of coveralls, booties, and 
gloves. For WCI facilities, the increase in routine LLW is within historical volumes 
and is due to several ongoing programs, including the de-inventory project.  

 
As stated in the SA, the impacts from the anticipated increases in LLW, MLLW, and 
MTRU waste are not significantly different from those analyzed in the 2005 SWEIS 
and are not expected to exceed existing waste management capacities; therefore, no 
additional waste storage, treatment, handling capacity, regulatory requirements, or 
security requirements were projected to be needed. NNSA is also actively exploring 
alternatives that, if suitable and cost-effective, could reduce the amount of radioactive 
material-contaminated PPE waste. 

 
Comment Code 1-35 
Response:  It is true that decontamination (D&D) activities carry a level of risk. The 

safety and environmental concerns of D&D activities were carefully considered and 
analyzed in the 2005 SWEIS. The temporary increase in projected non-routine waste 
volumes is consistent with the nature of these “non-routine” projects as they are most 
often driven by availability of funding and resources. As the SA stated, NNSA does 
not anticipate this increase would exceed waste management capacities; therefore, no 
additional waste storage, treatment, handling capacity, or security requirements would 
be needed.  

 
Comment Code 1-36 
Response:  The SA concludes that any intentional acts are bound within accident 

scenarios in other NEPA decision documents, specifically the Revised EA for the 
BSL-3 facility and DOE/EIS-0236-S4, the Complex Transformation SPEIS. It does 
not refer to the 2005 SWEIS as an existing source of analysis on this issue. Both the 
BSL-3 EA and SPEIS were based on careful assessments of operations at LLNL, 
which are summarized in the SA. Neither the comment nor the SA analysis suggest a 
basis to conclude that anticipated increases in tritium and beryllium stored at LLNL 
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pose additional risk beyond that already considered due to intentional acts. Under 
those circumstances, the SA concludes that the assumptions and conclusions in both 
of the analyses are still valid and do not need to be updated. 

 
Comment Code 1-37 
Response:  Both the fenceline realignments for the Northwest Corner Access Control 

Modifications and Eastside Access Control Modifications (which encompasses the 
LVOC) proposed at the LLNL main site would provide graded security site access 
that is consistent with and appropriate for the unclassified work activity that will take 
place. The security strategy is also consistent with other general access areas or open 
campus environments existing within the DOE complex that provide improved access 
for collaboration. LLNL would continue to protect all DOE assets (nuclear material, 
sensitive information, etc) in compliance with DOE/NNSA requirements. 

 
Comment Code 1-38 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-37.  
 
Comment Code 1-39 
Response:  Disclosure of the potential impacts of intentional destructive acts could enable 

terrorists to plan where to concentrate their resources for an attack in order to achieve 
maximum destructive impact. Knowing what destructive acts have been analyzed and 
the relative potential consequences of each would be very valuable to terrorists in 
their target selection process, enabling them to select with confidence those scenarios 
that potentially had the greatest impact. For those reasons, such information is 
classified and will not be released. While DOE/NNSA evaluates and considers the 
potential impacts from intentional destructive acts, protection strategies have been 
implemented which are designed to be effective against a range of postulated terrorist 
threats. As explained in the SA, implementation of these protection strategies reduces 
the overall probability of a successful terrorist attack of any type to the point where it 
is considered extremely unlikely. 

 
Comment Code 1-40 
Response:  It is true that some quantity of plutonium may remain at LLNL after the de-

inventory process. NNSA has previously considered the potential impacts on the 
environment of de-inventory in the NNSA Complex Transformation SPEIS. 
Therefore, NNSA does not perceive these activities to warrant a new SWEIS or a 
Supplemental EIS at this time. 

 
Comment Code 1-41 
Response:  The environmental consequences for shipment of SNM to and from LLNL 

and other sites were evaluated in Appendix J of the 2005 SWEIS. The SWEIS 
analysis includes potential impacts on human health and the environment that could 
result from these shipments. The analysis remains adequate for projected operations 
through 2015, and no further NEPA analysis is necessary at this time. 
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Comment Code 1-42 
Response: The HEAF Annex, a possible new construction project, was identified as a 

project in site-planning documents and also in the 2008 Complex Transformation 
SPEIS as an alternative means of conducting explosives R&D if S300 were to close. 
Since NNSA has decided to continue ongoing R&D at S300, there are no current 
plans to construct any addition to HEAF. 

 
NNSA has also considered locating an office structure next to HEAF, as it becomes 
the Center of Excellence for high-explosives research described in the 2008 Complex 
Transformation SPEIS. However, NNSA does not anticipate making a decision to do 
so during the 2011-2015 period considered by the SA. Should it become reasonably 
foreseeable in the future, it would be included in subsequent project-specific or site-
wide NEPA reviews. 
 

Comment Code 1-43 
Response:  The SA process exists to determine whether a new SWEIS must be prepared.  

It also allows for consideration of whether circumstances require a Supplemental EIS. 
The SA reviewed all ongoing operations and programmatic enhancements for the 
next 5-year period, 2010 to 2015, and concludes that the projections remain consistent 
with impacts analyzed in the 2005 SWEIS. In those instances where the SA’s 
projections differ from the 2005 SWEIS analysis, the additional information provided 
demonstrates that the changes in environmental impacts are not significant. The 
NNSA enhanced stakeholder participation by providing the draft SA to the public, 
including informational meetings where NNSA solicited public concerns or new 
information relevant to environmental concerns, although this process was not a 
regulatory requirement. Those public concerns led to valuable insights and important 
improvements to the SA document. Repeated circulation of the SA is not 
contemplated by regulation or law. The NNSA regards the SA as complete and ready 
for consideration and action by the Livermore Site Office manager. 

3.2 Response to Comments from Document 2:  Tri-Valley CAREs (Form 
Letter Campaign) 

 
Comment Code 2-1 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-1. 
 
Comment Code 2-2 
Response:  The analysis in Chapter 3 of the SA shows that the operational changes at NIF 

that include increasing the tritium inventory, increasing the tritium air emissions, and 
increasing the maximum shot yield will not result in environmental impacts 
substantially different than those addressed in the 2005 SWEIS. See Comment 
Responses 1-13 through 1-16, 1-23 through 1-26, and 1-28 for additional information. 

 
Comment Code 2-3 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-31. 
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Comment Code 2-4 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-31 through 1-35. 
 
 
Comment Code 2-5 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-1, and 1-8 through 1-10. 
 
Comment Code 2-6 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-1 and 1-2. 

3.3 Response to Comments from Document 3:  Western States Legal 
Foundation (1) 

 
Comment Code 3-1 
Response:  Western States Legal Foundation was an intended recipient of the Draft SA.  

While there was no legal or regulatory requirement to distribute the Draft SA, the 
omission of the Western States Legal Foundation from the distribution list was 
inadvertent, and the representative’s address has been added to the list for future 
distributions. 

3.4 Response to Comments from Document 4:  Western States Legal 
Foundation (2) 

 
Comment Code 4-1 
Response:  The larger yield NIF experiments are not related to weapons effects testing. 
 
Comment Code 4-2 
Response: The National Ignition Campaign Execution Plan, Revision 4, is the most 

comprehensive document covering NIF experiments through the end of Fiscal Year 
2012.  The long-term use of NIF in support of NNSA is available in the NNSA 
Stockpile Stewardship Plan available at 
http://www.fas.org/press/news/2010/nnsa_plan.html. 

 

3.5 Response to Comments from Document 5:  Beverly King 
 
Comment Code 5-1 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-23 through 1-26 and 1-28 through 1-29. 
 
Comment Code 5-2 
Response:  NNSA believes that the SA is in clear and understandable language. 
 
Comment Code 5-3 
Response:  NNSA agrees that any radiological air emissions could have potential impacts 

to workers and the public, as was analyzed in the 2005 SWEIS and further explained 
in this SA. Exposure to radiation is under strict regulations by the DOE and the 
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The information in the SA demonstrates 
that radiological air emissions from all LLNL main site sources would result in a Site-
wide Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) dose (to a member of the public) that is 
less than 2% of the EPA’s site-wide standard for routine airborne emissions of 10 
mrem/yr. 

 
Comment Code 5-4 
Response:  The conclusion of the 2011 SA was not that the impacts were insignificant, 

but rather that the environmental impacts remain adequately addressed by the 2005 
SWEIS, and for the few instances where projections differ from the 2005 SWEIS 
analysis, the changes in environmental impacts are not significant. 

 

3.6 Response to Comments from Document 6:  Nuclear Watch New 
Mexico 

 
Comment Code 6-1 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-1. 
 
Comment Code 6-2 
Response:  See Comment Response 2-2. 
 
Comment Code 6-3 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-31. 
 
Comment Code 6-4 
Response: All program enhancements and changes in operational parameters were 

reviewed in the SA, which demonstrates that the environmental impacts associated 
with this increase [i.e., increase container loading limits from 18 PE-Ci to 50 PE-Ci] 
would remain adequately covered by the 2005 SWEIS. Also see Comment Response 
1-31.   

 
Comment Code 6-5 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-31 through 1-35. 
 
Comment Code 6-6 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-7 through 1-10.  
 
Comment Code 6-7 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-1 and 1-2. 
 

3.7 Response to Comments from Document 7:  Matthew Swyers 
 
Comment Code 7-1 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-5 and 1-32. 
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Comment Code 7-2 
Response:  LLNL is not proposing a Lab-wide 50-fold increase in beryllium use. The 

only increase would be in the stationary beryllium inventory as contamination on first 
wall panels within the NIF target chamber. This practice is intended to avoid 
unnecessary worker exposure or increase in waste generation that could occur if the 
panels were removed and decontaminated on a periodic basis. See also Comment 
Responses 1-28 and 1-29. 

 
Comment Code 7-3 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-5. 
 
Comment Code 7-4 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-5. 

3.8 Response to Comments from Document 8: Winifred Detwiler 
 
Comment Code 8-1 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-8 through 1-10. 
 
Comment Code 8-2 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-2. 
 
Comment Code 8-3 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-17. 
 
Comment Code 8-4 
Response:  See Comment Response 1-23. 
 
Comment Code 8-5 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-28 and 1-29. 
 
Comment Code 8-6 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-34 and 1-35. 
 

3.9 Response to Comments from Document 9:  Carl Anderson 
 
Comment Code 9-1 
Response:  See responses to Document 1 (Tri-Valley CAREs). 
 
Comment Code 9-2 
Response:  NNSA agrees that the quantities of fissile and/or fissionable materials in these 

experiments are too small to experience criticality under the highest temperatures and 
pressures generated by the NIF. The 2005 SWEIS and the SA provide all other 
environmental impact information related to NIF experiments.  
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Comment Code 9-3 
Response: Cs-137 would be produced in very small quantities and because it is non-

volatile, it is not easily made airborne. The NIF does not have a residual thermal 
energy source that would mobilize less volatile species. Therefore, negligible 
amounts of Cs-137 would be released. Analyses in the 2005 SWEIS included the 
contribution from I-131. 

 
Comment Code 9-4 
Response: The Stockpile Stewardship mission of the NIF, addressed in the 2005 SWEIS, 

requires use of fissile and fissionable isotopes. In addition, the use of Depleted 
Uranium for ignition experiments is desirable because of the properties of uranium. 
Uranium more efficiently transfers laser energy to the capsule compared to other 
materials. This results in improved target performance, with the same laser energy. 

 
Comment Code 9-5 
Response:  The Advanced Materials Program (AMP) and the Integrated Technology 

Project (ITP) were removed from the 2005 SWEIS. There are no proposed Pu-AVLIS 
projects in the SA. 

 
Comment Code 9-6 
Response:  BSL-3 facility operations at LLNL are ongoing, and there are no proposed 

changes for the 2010-2015 period.  
 
Comment Code 9-7 
Response:  Ongoing operations at LLNL do not contemplate any changes in the buffer 

zones. If any such changes are considered in the future (including security access), 
they would be subject to a separate NEPA review. See Comment Responses 1-37 and 
1-38. 

3.10 Response to Comments from Document 10:  Janis Turner 
 
Comment Code 10-1 
Response:  See Comment Responses 1-23, 1-24, and 2-2. 
 
Comment Code 10-2 
Response:  The annual skyshine from NIF operations is not projected to change from the 

projections in the 2005 SWEIS. Also see Comment Response 1-23. 
 


