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| Section 102 (c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) states that all Federal agencies
shall prepare a detailed statement for major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published the Conveyance and
Transfer Environmental Impact Statement (CT EIS) Notice of Intent in the Federal Register (FR)
on May 6, 1998 (63 FR 25022), which identified possible issues and alternatives to be analyzed.
The DOE then held a series of public meetings during the scoping period to provide opportunities
for stakeholders to identify issues, environmental concerns, and alternatives that should be analyzed
in the CT EIS. The results of comments received during the scoping period are summarized at the
end of Chapter 1 of the CT EIS; these comments were used to shape the CT EIS analysisand are
incorporated as appropriate and to the extent practicable within the CT EIS.

The Draft CT EIS was distributed to interested stakeholders for comment in February 1999. Public
hearings were conducted within the 45-day comment period following issuance of the draft
document and the publication of the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (38 FR 9438) on
February 26, 1999. Ora and written comments were accepted, and these were considered for usein
making changes to the Draft CT EIS, as appropriate. The Final CT EIS includes responses to
comments received on the Draft CT EISin Appendix H. The DOE will prepare one or more
Records of Decision (RODJs]) no sooner than 30 days after the Final CT EIS Notice of Availability
is published in the Federal Register. The ROD(s) will describe the rationale used for the DOE’s
selection of an alternative or portions of the alternatives. Following the issuance of aROD, a
Mitigation Action Plan also may be issued to describe any mitigation measures that the DOE
commits to in concert with its decision(s).
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

The following information is provided to assist the reader in understanding certain concepts in
this Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts
Administered by the U.S. Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico (CT EIS). Definitions of technical terms can be
found in Chapter 22, Glossary.

Scientific Notation

Scientific notation is used in this report to express very large or very small numbers. For
example, the number 1 billion could be written as 1,000,000,000 or, using scientific notation, as
1 x 10°. Translating from scientific notation to a more traditional number requires moving the
decimal point either right (for a positive power of 10) or left (for a negative power of 10). If the
value given is 2.0 x 10°, move the decimal point three places (insert zeros if no numbers are given)
to the right of its current location. The result would be 2,000. If the value given is 2.0 x 10, move
the decimal point five places to the left of its present location. The result would be 0.00002. An
alternative way of expressing numbers, used primarily in the appendices of thisCT EIS, is
exponential notation, which isvery similar in use to scientific notation. For example, using the
scientific notation for 1 x 10°, in exponentia notation the 10° (10 to the power of 9) would be
replaced by E+09. (For positive powers, sometimes the “+” sign is omitted, and so the example here
could be expressed as E09.) If the value is given as 2.0 x 10 in scientific notation, then the
equivalent exponential notation is 2.0E-05.

Units of Measurement

The primary units of measurement used in this report are English units with metric equivalents
enclosed in parentheses.

Many metric measurements presented include prefixes that denote a multiplication factor that is
applied to the base standard (e.g., 1 kilometer = 1,000 meters). The following list presents these
metric prefixes:

giga 1,000,000,000 (10%; E+09; one hillion)
mega 1,000,000 (10°; E+06; one million)
kilo 1,000 (10° E+03; one thousand)
hecto 100 (10% E+02; one hundred)

deka 10 (10% E+01; ten)

unit 1 (10% E+00; one)

deci 0.1 (10 E-01; one tenth)

centi 0.01 (10% E-02; one hundredth)
milli 0.001 (103 E-03; one thousandth)

micro  0.000001 (10 E-06; one millionth)
nano 0.000000001 (10°%; E-09; one billionth)
pico 0.000000000001 (102 E-12; one trillionth)

October 1999 XXXiii Final CT EIS



MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Order 5900.2A, Use of the Metric System of Measurement,
prescribes the use of this system in DOE documents. Table MC-1 lists the mathematical values or
formulas needed for conversion between English and metric units. Table MC-2 summarizes and
defines the terms for units of measure and corresponding symbols found throughout this report.

Radioactivity Unit

Part of this report deals with levels of radioactivity that might be found in various environmental
media. Radioactivity is a property; the amount of a radioactive material is usually expressed as
“activity” in curies (Ci) (Table MC-3). The curie is the basic unit used to describe the amount of
substance present, and concentrations are generally expressed in terms of curies per unit of mass or
volume. One curieis equivalent to 37 billion disintegrations per second or is a quantity of any
radionuclide that decays at the rate of 37 billion disintegrations per second. Disintegrations
generaly include emissions of alpha or beta particles, gamma radiation, or combinations of these.

Radiation Dose Units

The amount of ionizing radiation energy received by aliving organism is expressed in terms of
radiation dose. Radiation dose in this report is usually expressed in terms of effective dose
equivalent and reported numerically in units of rem. Rem is aterm that relates ionizing radiation
and biological effect or risk. A dose of 1 millirem (0.001 rem) has a biological effect similar to the
dose received from about a 1-day exposure to natural background radiation. A list of the
radionuclides discussed in this document and their half-livesisincluded in Table MC-4.

Chemical Elements

A list of selected chemical elements, chemical constituents, and their nomenclature is presented
in Table MC-5.

October 1999 XXXV Final CT EIS



MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

Table MC-1. Conversion Table

MULTIPLY BY TO OBTAIN MULTIPLY BY TO OBTAIN
ac 0.405 ha ha 2.47 ac
°F (°F - 32) x 5/9 °C °C (°Cx 9/5) + 32 °F
ft 0.305 m m 3.28 ft
ft? 0.0929 m’ m’ 10.76 ft?
ft* 0.0283 m’ m’ 35.3 ft®
ft* 28.32 | | 0.0353 ft*
gal. 3.785 I I 0.264 gal.
in. 2.54 cm cm 0.394 in.

Ib 0.454 kg kg 2.205 Ib
mCi/km? 1.0 nCi/m? nCi/m? 1.0 mCi/km?
mi 1.61 km km 0.621 mi
mi* 2.59 km® km® 0.386 mi*
nCi 0.001 pCi pCi 1,000 nCi
0z 28.35 g g 0.0353 0z
pCi/l 10° uCi/ml uCi/ml 10° pCi/l
pCi/m® 10™ Ci/m® Ci/m® 10" pCi/m®
pCi/m® 10" mCi/cm® mCi/cm® 10® pCi/m®
ppb 0.001 ppm ppm 1,000 ppb
ton 0.907 metric ton metric ton 1.102 ton
yd?® 0.7641 m’ m’ 1.308 yd?®
October 1999 XXXV Final CT EIS




MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for
Units of Measure

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for
Units of Measure (Continued)

LENGTH RATE
Symbol Name Symbol Name
cm centimeter (1 x 107 m) mg/| milligrams per liter
ft foot mgy million gallons per year
in. inch mly million liters per year
km kilometer (1 x 10° m) m/yr cubic meters per year
m meter mi/h or mph miles per hour
mi mile pCi/l microcuries per liter
mm millimeter (1 x 10° m) pCi/l picocuries per liter
um micrometer (1 x 10° m) tpy tons per year
mty metric tons per year
VOLUME
NUMERICAL RELATIONSHIPS
Symbol Name
Symbol Meaning
cm® cubic centimeter
> cubic foot < less than
gal. gallon = less than or equd to
in? cubic inch > greater than
| liter = greater than or equal to
m® cubic meter 2s two standard deviations
ml milliliter (1 x 10°1) TIME
ppb parts per billion
ppm parts per million Symbol Name
yd® cubic yard d day
RATE h hour
min minute
Symbol Name nsec nanosecond
Cilyr curies per year S second
cm¥/s cubic meters per yr year
second ELECTRICITY
ft’/s cubic feet per second
ft3min cubic feet per minute Symbol Name
ip;n ie:l lons per minute awh gigawatt-hour
glyr | ograms per year - megawatt
km/h kilometers per hour
October 1999 XXXV Final CT EIS




MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for Table MC-3. Names and Symbols for
Units of Measure (Continued) Units of Radioactivity
AREA RADIOACTIVITY

Symbol Name Symbol Name
ac acre (640 per mi®) Ci curie
cm’ sguare centimeter cpm counts per minute
ft® square foot mCi millicurie (1 x 10° Ci)
ha hectare (1 x 10" ) uCi microcurie (1 x 10° Ci)
in? square inch nCi nanocurie (1 x 10° Ci)
km? square kilometer pCi picocurie (1 x 10 Ci)
mi’ square mile

MASS

Symbol Name
g gram
kg kilogram (1 x 10° g)
mg milligram (1 x 10° g)
ug microgram (1 x 10° g)
ng nanogram (1 x 10° g)
Ib pound
ton metric ton (1 x 10° )
0z ounce

TEMPERATURE

Symbol Name
°C degrees Celsius
°F degrees Fahrenheit
°K degrees Kelvin

SOUND/NOISE

Symbol Name
dB decibel
dBA A-weighted decibel

October 1999 XXXVil Final CT EIS




MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

Table MC-4. Radionuclide Nomenclature

SYMBOL RADIONUCLIDE HALF-LIFE SYMBOL RADIONUCLIDE | HALF-LIFE
Am-241 americium-241 432 yr Pu-241 plutonium-241 14.4yr
H-3 tritium 12.26 yr Pu-242 plutonium-242 3.8x 10° yr
Mo-99 molybdenum-99 66 hr Pu-244 plutonium-244 8.2x 10" yr
Pa-234 protactinium-234 6.7 hr Th-231 thorium-231 25.5 hr
Pa-234m protactinium-234m 1.17 min Th-234 thorium-234 24.1d
Pu-236 plutonium-236 2.9yr U-234 uranium-234 24X 10° yr
Pu-238 plutonium-238 87.7yr U-235 uranium-234 7x 10° yr
Pu-239 plutonium-239 24x10%yr | U-238 uranium-238 45x 10° yr
Pu-240 plutonium-240 6.5x 10° yr

Table MC-5. Elemental and Chemical Constituent Nomenclature
SYMBOL CONSTITUENT SYMBOL CONSTITUENT
Ag slver Pa protactinium
Al aluminum Pb lead
Ar argon Pu plutonium
B boron SFs sulfur hexafluoride
Be beryllium S slicon
CcO carbon monoxide SO, sulfur dioxide
CO, carbon dioxide Ta tantalum
Cu copper Th thorium
F fluorine Ti titanium
Fe iron U uranium
Kr krypton V vanadium
N nitrogen W tungsten
Ni nickel Xe Xenon
NO.. nitrite ion Zn zinc
NOs. nitrateion
October 1999 XXXV Final CT EIS




ABOUT THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 84321 et seq.) was
enacted to ensure that Federal decisionmakers consider the effects of proposed actions on the human
environment and to lay their decisionmaking process open for public scrutiny. NEPA also created
the President’ s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The U.S. Department of Energy’s

(DOE’ s) NEPA regulations (10 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1021) augment the CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508).

Under NEPA, an environmental impact statement (EI'S) documents a Federal agency’s analysis of
the environmental consequences that might be caused by major Federal actions, defined as those
proposed actions that may result in a significant impact to the environment. An EIS also:

* Explains the purpose and need for the agency to take action.

» Describes the proposed action and the reasonabl e alternative courses of action that the
agency could take to meet the need.

» Describes what would happen if the proposed action were not implemented—the “No
Action” (or status quo) Alternative.

» Describes what aspects of the human environment would be affected if the proposed action
or any alternative were implemented.

* Anayzesthe changes, or impacts, to the environment that would be expected to take place if
the proposed action or an aternative were implemented, compared to the expected condition
of the environment if no action were taken.

The DOE EIS process follows these steps:

» The Notice of Intent, published in the Federal Register, identifies potential EIS issues and
aternatives and asks for public comment on the scope of the analysis.
» The public scoping period, with at least one public meeting, during which public comments
on the scope of the document are collected and considered.
» Theissuance of adraft EIS for public review and comment (for a minimum of 45 days), with
at least one public hearing.
* The preparation and issuance of the fina EIS, which incorporates the results of the public
comment period on the draft EIS.
* Preparation and issuance of a Record of Decision, which states:
— Thedecision
— The dternatives that were considered in the EIS and the environmentally preferable
aternative
— All decision factors, such as cost and technical considerations, that were considered by
the agency along with environmental consequences
— Mitigation measures designed to reduce adverse environmental impacts
* Preparation of a Mitigation Action Plan, as appropriate, which explains how the mitigation
measures will be implemented and monitored.



Prepared with the Participation of these Cooperating Agencies.

U.S. Department of Agriculture:
Forest Service (Santa Fe National Forest, Espafiola District)

U.S. Department of the Interior:
National Park Service, Bandelier National Monument
Bureau of Land Management, Taos Office
Bureau of Indian Affairs

San |ldefonso Pueblo

Incorporated County of Los Alamos
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THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE CONVEYANCE AND TRANSFER OF CERTAIN LAND TRACTS
ADMINISTERED BY THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
AND LOCATED AT
LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY,
LOS ALAMOS AND SANTA FE COUNTIES, NEW MEXICO

| Section 102 (c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) states that all Federal agencies
shall prepare a detailed statement for major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published the Conveyance and
Transfer Environmental Impact Statement (CT EIS) Notice of Intent in the Federal Register (FR)
on May 6, 1998 (63 FR 25022), which identified possible issues and alternatives to be analyzed.
The DOE then held a series of public meetings during the scoping period to provide opportunities
for stakeholders to identify issues, environmental concerns, and alternatives that should be analyzed
in the CT EIS. The results of comments received during the scoping period are summarized at the
end of Chapter 1 of the CT EIS; these comments were used to shape the CT EIS analysisand are
incorporated as appropriate and to the extent practicable within the CT EIS.

The Draft CT EIS was distributed to interested stakeholders for comment in February 1999. Public
hearings were conducted within the 45-day comment period following issuance of the draft
document and the publication of the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (38 FR 9438) on
February 26, 1999. Ora and written comments were accepted, and these were considered for usein
making changes to the Draft CT EIS, as appropriate. The Final CT EIS includes responses to
comments received on the Draft CT EISin Appendix H. The DOE will prepare one or more
Records of Decision (RODJs]) no sooner than 30 days after the Final CT EIS Notice of Availability
is published in the Federal Register. The ROD(s) will describe the rationale used for the DOE’s
selection of an alternative or portions of the alternatives. Following the issuance of aROD, a
Mitigation Action Plan also may be issued to describe any mitigation measures that the DOE
commits to in concert with its decision(s).
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Abstract:

On November 26, 1997, Congress passed Public Law 105-119, the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State,
the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1998 (the Act). This Act, in part, directs the Secretary of
Energy to convey to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos, New Mexico (the County), or its designee, and
transfer to the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, parcels of land under the
jurisdictional administrative control of the Secretary at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). DOE’s
responsibilities under the Act include identifying suitable tracts of land according to criteria set forth in the law,
conducting atitle search on each tract of land, identifying and conducting, to the maximum extent practicable, any
environmental restoration or remediation that would be needed for each tract of land, and conducting National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of the proposed conveyance or transfer of the land tracts. In accordance
with NEPA, this document assesses the potential environmental impacts of conveying and transferring certain
land tracts located at LANL within the Incorporated County of Los Alamos and Santa Fe County. Specifically,
this document examines the environmental consequences that could be expected if each of 10 eligible land tracts,
in whole or in part, were conveyed or transferred with subsequent development and use of the tracts for the
purposes identified by the Act and as further contemplated by the recipients. Two alternatives are analyzed in this
document™: the No Action Alternative and the Conveyance and Transfer of Each Tract Alternative (the Proposed
Action Alternative). Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would continue its administrative control of each
individual tract tentatively identified as a candidate for conveyance and transfer. Under the Proposed Action
Alternative, each of the 10 digible tracts of land individually, in whole or in part, would be either conveyed or
transferred to either the County or the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo. In addition, this
document briefly discusses the known environmental restoration or remediation needed for each of the 10 eligible
land tracts identified for conveyance or transfer and considers the planned use of the land and the ensuing
potential environmental impacts subsequent to the conveyance or transfer of administrative control or ownership.
The potential contemplated land uses identified in this document include cultural, historical, or environmental
preservation and residential, commercial, or industrial development.

! Changes made to this CT EIS since publication of the Draft CT EIS are marked with aline in the margin.
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

The following information is provided to assist the reader in understanding certain concepts in
this Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts
Administered by the U.S. Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico (CT EIS). Definitions of technical terms can be
found in Chapter 22, Glossary.

Scientific Notation

Scientific notation is used in this report to express very large or very small numbers. For
example, the number 1 billion could be written as 1,000,000,000 or, using scientific notation, as
1 x 10°. Translating from scientific notation to a more traditional number requires moving the
decimal point either right (for a positive power of 10) or left (for a negative power of 10). If the
value given is 2.0 x 10°, move the decimal point three places (insert zeros if no numbers are given)
to the right of its current location. The result would be 2,000. If the value given is 2.0 x 10, move
the decimal point five places to the left of its present location. The result would be 0.00002. An
alternative way of expressing numbers, used primarily in the appendices of thisCT EIS, is
exponential notation, which isvery similar in use to scientific notation. For example, using the
scientific notation for 1 x 10°, in exponentia notation the 10° (10 to the power of 9) would be
replaced by E+09. (For positive powers, sometimes the “+” sign is omitted, and so the example here
could be expressed as E09.) If the value is given as 2.0 x 10 in scientific notation, then the
equivalent exponential notation is 2.0E-05.

Units of Measurement

The primary units of measurement used in this report are English units with metric equivalents
enclosed in parentheses.

Many metric measurements presented include prefixes that denote a multiplication factor that is
applied to the base standard (e.g., 1 kilometer = 1,000 meters). The following list presents these
metric prefixes:

giga 1,000,000,000 (10%; E+09; one hillion)
mega 1,000,000 (10°; E+06; one million)
kilo 1,000 (10° E+03; one thousand)
hecto 100 (10% E+02; one hundred)

deka 10 (10% E+01; ten)

unit 1 (10% E+00; one)

deci 0.1 (10 E-01; one tenth)

centi 0.01 (10% E-02; one hundredth)
milli 0.001 (103 E-03; one thousandth)

micro  0.000001 (10 E-06; one millionth)
nano 0.000000001 (10°%; E-09; one billionth)
pico 0.000000000001 (102 E-12; one trillionth)
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Order 5900.2A, Use of the Metric System of Measurement,
prescribes the use of this system in DOE documents. Table MC-1 lists the mathematical values or
formulas needed for conversion between English and metric units. Table MC-2 summarizes and
defines the terms for units of measure and corresponding symbols found throughout this report.

Radioactivity Unit

Part of this report deals with levels of radioactivity that might be found in various environmental
media. Radioactivity is a property; the amount of a radioactive material is usually expressed as
“activity” in curies (Ci) (Table MC-3). The curie is the basic unit used to describe the amount of
substance present, and concentrations are generally expressed in terms of curies per unit of mass or
volume. One curieis equivalent to 37 billion disintegrations per second or is a quantity of any
radionuclide that decays at the rate of 37 billion disintegrations per second. Disintegrations
generaly include emissions of alpha or beta particles, gamma radiation, or combinations of these.

Radiation Dose Units

The amount of ionizing radiation energy received by aliving organism is expressed in terms of
radiation dose. Radiation dose in this report is usually expressed in terms of effective dose
equivalent and reported numerically in units of rem. Rem is aterm that relates ionizing radiation
and biological effect or risk. A dose of 1 millirem (0.001 rem) has a biological effect similar to the
dose received from about a 1-day exposure to natural background radiation. A list of the
radionuclides discussed in this document and their half-livesisincluded in Table MC-4.

Chemical Elements

A list of selected chemical elements, chemical constituents, and their nomenclature is presented
in Table MC-5.
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

Table MC-1. Conversion Table

MULTIPLY BY TO OBTAIN MULTIPLY BY TO OBTAIN
ac 0.405 ha ha 2.47 ac
°F (°F - 32) x 5/9 °C °C (°Cx 9/5) + 32 °F
ft 0.305 m m 3.28 ft
ft? 0.0929 m’ m’ 10.76 ft?
ft* 0.0283 m’ m’ 35.3 ft®
ft* 28.32 | | 0.0353 ft*
gal. 3.785 I I 0.264 gal.
in. 2.54 cm cm 0.394 in.

Ib 0.454 kg kg 2.205 Ib
mCi/km? 1.0 nCi/m? nCi/m? 1.0 mCi/km?
mi 1.61 km km 0.621 mi
mi* 2.59 km® km® 0.386 mi*
nCi 0.001 pCi pCi 1,000 nCi
0z 28.35 g g 0.0353 0z
pCi/l 10° uCi/ml uCi/ml 10° pCi/l
pCi/m® 10™ Ci/m® Ci/m® 10" pCi/m®
pCi/m® 10" mCi/cm® mCi/cm® 10® pCi/m®
ppb 0.001 ppm ppm 1,000 ppb
ton 0.907 metric ton metric ton 1.102 ton
yd?® 0.7641 m’ m’ 1.308 yd?®
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for
Units of Measure

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for
Units of Measure (Continued)

LENGTH RATE
Symbol Name Symbol Name
cm centimeter (1 x 107 m) mg/| milligrams per liter
ft foot mgy million gallons per year
in. inch mly million liters per year
km kilometer (1 x 10° m) m/yr cubic meters per year
m meter mi/h or mph miles per hour
mi mile pCi/l microcuries per liter
mm millimeter (1 x 10° m) pCi/l picocuries per liter
um micrometer (1 x 10° m) tpy tons per year
mty metric tons per year
VOLUME
NUMERICAL RELATIONSHIPS
Symbol Name
Symbol Meaning
cm® cubic centimeter
> cubic foot < less than
gal. gallon = less than or equd to
in? cubic inch > greater than
| liter = greater than or equal to
m® cubic meter 2s two standard deviations
ml milliliter (1 x 10°1) TIME
ppb parts per billion
ppm parts per million Symbol Name
yd® cubic yard d day
RATE h hour
min minute
Symbol Name nsec nanosecond
Cilyr curies per year S second
cm¥/s cubic meters per yr year
second ELECTRICITY
ft’/s cubic feet per second
ft3min cubic feet per minute Symbol Name
ip;n ie:l lons per minute awh gigawatt-hour
glyr | ograms per year - megawatt
km/h kilometers per hour
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

Table MC-2. Names and Symbols for Table MC-3. Names and Symbols for
Units of Measure (Continued) Units of Radioactivity
AREA RADIOACTIVITY

Symbol Name Symbol Name
ac acre (640 per mi®) Ci curie
cm’ sguare centimeter cpm counts per minute
ft® square foot mCi millicurie (1 x 10° Ci)
ha hectare (1 x 10" ) uCi microcurie (1 x 10° Ci)
in? square inch nCi nanocurie (1 x 10° Ci)
km? square kilometer pCi picocurie (1 x 10 Ci)
mi’ square mile

MASS

Symbol Name
g gram
kg kilogram (1 x 10° g)
mg milligram (1 x 10° g)
ug microgram (1 x 10° g)
ng nanogram (1 x 10° g)
Ib pound
ton metric ton (1 x 10° )
0z ounce

TEMPERATURE

Symbol Name
°C degrees Celsius
°F degrees Fahrenheit
°K degrees Kelvin

SOUND/NOISE

Symbol Name
dB decibel
dBA A-weighted decibel
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS

Table MC-4. Radionuclide Nomenclature

SYMBOL RADIONUCLIDE HALF-LIFE SYMBOL RADIONUCLIDE | HALF-LIFE
Am-241 americium-241 432 yr Pu-241 plutonium-241 14.4yr
H-3 tritium 12.26 yr Pu-242 plutonium-242 3.8x 10° yr
Mo-99 molybdenum-99 66 hr Pu-244 plutonium-244 8.2x 10" yr
Pa-234 protactinium-234 6.7 hr Th-231 thorium-231 25.5 hr
Pa-234m protactinium-234m 1.17 min Th-234 thorium-234 24.1d
Pu-236 plutonium-236 2.9yr U-234 uranium-234 24X 10° yr
Pu-238 plutonium-238 87.7yr U-235 uranium-234 7x 10° yr
Pu-239 plutonium-239 24x10%yr | U-238 uranium-238 45x 10° yr
Pu-240 plutonium-240 6.5x 10° yr

Table MC-5. Elemental and Chemical Constituent Nomenclature
SYMBOL CONSTITUENT SYMBOL CONSTITUENT
Ag slver Pa protactinium
Al aluminum Pb lead
Ar argon Pu plutonium
B boron SFs sulfur hexafluoride
Be beryllium S slicon
CcO carbon monoxide SO, sulfur dioxide
CO, carbon dioxide Ta tantalum
Cu copper Th thorium
F fluorine Ti titanium
Fe iron U uranium
Kr krypton V vanadium
N nitrogen W tungsten
Ni nickel Xe Xenon
NO.. nitrite ion Zn zinc
NOs. nitrateion
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1.0

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY

ACTION

This chapter introduces the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) role in the
conveyance and transfer of 10 land parcels at Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos and to the Secretary of the U.S.
Department of the Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo, as required by Public
Law (PL) 105-119; a statement of the purpose and need for the DOE’s action; and
an overview of the alternatives analyzed in this Conveyance and Transfer of Certain
Land Tracts Environmental Impact Statement (CT EIS). In addition, this chapter
explains DOE decisions that the CT EIS is intended to support, as well as the
relationship of this document to other environmental documentation prepared by the
DOE. At the conclusion of this chapter is an overview of the CT EIS.

LANL isone of severa national
laboratories that supports the DOE’s
responsibilities for national security, energy
resources, environmental quality, and science.
LANL islocated in north-central New
Mexico, within the Counties of Los Alamos
and Santa Fe, about 60 miles (97 kilometers)
north-northeast of Albuquerque and about
25 miles (40 kilometers) northwest of Santa
Fe (see Figure 1-1). The small communities
of Los Alamos townsite, White Rock, Pgjarito
Acres, the Royal Crest Mobile Home Park,
and San Ildefonso Pueblo are located in the
immediate vicinity of LANL, adjacent to its
boundaries and technical areas (TAS) (see
Figure 1-2). LANL currently occupies about
43 sgquare miles (111 square kilometers) or
27,832 acres (11,272 hectares) of land owned
by the U.S. Government and under the
administrative control of the DOE.
Additionally, the DOE has administrative
control over other properties and land within
Los Alamos County, totaling about 915 acres
(371 hectares).

On November 26, 1997, Congress passed
PL 105-119, the Departments of Commerce,
Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1998
(Section 632, 42 United States Code [U.S.C.]
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§§2391; the Act). Section 632" of the Act
directs the Secretary of Energy (the Secretary)
to convey” to the Incorporated County of Los
Alamos, New Mexico (the County), or to the
designee of the County, and to transfer® to the
Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the
Pueblo of San Ildefonso, parcels of land under
the jurisdictional administrative control of the
Secretary at or in the vicinity of LANL. Such
parcels of land must not be required to meet
the national security mission of the DOE and
also must meet other criteria established by
the Act.

DOE has prepared this CT EISin
accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 84371
et seq.) to examine potential environmental
impacts associated with the conveyance
or transfer of each of the land parcels
tentatively identified for such in the DOE’s
Land Transfer Report to Congress Under
Public Law 105-119, A Preliminary

! Section 632 of the Act is reproduced in Appendix A.

2 Theterm “convey” as used in the Act and in this document
refers to the disposition of land parcels away from Federal
Government ownership.

3 Theterm “transfer” as used in the Act and in this document
refers to the disposition of land parcels to another Federal
Government agency, with the retention of ownership by the
Federal Government.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION

Figure 1-1. Location of the Los Alamos National Laboratory.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION

Identification of Parcels of Land in Los
Alamos, New Mexico for Conveyance or
Transfer (Land Transfer Report)

(DOE 1998b). This CT EIS compares the
impacts associated with conveying or
transferring each of the parcels, in whole or in
part, with the potential environmental impacts
associated with taking no such action with the
subject land tracts. The No Action Alternative
encompasses the continuation of the current
uses of the tracts. The analyses contained in
this CT EIS tier from the programmatic
analysis 1n the Final Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement for the Continued
Operation of the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (the SWEIS) (DOE 1999c), which
analyzes the operation of LANL at an

- enhanced level of activities as the DOE’s
Preferred Alternative.

In this CT EIS, the DOE also discusses
information concerning the consequences of
contemplated uses of the subject tracts,
without associating these uses with either of
the potential receiving parties. Because of the
mandate for the DOE’s conveyance and
transfer of the identified tracts to the County
and to the Secretary of the Interiorina
fashion agreed upon by the County and San
Ildefonso Pueblo, and the DOE’s inability to
control the exact future uses that the land may
be put to by either party, any precise
statement of specific land use environmental
and socioeconomic effects that could result
from reuse is largely hypothetical. While the
DOE has provided this information in order to
explore the issues associated with the uses of
the land that could result from conveyance or
transfer of individual parcels, the DOE has no
authority to implement any of the
contemplated land uses. Most of the
recommended mitigations directed at
reducing or eliminating future adverse
impacts from land development and use by
either the County or San Ildefonso Pueblo are,
similarly, beyond the control of the DOE and
would be the responsibility of the recipients.
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1.1 Background Information

1.1.1 Historical Perspective of the
Development of LANL and the
LANL Area

The general area of Los Alamos, New
Mexico, was occupied by small ranches and
farms interspersed among vast forest and
meadow areas until 1942, when the nation
underwent a dramatic change upon its entry
into World War II. In the spring of 1943, the
Los Alamos Ranch School (then the single
largest private land holding in the Los Alamos
area) together with portions of surrounding
properties were chosen as the location of a
secret research and development facility for
the world’s first nuclear weapon by the U.S.
Manhattan District of the Army Corps of
Engineers, on behalf of the Federal
Government. The original facility and its
operations were referred to as “Project Y of
the Manbhattan Project,” which was later
redesignated as the Los Alamos Scientific
Laboratory. The facility’s name was changed
again during the 1980s to Los Alamos
National Laboratory. The Federal agency with
administrative responsibility for LANL has
similarly evolved from the post-World War 11
Atomic Energy Commission, to the Energy
Research and Development Administration,
and finally to the DOE.

In 1943, nearly 49,337 acres
(19,981 hectares) of land were acquired in the
Los Alamos area by the War Department for
Project Y use. The land came from the
following sources:

e U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S.
Forest Service (USFS) (45,670.5 acres
[18,497 hectares))

e U.S. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
(66 acres [27 hectares])

¢ Purchase or condemnation of privately
held lands (3,600 acres
[1,458 hectares])

Final CTEIS




1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION

The boundaries for the Project Y site
extended from about the Rio Grande on the
east to the summit of the Sierra de Los Valles
in the Jemez Mountains on the west, and from
about Guaje Canyon on the north to Frijoles
Canyon on the south. The structures and
buildings used by the Los Alamos Ranch
School (of which there are several remaining
log buildings) were quickly supplemented
during World War II with a variety of mostly
temporary wooden plank structures used by
scientists and their families. After the war
ended, an additional 19,725 acres
(7,988.6 hectares) of land were acquired from
the administrative control of other Federal
agencies during the late 1940s and added to
the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory
reservation. The expanded site by then
included many government facilities and
buildings, together with civilian housing and
support structures. Another 3,925 acres
(1,590 hectares) were acquired in the early
1960s from the administrative control of the
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park
Service (NPS) out of Bandelier National
Monument (BNM) lands (Presidential
Proclamation No. 3539). Over the ensuing
years, the site boundaries have been reduced
extensively as a result of several land transfer
efforts.

In 1949, the New Mexico Legislature
created the County of Los Alamos from
portions of Santa Fe and Sandoval Counties.
However, the County remained under the
control of the Federal Government, and
access to the Los Alamos area was restricted.
Under the Atomic Energy Community Act
(AECA) of 1955 (42 U.S.C. §§2301-2394),
the Federal Government recognized its
responsibility to provide support for a
specified period to agencies or municipalities
that were strongly affected by their proximity
to facilities that are part of the nation’s
nuclear weapons complex while they
achieved self-sufficiency. These facilities
were three so-called Atomic Energy
Communities: Oak Ridge, Tennessee;
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Richland, Washington; and Los Alamos, New
Mexico. Each of these communities was
established as a wholly government-owned
community in which all municipal,
educational, medical, housing, and
recreational facilities were provided by the
Federal Government. Under the AECA,
national policies were established regarding
the obligations of the United States to the
three Atomic Energy Communities. These
policies were directed at terminating Federal
Government ownership and management

of the communities by facilitating the
establishment of local self-government,
providing for the orderly transfer to local
entities of municipal functions, and providing
for the orderly sale to private purchasers of
property within these communities with a
minimum of dislocation. The establishment
of self-government and transfer of
infrastructures and land were intended to
encourage self-sufficiency of the communities
through the establishment of a broad base for
economic development.

Restrictions on access to the Federal
reservation and Los Alamos townsite area
were concurrently lifted in 1957, The first
release of Federal land for development of
private homes in the Los Alamos townsite
occurred that same year. Most of Los Alamos
County remained Federal Government
property until the DOE’s predecessor moved
forward with the transfer and lease of some of
the Federal lands under its management to the
County, other government agencies, and to
private parties in the late 1950s and early
1960s. Los Alamos County was incorporated
in 1969. In 1967, the DOE’s predecessor
agencies began to transfer ownership of land
tracts, roads, buildings, and some of the utility
systems managed for the DOE to the County
to be made available for public use. The land
that was released at that time was primarily
located within the Los Alamos townsite and
had been used for civilian housing and
community support functions. A relatively
small amount of land was auctioned to
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individuals and private developers to establish
the Royal Crest Mobile Home Park, White
Rock and Pajarito Acres communities, and to
develop areas in and around the Los Alamos
townsite. Additionally, a number of leases for
small tracts of land within the County were
entered into during this period. The release of
these lands from Federal Government use in
the late 1960s enabled them to be developed
for a variety of uses, ranging from
preservation to urban development (Lyon and
Evans 1984).

1.1.2 Current LANL Setting and Land
Uses, DOE Conveyance and
Transfer Policies, and
Authorizing Legislations

Today, only about 38 percent of the total
land that historically comprised the Los
Alamos Scientific Laboratory reserve remains
under the DOE’s administrative control. The
bulk of this remaining land is occupied by
LANL, with the University of California as
the DOE’s current management and operating
contractor conducting day-to-day operation of
the site. Currently, LANL is bounded by the
lands of several landowners and stewards
with a variety of land uses.

Large tracts of land in the Jemez
Mountains to the north, west, and south are
held by the USFS and the NPS; these tracts
are managed to preserve and maintain natural
and cultural resources that exist on these
lands. Lands of the San Ildefonso and Santa
Clara Pueblos border LANL on the east and
northeast and are used primarily for
agricultural, hunting, and residential purposes.
Currently, the DOE leases lands under its
administrative control for recreational use (for
example, the Los Alamos Sportsman’s Club
in Rendija Canyon), public use (such as the
White Rock Visitor Center and the Los
Alamos Airport), municipal solid waste
disposal use (like the Los Alamos County
Landfill), and for use by the University of
California (for example, the guest house
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residences at LANL). The DOE owns the
municipal water system that provides potable
water to LANL and to the County, although
this system is being leased and is proposed for
conveyance to the County by the end of the
year 2000.

Over the past 50 years, all of the main
LANL mission functions have been moved
onto the mesas located to the south of the Los
Alamos townsite. TA 21 is the last LANL
site conducting ongoing research and
development missions in immediate
proximity to the Los Alamos townsite (see
Figure 1.1.2-1). Other LANL TAs located
along the Los Alamos townsite mesa are used
primarily as undeveloped buffer zones;
exceptions to this general land use are TA 73,
occupied in part by the Los Alamos Airport,
and TA 43, occupied in part by the DOE’s
Los Alamos Area Office (LAAOQO) and the
Heaith Research Laboratory. Additional
properties located within the Los Alamos area
but outside of the LANL boundaries have
remained under the administrative control of
the DOE. The largest property, located in
Rendija Canyon to the north of the Los
Alamos townsite, totals about 910 acres
(369 hectares) and is partially leased for use
as a shooting range and gun club (the
aforementioned Los Alamos Sportsman’s
Club). One very small property located within
the Los Alamos townsite totals less than
0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) in size and is used for
historical preservation purposes.

DOE policy for land and facility use,
along with transfer and conveyance of real
property, has continued to evolve because
of changes in mission and the underutilization
of some DOE facilities. The DOE has
recently reviewed its responsibility to further
the self-sufficiency of the Atomic Energy
Communities, including Los Alamos, in light
of the increasing budgetary constraints and
pressures, together with the downsizing or
closure of some of the facilities within the
nuclear weapons complex.
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Figure 1.1.2-1. Land Owners and Stewards Surrounding LANL.
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Various potential means for mitigating the
| impacts of reduction or removal of monetary
support from the agencies or municipalities
that the nation currently provides with yearly
stipends have come under consideration. As
stated in the closing chapters of the AECA, as
| amended,

“. .. the Administrator shall assure
that the governmental or other
entities receiving assistance
hereunder utilize all reasonable,
available means to achieve
financial self-sufficiency to the end
that assistance payments by the
Administrator may be reduced or
terminated at the earliest practical
time.”

In spite of all efforts to the contrary, the
transfer and self-sufficiency process has been
slower for Los Alamos than for other Atomic
Energy Communities, due to its unique nature
and location.

In June of 1996, the DOE submitted a
report to Congress concerning the assistance
payments to the County (DOE 1996a). In this
report, the DOE recommended that:

e The historically paid annual assistance
payment be discontinued with a final
lump-sum settlement of $22.6 million,

e The DOE transfer to the County
several municipal installations and
functions under its administration and
operation, and

The DOE transfer to the County
undeveloped land that could be
utilized by the County or developed
by private interest to increase the
County’s revenue from property and
gross receipts tax.

In October 1996, Congress enacted
legislation (the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act of 1997) to
terminate the annual assistance payments to
the County by mid 1997, with the
recommended lump-sum termination
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payment. Disposition of municipal functions
and installations (the water system, fire
stations, and lease of the Airport) were begun
in 1997.

1.1.3 Public Law 7105-119

Congress completed the steps considered
necessary to provide self-sufficiency for Los
Alamos in keeping with the last of the
recommendations made in the June 1996
report to Congress by enacting PL 105-119.
The same legislation provided for the return
to San Ildefonso of land that had been part of
the Pueblo prior to the creation of LANL.*

“ The following portion of the Senate floor debate on
Section 632 of the Act demonstrates the purpose for the
conveyance and transfer of land at LANL.

[slince the 1950’s, the Department of Energy and
its predecessors have made assistance payments to
the county of Los Alamos, NM. Under the Atomic
Energy Act of 1955, this was accomplished in
recognition of the dependence of the community
on the Atomic Energy Commission’s, and later the
DOE’s facilities. Their facilities, worth in the
hundreds of millions of dollars, paid no taxes to
this community. Now only Los Alamos County
and schools receive any assistance, and all other
communities are off assistance, many via buyouts.

It is very difficult for Los Alamos to reach self-
sufficiency and to continue into the next century as
a viable community unless something is done
about the fact that there is no longer any land
within the city and county of Los Alamos that can
be developed, for the excess land is all in the hands
of the Department of Energy. ‘

Last year, we agreed to end assistance to Los
Alamos County through an agreement that coupled
a very moderate buyout amount with transfer of
excess land to the City.

This amendment will eventually return land to the
county that can be used for normal county growth
and to the Pueblo of San Ildefonso that has strong
historic claims to portions of the land. . . .

(continued)
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Section 632 (a) of the Act states that: “IN
GENERAL - The Secretary of Energy shall--

(1) convey, without consideration’, to the
Incorporated County of Los Alamos, New
Mexico, or to the designee of the County,
«“fee” title® to the parcels of land that are
allocated for conveyance to the County in
the agreement under subsection (e); and

(2) transfer to the Secretary of the Interior, in
trust for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso,
administrative jurisdiction over the
parcels that are allocated for transfer to
the Secretary of the Interior in such
agreement.”

Section 632 (b) (1) of the Act requires the
Secretary to identify suitable parcels of land
for conveyance or transfer within 90 days of
enactment. Section 632 (b) (2) provides that

This amendment directs the Department of Energy
to evaluate the land under its control to determine
what can be released without impacting the
national security mission of the Laboratory. Now,
some of that land will not be appropriate for
economic or housing development, but does
represent lands that were part of the San Tldefonso
Pueblo at the time of the Manhattan Project. Many
sacred sites of the San lldefonso Pueblo are located
on that property. During the Manhattan Project,
those San Ildefonso lands became part of Los
Alamos County, but no compensation was ever
provided to San Ildefonso Pueblo. This current
evaluation of the DOE’s land requirements
provides an ideal opportunity to return to the
pueblo some of that land that they previously used.

143 Cong. Rec, S7235 (daily ed. July 11, 1997) (statement of
Sen. Domenici.)

$ “Consideration” is a contract term in real estate defined as
follows: That which is received by the grantor in exchange
for his or her deed; something of value that induces a person
to enter into a contract. Consideration is most commonly
given in the form of currency.

¢ The term “fee” title speaks to the degree, quality, nature,
and extent of interest that a person or entity holds in real
property. Specifically, it is a contract tern in real estate that
means the holder is entitled to all rights incident to the
property. There are no time limitations on its existence (it is
said to run forever). The ownership of the land by a fee
holder is complete and free of State domination (except the

fights of the State of taxation, police power, and eminent
dOmain)_

October 1999

parcels are suitable for conveyance or transfer
for the purposes of section 632 (b) (1) if:

o The parcel is not required to meet the |
national security mission of the DOE
or will not be required for that purpose
within 10 years of enactment. |

e The parcel is likely to meet the criteria
for conveyance or transfer established
by the Act (including the completion
of any necessary environmental
remediation’ or restoration®) within 10
years of enactment.

o The parcel is suitable for use for any
of the purposes specified in the Act’?

The Act sets forth the criteria, processes,
and dates by which the tracts will be selected,
titles to the tracts reviewed, environmental
issues evaluated, and decisions made as to the
allocation of the tracts between the two
recipients. The DOE’s responsibilities under
the Act include identifying potentially
suitable tracts of land according to criteria set
forth in the law (Land Transfer Report
[DOE 1998b]); conducting a title search on
each tract of land (Title Report
[DOE 1999a}); identifying any environmental
restoration and remediation that would be
needed for each tract (Environmental
Restoration Report [DOE 1999b}]); and
conducting any NEPA review of the
proposed conveyance or transfer of the
land tracts (this CT EIS). The Act further

7 Environmental remediation, for the purposes of this

CT EIS analysis, is defined as the process of remedying a site
where a hazardous substance release has occurred. Remedial
actions (most often concerned with contaminated soil and
groundwater, and decontamination and decommissioning
activities) are responsibilities of the LANL Environmental
Restoration (ER) Project.

¥ Environmental restoration, for the purposes of this CT EIS
analysis, is defined as the assessment and cleanup of both
contaminated (radioactive and/or hazardous substances)
DOE-owned facilities in use and DOE sites that are no longer
a part of active operations,

® These purposes are listed in Section 632 (h) of the Act.
They are: historic, cultural, or environmental preservation;
economic diversification; and community self-sufficiency.
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states that the Secretary must, to the
maximum extent practicable, conduct any
needed environmental restoration or
remediation activities within 10 years of
enactment (by November 26, 2007). Required
actions are summarized in Table 1.1.3-1 and
discussed in greater detail in Section 1.1.4.

The upcoming conveyance and transfer
of land required by the Act is intertwined with
both the issues of County self-sufficiency and
the elimination of funding for assistance
payments. Upon the completion of the
conveyance or transfer of the qualifying
parcels of land, the DOE shall make no
further payments with respect to LANL under
either Section 91 or Section 94 of the AECA,
as stated in Section 632 of the Act.

1.1.4 Actions Associated with Public
Law 105-119

The following subsections briefly discuss
the various actions and reports required by
PL 105-119. Additional information about
other environmental regulatory compliance
actions is provided also.

1.1.4.1 Land Transfer Report

As required by the Act, some tracts of
land have been recognized by the DOE and
LANL as being now or likely to become
nonessential within the next 10 years to
meet LANL’s current and foreseceable
programmatic missions. By authority of this
new law, these tracts of land may now be
disposed of by a conveyance or transfer of
government ownership, provided there is
reason to believe that.the land is unlikely to
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be required for future DOE mission use'’. Ten
land tracts!! have been tentatively identified

by the DOE in the Land Transfer Report

(DOE 1998b), totaling about 4,800 acres
(1,944 hectares). These tracts are shown in -
Figure 1-2 and in greater detail in figures
presented in Chapters 5 through 14. These 10
tracts of land are as follows: -

e The Rendija Canyon Tract consists
of about 910 acres (369 hectares). >
The canyon is undeveloped except for
the shooting range (the Los Alamos
Sportsman’s Club) that serves the
local community; portions of this tract
are currently under lease from the
DOE to the community.

e The DOE LAAO Tract consists of
about 15 acres (6 hectares). It is also
within the Los Alamos townsite and is
readily usable. DOE employees
occupy offices at the site.

e The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tractisa
small, Los Alamos townsite parcel
located on the edge of the mesa
overlooking Los Alamos Canyon. It
consists of less than 0.5 acre
(0.2 hectare) of disturbed land that is

' The conditions under which a parcel or land area is
“required to meet the national security mission of the DOE,”
for the purposes of this CT EIS, are defined as those sites and
their activities that are necessary so that DOE mission
operations and schedules will not be interrupted. Support of
the national security mission at LANL—which includes
assessment and certification of nuclear weapon safety and
reliability, weapons-related research and development, some
nonnuclear component production, pit fabrication, and
surveillance of plutonium pits—is inclusive of all actions and
activities taken directly and indirectly and includes all buffer
zones necessary for health, safety, and security purposes.

! Note: the congressional report grouped two small tracts
together as “miscellaneous tracts™ that are herein considered
separately, hence the seeming discrepancy in the total number
of tracts to be considered for conveyance and transfer.

2 All acreages given are approximate. Actual acreage would
be determined with ground surveys if conveyed or
transferred. Acreages provided by the Land Transfer Report
(DOE 1998b) have been adjusted herein to include some
rights-of-way that were inadvertently excluded from that
report.
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Table 1.1.3-1. PL 105-119 Conveyance and Transfer Process Steps

PROCESS STEPS

DATE DUE

RESPONSIBLE
PARTY(S)

COMPLETED

A oe of PL 105-119 (Congress decides
3 OF must transfer and convey suitable

November 26, 1997

U.S. Congress

Yes

Jiminary identification of parcels

ort to Congress on land identified as
;‘Able for conveyance or transfer by
ie of meeting PL, 105-119 criteria)
id Transfer Report)

February 24, 1998

DOE

Yes

T e review (report to Congress setting
h the results of a title search on each
cel of land identified as suitable) (Title

November 26, 1998

DOE

Yes

ironmental restoration (identify the
ironmental restoration or remediation
, if any, that is required with respect
cach parcel of land identified)
vironmental Restoration Report)

August 26, 1999

DOE

Final I

iew of environmental impacts of the
veyance or transfer of each parcel as
J.required under the provisions of the NEPA
i} 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) (Final CT EIS)

August 26, 1999

DOE

Final

4 3' eport to Congress on results of

18 nv:ronmental Restoration Report review
8 d Final CT EIS (combined data report to
1 ongress) (Combined Data Report)

August 26, 1999

DOE

No

#Agreement on allocation of parcels
petween Los Alamos County and San
Idefonso Pueblo (Agreement submitted to

i

he Secretary)

November 24, 1999

Los Alamos
County and

San Ildefonso
Pueblo

No

nveyance and Transfer Plan to
-ongress (plan for conveying or
ferring land according to Agreement

1o allocatlon of parcels) (Conveyance and

.
i
)
1
i
1K
1
i
i
i ransfer Plan)

February 22, 2000

DOE

No

< {Lonveyance and transfer of land (action to
gonvey or transfer tracts meeting
lntabxhty criteria must be undertaken by
Jihe Secretary)

November 23, 2000

DOE

No

iEnvnronmental restoration and remediation

&ompleted on lands to be conveyed or
sferred

November 26, 2007

DOE

No
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undeveloped and currently is used as
an unsanctioned vehicle parking area.

¢ The Miscellaneous Manhattan
Monument Tract consists of less than
0.5 acre (0.2 hectare). The Manhattan
Monument is a small, rectangular site
located within Los Alamos County
land and adjacent to Ashley Pond,
where most of the first Los Alamos
laboratory work was conducted. A
small log structure occupies the site.

e The DP Road Tract (North, South
and West) consists of about 50 acres
(20 hectares). It is generally
undeveloped except for the West
section where the LANL archives are
currently located in one of two
buildings.

e The TA 21 Tract consists of about
260 acres (105 hectares) and is located
east of the Los Alamos townsite. This
occupied site is remote from the main
LANL area; University of California
workers occupy offices at the site, and
LANL operations are conducted at
facilities there.

e The Airport Tract consists of about
205 acres (83 hectares). Located east
of the Los Alamos townsite, it is close
to the Small Business Center Annex
(on East Gate Drive). The Los Alamos
Airport is located on part of the tract,
while other portions of the tract are
undeveloped.

¢ The White Rock Y Tract consists of
about 540 acres (219 hectares). It is
undeveloped and is associated with the
major transportation routes connecting
Los Alamos with northern New
Mexico.

e The TA 74 Tract consists of about
2,715 acres (1,100 hectares). ftis a
large, remote site located east of the
Los Alamos townsite and is largely
undeveloped. This parcel was restored
to the public domain by Presidential
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Proclamation 3539 on May 27, 1963;
PL 105-119 provides the necessary
legislation required for the tract to be
disposed of by the DOE at this time.

e The White Rock Tract consists of
about 100 acres (40 hectares). It is
undeveloped except for utility lines, a
water pump station, and a small
building in use by the County.

These 10 tracts were identified as
potentially suitable for conveyance or transfer
through a process that had its start well before
the passage of the Act. Informal dialog
between the County and the DOE on the issue
of a major conveyance of property started in
the late 1980s. The County identified more
than 20 parcels of land that they considered as
having high potential development value to
the County. These parcels along with several
others were then evaluated by the DOE with
assistance from LANL management to
determine whether these parcels were
required for current and future national
security mission support purposes, including
their use as health and safety buffer zones
between LANL operations and members of
the public living in the vicinity of LANL. By
mid 1995, discussions regarding these parcels
included San Ildefonso Pueblo government
leaders and staff of other area Federal
agencies. In 1996, a review of the tracts was
engaged in that divided the parcels into three
groups: (1) recommended for transfer,

(2) tracts having unresolved issues, and

(3) tracts not recommended for transfer.

These recommendations were based on
operational impacts, utility easement
requirements, and known major
environmental concerns. This list then was
further reviewed with regard to the criteria
established by the Act, and the 10 subject
tracts were identified as a cumulative result of
these efforts in early 1998.
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1.1.4.2 Title Report

Asrequired by the Act, the DOE has
conducted a review of its ownership for each
of the 10 tracts of land identified as being
potentially suitable for conveyance and
transfer. The results of this search (in the form
of formal Title Reports) for any claims, liens,
or similar instruments affecting the DOE’s
title to itsinterestsin the real property of each
of the 10 subject tracts were submitted to
Congress (DOE 1999a). No “clouds on the
titles” were discovered during the search.

1.1.4.3 Environmental Restoration Report

The Environmental Restoration Report
required by Section 632(d)(1) of the Act is
intended to inform Congress of any necessary
environmental restoration and remediation
activities that are needed for each of the
subject tracts. It is being produced separately,
but in parale with, the CT EIS. For each of
the subject tracts, the Environmental
Restoration Report™ (DOE 1999b) describes
known or suspected tract contaminants; the
regulatory status of site contamination; the
number of buildings and other manmade
structures onsite that may require
decommissioning, decontamination, or
demoalition; the estimated or known extent of
site contamination; other site concerns; the
range of proposed site remedies by type;
estimated waste generation associated with
remediation and restoration activities; and the
estimated costs and durations for cleanup. The
report also identifies areas where no site data
are yet available. Estimates presented in the
Environmental Restoration Report are based
on existing information; no effort has been

3 A separate, detailed Environmental Restoration Project
Plan has been prepared for the TA 21 Tract, in addition to the
report required by PL 105-119. Congress requested this plan
in the conference reports of the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations that accompanied the Energy
and Water Development Appropriation Act for Fiscal Year
1999 (PL 105-245). This plan describes environmental
restoration activities and costs for approximately the next

8 years.
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made to generate new data on the subject
tracts. The Environmental Restoration Report
is further intended to give decisionmakers and
the public information about the different
levels of cleanup that could be accomplished
at both ends of the range of site occupancy by
members of the public. In this respect, asin
others, the Environmental Restoration Report
differs from the CT EIS in the range of
information intended to be communicated; in
some respects the assumptions made are more
conservative in nature than those assumptions
made for the CT EIS analysis. Additional
information about the assumptions,
limitations, and a summary of the data
included in the Environmental Restoration
Report is presented in Appendix B of the

CT EIS.

The LANL ER Project has its own process
of site investigation, data analysis, public and
stakeholder involvement, and remediation
that occurs under the auspices of an
administrative authority (either the New
Mexico Environment Department or the
DOE). LANL isregulated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The
activities performed by the LANL ER Project
are subject to DOE review for compliance
with the NEPA at the time that proposals for
actions become ripe for decision, which is
typically after public input and Administrative
Authority agreement to pursual of specific
types of cleanup activities has occurred. To
the extent that this information is known or
reasonably bounding™ data have been
developed, that information is presented and
used in the CT EIS analysis. Additional
NEPA review will be necessary for the
majority of the activities yet to be undertaken
for most of the subject tracts.

4 To“bound theimpacts’ isto use assumptions and
analytical methodsin an analysis of impacts or risks such that
the result overestimates or describes an upper limit on
(“bounds’) potential impacts or risks. A “bounding analysis’
in aNEPA document is an analysis designed to overestimate
or determine an upper limit to potential impacts or risks.
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The need to complete the process for
proposing remedies and receiving approval
for these by the appropriate administrative
authorities represents one of the multiple
layers of uncertainties regarding the
Environmental Restoration Report’s
information. The difficulties in projecting
costs into the future and the difficultiesin
projecting time durations required for cleanup
actions without certain knowledge of
available funding to undertake the activities,
especialy on ayear-to-year government
funding cycle, both add to the limitations of
the information presented in that report.

1144 CTEIS

The review of environmental impacts of
the conveyance or transfer of each parcel, as
required by the Act, is the subject of this
CT EIS. The NEPA compliance process, the
general document scope, the purpose and
need for DOE action, the decisions to be
supported by the impact analysis, a
description of the alternatives analyzed, and a
brief discussion and comparison of the
impacts likely to occur if either alternative
were implemented are discussed later in this
document.

1.1.4.5 Combined Data Report

Asrequired by the Act, areport
presenting information regarding the
environmental restoration or remediation
required for the subject tracts (including
estimated costs and cleanup durations), and
the potentia environmental impacts
associated directly, indirectly, and
cumulatively with conveyance and transfer of
the subject tracts will be submitted to
Congress. This report may make
recommendations for the conveyance or
transfer of each of the subject tracts, either in
whole or in part, with regard to the likelihood
of the DOE being able to meet the suitability
criteria established in the Act.
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1.1.4.6 Agreement on Allocation of
Parcels

Asrequired by the Act, the Incorporated
County of Los Alamos and San Ildefonso
Pueblo must reach an agreement on the
alocation of parcels between them and
submit documentation of this agreement to
Congress. Thisis an action to be undertaken
by the County and San |ldefonso Pueblo.

1.1.4.7 Conveyance and Transfer Plan

Asrequired by the Act, the DOE must
submit a plan outlining how it will proceed
with conducting the actual conveyance or
transfer of each of the subject tracts, in whole
or in part, to the two recipients per their
agreement on allocation. This plan will likely
be associated with a Record of Decision
(ROD) for the CT EIS (or may be contained
within the ROD). Additional RODs may be
issued later within the 10-year timeframe
specified under the Act. The Conveyance and
Transfer Plan will implement decisions made
in the ROD(s), which will take into
consideration the estimated costs and cleanup
durations and the technical feasibility of
achieving restoration and remediation to the
maximum extent practical, as required under
the Act, for one of the three uses established
by PL 105-119; it also will consider the
reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts
potentially associated with the subject tracts
as aresult of conveyance and transfer.

1.1.4.8 Conveyance or Transfer of Land

The DOE shall convey or transfer parcels
in accordance with the allocation agreement
between the two recipients, subject to the
requirements of the Act for retention of lands
needed for the DOE to meet its national
security mission and/or the requirements for
environmental restoration or remediation
(providing this requirement is meet within the
10-year period beginning on the date of
enactment of the Act).
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1.1.4.9 Environmental Compliance
Actions Required Prior to
Conveyance or Transfer

Discussion of the environmental
compliance actions required for the DOE to
convey or transfer real property is provided in
the October 1997 publication Crosscut
Guidance on Environmental Requirements for
DOE Real Property Transfers (DOE 1997c).
Severa of these compliance actions arein
addition to those required by either the Act or
the NEPA. These additional requirements
include the need for:

Completion of an Environmental
Baseline Survey Report to meet the
requirements of the 1992 Community
Environmental Response Facilitation
Act (CERFA) amendmentsto the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA)

Completion of consultation
requirements under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act and
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act

Completion of consultation regarding
traditional cultural properties (TCPs)

Completion of compliance actions for
10 CFR 1022, DOE Compliance with
Floodplaing/Wetlands Environmental
Review Requirements

A brief discussion of pertinent laws,
regulations, permits, and DOE ordersis
included in Chapter 17 of this CT EIS.
Actions to meet the procedural requirements
of DOE (Genera Provisions) 10 CFR 1022
have been undertaken by the DOE both
concurrently with and as a part of the CT EIS
process. Specifically, as provided for by
10 CFR 1022, a Floodplain and Wetland
Assessment was prepared and incorporated
into the Draft CT EIS (see Appendix D); a
separate Notice of Floodplains and Wetlands
Involvement was published in the Federal
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Register (FR) (see copy of thisnoticein
Appendix C), and a Statement of Findingsis
included in the Final CT EIS (see

Appendix D). No comments were received
from members of the public regarding the
Notice of Floodplains and Wetlands
Involvement.

Typicaly, administrative control of land
that is not required by a government agency
likely would be relinquished to the General
Services Administration (GSA) for disposal.
The GSA isthe Federa agency responsible
for the conveyance of excess and surplus
Federal real estate, as stated in Section 203 of
the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 U.S.C.
484). The GSA isinvested with the statutory
means whereby Federal real property holdings
no longer required by Federa agencies for
their needs are disposed of as surplus property
for non-Federal public or private use. Other
Federal agencies are first notified of the
availability of the land, and if another Federal
use need isidentified, the GSA then would
arrange for the administrative control of the
land to be turned over to that Federal agency
for their use. Next in line for disposal of real
estate would be State and local public
agencies and eligible nonprofit organizations
for specified public uses. Purchase of the
property at fair market value under
competitive sale for unrestricted use is the last
resort of the GSA for disposal of surplus land.
However, in this case, the disposal of the
property identified at this time by the DOE as
not being required for future mission use is
regulated under the specific provisions of
Section 632 of the Act.

1.2 Purpose and Need for
Agency Action
The DOE needs to act in order to meet the
requirements of Section 632; that is, to
convey and transfer certain parcels of land
identified by the DOE as being suitable for
conveyance or transfer, as defined by the Act.
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To be conveyed or transferred (1) the parcels
of land must have been determined to be
unnecessary for support of the DOE’s mission
requirements before November 26, 2007™;

(2) the DOE aso must have accomplished any
necessary environmental remediation or
restoration by that time, to the maximum
extent practicable; and (3) the parcels must be
suitable for use by the receiving parties for
historic, cultural, or environmental
preservation purposes, economic
diversification purposes, or community
self-sufficiency purposes. The parcels that
have been preliminarily identified as suitable
for conveyance or transfer by the DOE are
located at LANL within both Los Alamos and
Santa Fe Counties. The recipients of the land
tracts will be the Incorporated County of Los
Alamos or its designee and the Secretary of
the Interior, in trust for the Pueblo of San
|1defonso.

1.3 DOE Decisions to be
Supported by the CT EIS

Under the provisions of Section 632 of the
Act, the DOE must decide on its action
regarding disposition by conveyance or
transfer of each of the 10 parcels of land
under the DOE’ s administrative control that
have been preliminarily identified as
potentially being suitable for that action.
Section 632 provides a narrow basis for
decisions to be made by the Secretary. The
criteriafor determining the suitability for
conveyance and transfer are described in
Section 1.2, above. These three criteria will
guide the DOE'’ s decision to convey or
transfer each of the subject parcels.

In accordance with the provisions of
Section 632, if the DOE decides to dispose of
aparticular tract of land, in whole or in part,
and the parcel currently meets the three

15 November 26, 2007, marks the end of the 10-year action
period specified in Section 632 of the Act.
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criteriafor suitability, it may be conveyed or
transferred as soon as March 2000. Under the
provisions of the Act, the DOE may defer an
action decision on those tracts that currently
are needed for national security mission
support purposes until the tracts are no longer
required by the DOE for such use, provided
that change in requirements occurs by the
close of the specified 10-year period.
Similarly, the DOE may defer an action
decision on those tracts requiring
environmental restoration or remediation until
those requirements have been met, to the
maximum extent practicable, provided that it
iswithin the specified 10-year period. The
DOE has the discretion to redefine the spacial
dimensions of atract from the way it was
previously defined (in the Land Transfer
Report [DOE 1998b]) in order to facilitate an
early disposition decision on those lands that
do not require environmental remediation or
restoration that could be disposed of in 2000.
In that case, the DOE may then defer a
disposition decision on the remaining,
contaminated portions of the tract that would
continue under the DOE’ s administrative
control until such time asit may be
environmentally remediated or restored,
provided that occurs within the

10-year period time limitation imposed by the
Act. Similarly, the DOE could redefine
parcels and delay an action decision for those
tracts that are currently being used by the
DOE to support a national security mission-
related action, while making an disposition
decision in the short term on those portions of
tracts that are not so currently required.

As part of the DOE’ s screening process
for proposing tracts for potential conveyance
or transfer, the need of a parcel to support the
DOE’ s mission over the next 10 years was
considered. One of the tracts proposed for
disposal, the TA 21 Tract, is currently used to
support mission-related operations involving
radioactive material and fusion energy
research. The DOE LAAO Tract is currently
occupied by nearly 100 DOE employees
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responsible for oversight of LANL. The DP contemplated development of the land tracts
Road Tract includes two buildings; one of and those that could result from changesin |
these currently houses the LANL archives. the land use must be understood by the DOE

All three of these tracts were considered to be in reaching its decision(s) regarding the

likely to become unnecessary for mission disposal of each of the parcels away from
support use by the DOE for various reasons DOE administrative control although the

within the defined 10-year timeframe. Since DOE will not decide upon future land uses for
the Land Transfer Report was furnished to the 10 tracts. The discussion of information
Congressin early 1998, a portion of the regarding the potential impacts that might

TA 21 Tract, namely the Tritium Systems result from future development and use of the
Test Assembly (TSTA) facility, has been tractsis of special value to the potential
identified recently by the Director of the receiving parties and to those living in the Los
Office of Science as being required beyond Alamos County area. The DOE will not

the 10-year timeframe established by the Act decide on which parcel is received by which

for mission support purposes (Krebs 1998). of the named recipients. Section 632 of the |
Similarly, Defense Programs has identified Act specifically states that this decisionisto

the collocated Tritium Science and be made exclusively by the County and San
Fabrication Facility (TSFF) as aso being |ldefonso Pueblo. The information developed
required beyond the 10-year timeframe in the course of this CT EIS and the parallel
(Agrawal 1999). Environmental Restoration Report

(DOE 1999b) required by the Act may factor
into this decision only to the extent that the
two parties chose to make use of it. Should
the two parties fail to reach an agreement
regarding the disposition of atract, the land
will not be conveyed or transferred.

Almost all of the tracts (9 out of 10 tracts)
contain potential or known contaminated sites
or areas that may require some degree of
environmental remediation or restoration in
order to be suitable for the uses approved by
the Act. Only the Miscellaneous Manhattan

Monument Tract is known to have no The DOE'’ s decision to transfer and
contamination issues. Environmental convey or not to transfer or convey a
remediation or restoration activities for some particular tract of land will be based, as
of these contaminated areas may be appropriate, on the ability of the DOE to
achievable by the DOE before the end of the ultimately effect atimely and fiscally
10-year period in atechnically and fiscally responsible restoration or remediation of any
responsible manner. However, some of the site contamination to within levels of residual
sites may be extremely difficult and contamination acceptable for future use by
expensive to remediate or restore, and the members of the public, the designated
DOE ultimately may not pursue such action, recipients, and the State and Federal |
thereby making a no action decision on these regulatory agencies. However, the DOE will
gites. It is expected that the DOE will issue not decide upon methods or timing of
one or more RODs supported by the Final restoration or remediation based upon this |
CT EIS analysis over the 10-year period CT EISanalysis. To the extent that the
(ending November 26, 2007), in accordance environmental restoration and remediation
with the Secretary’ s plan for conveyance and information contained in this CT EISwill aid
transfer of the parcels. in better forming conveyance and transfer
There are decisions related to these pleci S ons, the DOE will consider that
parcels that the DOE will not make based information.
upon the Final CT EIS analysis. The potential A separate process engaged in by the
beneficial and adverse impacts from future DOE through the LANL ER Project that
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involves the public and State and Federal
regulatory agencies will be used to determine
the appropriate level of cleanup to be
undertaken, the technical manner in which it
will be achieved, and the priority of actions
for the subject tracts. This separate process
includes the DOE’s NEPA review that is
performed when the cleanup action(s)
becomes ripe for decision. The DOE is
directed by the language of the Act to
remediate or restore the environment, to the
maximum extent practicable, to alevel of
residual contamination compatible with one
of the three uses identified in the Act. It may
not be possible within the time alotted by the
Act for the DOE to reasonably achieve alevel
of cleanup consistent with the actual
recipient’s specific intended use for an
individual tract in afiscally prudent manner.
The use of the language “to the maximum
extent practicable” in the Act indicates that
lawmakers were cognizant of the need for this
effort to be conducted in a reasonable fashion
within the financial bounds imposed by
congressional funding and other available
resources given the status of the individual
sites requiring remediation or restoration. It
may only be possible that the DOE will be
able to meet aminimal level of cleanup
compatible with one of the uses named in the
Act within the time allotted by the Act. This
could result in agreater level of residual
contamination. ER Project activities to date
range across the subject tracts and include
areas where the contamination has been well
characterized and where removal activities
have aready been conducted in whole or in
part. Other areas may have had little or no site
characterization work performed yet, such as
areas within floodplains that may have
received contamination washed downstream
from other contaminated areas in the past, and
much work remains to be done within the
tract before remediation decisions can be
reasonably made. Some of the sites are
sufficiently contaminated such that cleanup
activities are likely to be very complex and
will be time and labor intensive; other tracts
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may only be dlightly contaminated and the
cleanup activitiesinvolved are likely to be
straightforward and may be accomplished in a
short period of time with minimal effort. Not
all of the work that may be required to
remediate or restore the subject tractsis
currently included in the DOE plan
Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure
(DOE 1998c); this plan is dynamic and
subject to revision and change every year. For
example, the current plan does not include the
floodplain areas where in the past upstream
wastes may have washed downstream onto
some of the tracts and buildings currently in
service that contain asbestos or other
hazardous materials requiring
decontamination before demolition may be
undertaken. Similar plans will be developed
to address the cleanup of these buildings and
floodplain areas. To the extent known or
anticipated, environmental restoration and
remediation impacts information is included
in this CT EIS. However, NEPA compliance
for potential impacts is expected to be
completed; the decisions related to those
activities are expected to be made; and the
actions are expected to be performed before
the DOE makes any subsequent decision(s)
regarding the disposal of the subject tracts as
stipulated by the Act.

1.4 Overview of the Alternatives
Considered

Two alternatives are analyzed in this
CT EIS: (1) the No Action Alternative and
(2) the Conveyance and Transfer of Each
Tract Alternative or the “ Proposed Action
Alternative.” The No Action Alternative,
while analyzed in full for the purpose of
providing a baseline for comparison of
impacts, would not meet the need for agency
action. The Conveyance and Transfer of Each
Tract Alternative has been identified as
meeting the DOE’ s purpose and need for
action. A Preferred Alternative has been
identified by the DOE, which is a subset of
the Proposed Action Alternative.
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1.4.1 No Action Alternative

Under this alternative, the DOE would
continue its administrative control of each or
al of theindividual tracts tentatively
identified as candidates for conveyance and
transfer, and conveyance or transfer actions
for each or all of the tracts would not occur.
Subject lands would continue to be used as
they are currently being utilized. Under this
alternative, land might not be restored or
remediated in a manner or in atimeframe
consistent with that imposed by the Act.
Neither the County nor San Ildefonso Pueblo
would gain additional land for their use asa
means to promote self-sufficiency or
diversification of their income basis.

1.4.2 Convey and Transfer of Each
Tract Alternative

Under this alternative, each of the 10
tracts of land, identified by the DOE’s Land
Transfer Report (DOE 1998b), would
individually be either conveyed or transferred
to either the County or the Secretary of the
Interior, in trust for San Ildefonso Pueblo, in
whole or in part. For those tracts with a
current mission-support use or with
environmental restoration or remediation
requirements, the DOE may delay their
disposition decision for up to 10 years on the
whole tract, or the DOE could make a
disposition decision in the short term to
convey or transfer portions of certain tracts
immediately not currently required for the
DOE mission-support uses or where
environmental restoration or remediation is
not required. The DOE would then retain
control of the remaining, contaminated
portion(s) of the individual tracts or the
portion(s) yet required to support a mission-
related need and delay its disposition decision
on those portions of the tracts for some future
time up until the end of the 10-year period
allowed for by the Act, which would be near
the end of the year 2007. The DOE would
delay the conveyance or transfer until these
tracts meet the conveyance and transfer
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criteria—that is, until adequate environmental
restoration or remediation could be
accomplished and until the tract portion is no
longer needed for mission support purposes.
At the end of the 10-year period designated in
the Act, barring any new legidative action to
the contrary, land parcels or portions of
parcels that have not aready been conveyed
or transferred would remain under the
administrative control of the DOE, and the
DOE would make a de facto decision in favor
of the No Action Alternative regarding that
land.

The relocation of site tenants to other, as
yet unidentified, generic locations is included
in the analysis of this alternative. Additional
NEPA review will be required for those future
actions when the proposals on specific action
alternatives actually become ripe for
decision(s). Additionally, indirect impacts
that could result from the use of the subject
tracts by the two recipient parties are analyzed
in this CT EIS, together with potential
cumulative impacts from interjecting the
direct and indirect actions into the context of
other local and regional past, present, and
future reasonably anticipated actions.

1.4.3 Preferred Alternative

The DOE has identified the following
subset of the Proposed Action Alternative, by
tract, asits Preferred Alternative. Tracts are
listed below in an approximate order of
potential timing of disposition; the actual
order of tract disposition may be slightly
different. Consistent with PL 105-119, the
actual disposition of each tract, or portion of a
tract, would be subject to the DOE’s
continuing or future need for an individual
tract, or a portion of the tract, to meet a
national security mission support function.
This need could result from either direct or
indirect activity involvement. Additionally,
the disposition of each tract, or portion of a
tract, would be subject to the ability of the
DOE to complete any necessary
environmental restoration or remediation.
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The DOE has concluded that significant
portions of two tracts (the TA 21 Tract and
the Airport Tract) will not be available for
conveyance or transfer within the 10-year
period specified by PL 105-119. Thisis due to
identified national security operational needs
of two facilitieswithin TA 21 and the need
for surrounding areas to be retained as
security, health, and safety buffer areas. The
area of buffer retention is roughly equivaent
to about a one-half mile radius from the
facility sites and includes portions of the
TA 21 Tract and the Airport Tract.

The DOE also recognizes with regard to
six of the remaining tracts that meeting the
conveyance and transfer criteria within the
mandated 10-year timeframe may not be
possible for all portions of these tracts. For
example, the current national security mission
support functions that are conducted on the
DOE LAAOQ Tract and the DP Road Tract
could possibly require portions of the tracts to
be retained for use beyond the 10-year
timeframe established by the Act, although
thisis considered to be unlikely. Similarly,
there may be newly proposed activities at
LANL facilities that could require the
retention of portions of tracts for national
security mission support reasons. In this case,
only essentia areas would be retained, and
the remainder of the tract would likely be
conveyed or transferred.

Further uncertainty regarding the DOE’s
ability to convey or transfer all of the tracts
results because some portions of the six tracts
have associated contamination issues. Those
portions of the tracts may potentially require
environmental restoration or remediation that
could be technically difficult to achieve or
that could require more than the 10-year
period established under the Act for
completion of these actions. The LANL ER
Project process, which includes input from
stakeholders and approval by the
Administrative Authority(s), will proceed
with the anticipation of completing the
necessary environmental restoration and
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remediation actions by the end of the year
2007. However, the DOE recognizes that
some tracts that have contamination issues are
going to consume more time and resources
and be more expensive to clean up because
the cleanup technical strategy could change
from those currently planned by the ER
Project.

Reaching agreement on the cleanup
approach and conducting the necessary testing
and remedia action could be a lengthy
process. The extra funding required for such a
change in the planned cleanup also may
require the appropriation of additional
funding from Congress. Given such
considerations, it may not be possible to
complete al of the necessary environmental
remediation or restoration actions necessary
to release al portions of the subject tracts
within the allotted timeframe.

The DOE is confident that it can convey
or transfer in whole two tracts in the near
term; these two tracts are not currently used
nor are they anticipated to be needed in the
future for national security mission support
needs. Although one of the tracts has a minor
surface disposal site, it can easily be
remediated within a short period of time.
These two tracts are the Miscellaneous
Manhattan Monument Tract and the
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract.

The Preferred Alternative for conveyance
and transfer of the 10 land tracts identified as
potentially suitable, per the criteria
established in Public Law 105-119, isas
follows (within each grouping no order of
conveyance and transfer is intended):

Convey or Transfer Entire Tract in the
Year 2000, or Soon Thereafter:

Miscellaneous Manhattan M onument
Tract

Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract
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Convey or Transfer Entire Tract or Partial
Tract (Portions of Tract Without Potential
Contamination Issues or Mission Support
Concerns) in the Year 2000, or Soon
Thereafter, But Before the End of the Year
2007

DOE LAAO Tract
White Rock Tract
Rendija Canyon Tract
TA 74 Tract

DP Road Tract
White Rock Y Tract

Convey or Transfer Partial Tract (Portions
of Tract Without Potential Contamination
Issues or Mission Support Concerns) at a
Later Time, But Before the End of the
Year 2007:

TA 21 Tract
Airport Tract

For the tracts that are conveyed in part,
the DOE would continue to resolve
outstanding national security mission support
issues and any contamination cleanup
required on the remaining portions of the
tracts so that conveyance or transfer of those
portions could occur before the end of the
2007 deadline stated in the Act.

The environmental impacts of the
Preferred Alternative, based on current
information, would be expected to be between
those presented for implementation of the
Proposed Action and the No Action
Alternatives for each tract.

1.5 Relationship to Other DOE
NEPA Documents and
Proposed Actions

In this CT EIS, the DOE examines the
environmental consequences that could be
expected if each of the 10 identified land
tracts, in whole or in part, were conveyed or
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transferred with subsequent devel opment and
use of the tracts for the purposes identified by
the Act and as further contemplated by the
recipients. However, other DOE NEPA
reviews recently completed or currently being
conducted could affect the analysis of the
long-term result of the conveyance and
transfer actions either indirectly or
cumulatively. These DOE NEPA documents
are summarized here and their relationships to
the CT EIS alternatives are noted.

1.5.1 1999 LANL Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement

1.5.1.1 NEPA Analysis

The DOE proposes to continue operating
LANL and hasidentified four action
aternatives for the continued operation of the
facility: (1) the Expanded Operations
Alternative, (2) the Reduced Operations
Alternative, (3) the Greener Alternative, and
(4) the No Action Alternative. The affected
environment for most resources and impacted
areas is within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of
LANL. Analysisindicates little difference in
the environmental impacts among the
aternatives analyzed. The primary
discriminators are collective worker risk due
to radiation exposure, socioeconomic effects
due to LANL employment changes, and
electrical power demand.

1.5.1.2 Relationship to Conveyance and
Transfer Action

The LANL SWEIS wasissued in early
May, 1998 (DOE 1998a). The Final SWEIS
was issued in early 1999 (DOE 1999c¢); a
ROD was issued on September 13, 1999.
Information contained in the SWEIS
regarding environmental resources or existing
conditions is used extensively in the CT EIS.
Implementing the SWEIS Preferred
Alternative would result in greater use of
electric power due to expanded LANL
operations. This alternative would result in
more people being hired, mostly for long-term
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employment. It al'so would result in more of
the LANL workers being exposed to
radioactive materials and processes. Use of
the Preferred Alternative as the basis for the
No Action Alternative in the CT EIS provides
areasonable upper limit of impacts regarding
those resources of concern to the Proposed
Action Alternative analysis. This approach
assures that the CT EIS has not
underestimated the potential impacts that may
result from the conveyance and transfer of the
subject tracts. In particular, the level of use of
utilities (such as electricity and natural gas),
waste management and disposal facilities, and
groundwater resources are maximized in the
Preferred Alternative. As the four alternatives
analyzed in the SWEIS relate to varying
levels of operations at LANL’s key facilities,
the 10 subject tracts for the CT EIS are either
excluded from the analysis (as they do not
form a part of the LANL site) or they remain
unchanged in land use across the alternatives.
The cumulative effects that could result from
implementing the Preferred Alternative and
the subsequent development and growth that
could result from the conveyance and transfer
of land to the County and San Ildefonso
Pueblo are analyzed in Chapter 15 of this

CT EIS. Information contained within the
analysis of human health risk from operating
LANL at its current level and at an expanded
level of operation isincluded in this
document, especially in the analysis of
relocating public dose receptors relative to the
subject tracts.

1.5.2 DP Road Tract Environmental
Assessment Analysis

In early 1997, the DOE completed an
analysis of the conveyance and development
of 28 acres (11 hectares) on the so-called
“DP Road Tract” in the DP Road Tract
Environmental Assessment (EA)

(DOE 1997a). Thistract is aportion of the
tract referred to herein as the “DP Road Tract
(North, West, and South),” being that portion
referred to as the “ South” part. The County
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was named in the EA as the recipient of this
conveyance action, and their plans to develop
the site included the construction of new
parking lots, storage buildings, office
buildings, and various equipment
maintenance areas for the County’suse. A
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
and the EA were issued together on

January 23, 1997. No conveyance of this tract
has occurred. Decisions relevant to this tract
will be made based upon the analysis
contained in the CT EIS.

1.5.2.1 Relationship to Conveyance and
Transfer Action

The land conveyance action that was the
subject of the DP Road Tract EA has been
included in the current Proposed Action
Alternative analysis being covered by the
CT EIS. The information provided by the DP
Road Tract EA has been incorporated in this
document by reference. Because it is part of
the Proposed Action Alternative, it is
excluded from the No Action Alternative
anaysis.

1.5.3 Research Park Environmental
Assessment

The Research Park EA (DOE 1997b)
analyzed the lease of about 60 acres
(24 hectares) within LANL's TA 3 and TA 62
to the County’ s designee for the construction,
occupation, and use as a research park. About
10 multistoried buildings and their associated
parking lots and roadways will be
constructed, mostly in areas of disturbed land
that have not been developed. The Research
Park will be subleased to organizations,
companies, and groups for the purposes of
operating light laboratories and offices. The
Research Park EA analysis supported the
issuance of a FONSI in October 1997.
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1.5.3.1 Relationship to Conveyance and
Transfer Action

A lease between the Los Alamos
Economic Development Corporation (the
party designated by the County of Los
Alamos to pursue this action) and the DOE
has been negotiated and was executed in
February 1999. The Research Park will
provide space for about 1,500 workers and
will likely have a positive, though minor,
impact on the local economy and
infrastructure. Most of the employees will be
expected to come from other locations within
the State or regional area. Mitigation
measures to protect sensitive area resources
have been taken by the DOE. The
development and operation of the Research
Park are part of the No Action Alternative for
this CT EIS. Chapter 15 of this document
analyzes the cumulative impacts for the
conveyance and transfer action.

1.5.4 Electric Power Systems
Upgrade Project Environmental
Assessment

The DOE is considering the installation of
athird, 18-mile (29-kilometer) electric line
into LANL for the purpose of enhancing the
reliability of electricity service delivery into
the LANL and Los Alamos County area. An
EA isbeing drafted to analyze the potential
affects of installing and maintaining a
345-kilovolt line from the Norton Substation
across the Rio Grande that would then drop
down to a 115-kilovolt carrying capacity into
the west side of LANL. The proposed action
callsfor the installation of oversized
transmission poles and lines that are
commonly used for larger, 345-kilovolt
transmission lines for the segment of the line
that would cross the river area. Installation of
thisline would not, in and of itself, provide
additional electricity serviceinto LANL and
Los Alamos County. Instead of splitting the
existing power load between the existing two
supply lines, it would be split between three
lines with the installation of this new line.
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When a new power delivery source is brought
into the northern New Mexico area, however,
this line could be altered to deliver its
maximum capacity of 345 kilovolts with
minimal additional effort. The proposed route
for the transmission line crosses BLM- and
USFS-administered land on the eastern side
of the Rio Grande, crosses the river, and
continues across LANL to the northwest
where it would terminate at a new substation
in LANL’s TA 8. From that termination point,
115-kilovolt connections would be made to
the existing substationsat TA 3. The
Predecisional Draft EA (DOE/EA 1247) is
scheduled to be released to the stakeholders
and will likely be made available to the public
during 1999.

1.5.4.1 Relationship to Conveyance and
Transfer Action

Electricity demand within the Los Alamos
County area due to increases in population,
commercial, and industrial activitiesasa
result of the conveyance and transfer of the
subject tracts is analyzed in Chapters 5
through 14 of this CT EIS. Chapter 15 of this
document analyzes the cumul ative impacts of
the conveyance and transfer action, along
with other known future electric power
demands. The Electric Power Systems
Upgrade Project EA is proceeding
independently of this CT EIS because the
action is independently justified, does not
prejudice the decision(s), and the action being
anayzed would not affect the total amount
electric power being brought into the area
power pool at thistime. The issue of
increased electric power supply is aregional
concern in northern New Mexico, and it
would be expected to have its own NEPA
analysis when it becomes ripe for action
anaysis. Theinstallation of athird line into
the LANL and Los Alamos County area (asis
discussed in the Electric Power Systems
Upgrade Project EA) is part of the No Action
Alternative for the CT EIS.
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1.5.5 Strategic Computing Complex
Environmental Assessment

The DOE is considering the construction
and operation of a new computing facility (the
Strategic Computing Complex [SCC]) at
LANL’sTA 3. Equipment at this facility
would be capable of operating at a 50 trillion
floating point operations per second
(TeraOps) computing power level. An EA
was prepared that considered construction,
occupancy, and operation of the two-story,
267,000-sguare-foot (24,800-square-meter)
building. The building structure includes
office areas and a large, 43,500-square-foot
(4,040-square-meter) computing areafilled
with state-of-the-art computer equipment.
Several new parking lots would be
constructed around the TA 3 area to off-set
the parking spaces lost due to the siting of the
building. The reuse of large volumes of water
for cooling and its subsequent evaporation
were the main environmental concerns
analyzed, together with the electric power
demand that such afacility would place on
the existing LANL and Los Alamos County
resources. The impacts of the construction
and operation of the SCC were included in the
levels of operation for all SWEIS alternatives.
The EA and FONSI were issued on
December 21, 1998.

1.5.5.1 Relationship to Conveyance and
Transfer Action

The construction and operation of such a
computing facility at LANL would require
potential companion actions, such as reuse of
discharge water within the cooling systems at
TA 3 and treatment of waters for that purpose
with the potential for zero or at least minor
discharge back to the environment to keep the
potential for adverse impacts insignificant.
The cumulative effects of energy and water
use within the County supply systems are
anayzed in Chapter 15 of thisCT EIS. The
SCC construction and operations analysis
proceeded independently of this CT EIS due
to itsindependent utility and its lack of
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prejudicial influence to the decision(s)
supported by this analysis. The proposed
facility is part of the No Action Alternative
for the CT EIS.

1.5.6 Nonproliferation International
Security Center Environmental
Assessment

The DOE is considering the construction
and operation of anew centralized facility for
LANL nonproliferation and security activities
within the TA 3 portion of LANL. An EA
was prepared that considered the construction,
occupancy, and operation of the
Nonproliferation International Security Center
(NISC). The NISC would consist of asingle,
four-story building that would house offices
and light laboratory operations over about
163,000 square feet (15,143 square meters) of
floor space. The new building would replace
multiple small offices and laboratory
operations that are currently scattered over
LANL and consolidate their functions,
together with nearly 500 existing LANL
employees. A small shop and high-bay area
would be constructed next to the main
building. The traffic and parking conditions
were the main environmental concerns
analyzed, together with waste generation from
construction activities. The NISC EA
(DOE/EA 1247) was issued on July 22, 1999.

1.5.6.1 Relationship to Conveyance and
Transfer Action

The NISC is part of the No Action
Alternative for the CT EIS. The potentia for
economic effect is minor and positive; it is
included in the cumulative analysis provided
in Chapter 15 of the various incidental area
activities anticipated within Los Alamos
County in the near term.
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1.6 Overview of the Conveyance
and Transfer Environmental
Impact Statement

General information regarding the NEPA
process and the process the DOE used in
preparation of this CT EISisincluded on the
inside cover of this CT EIS. Additional
information specific to the CT EISis
described in this section, including the role of
Cooperating Agencies™ and a summary of the
scoping process and comments received,
followed by a summary of the Draft CT EIS
review process and comments received on the
draft document.

1.6.1 Environmental Impact Statement
Approaches

In this CT EIS, each tract is considered
separately, with discussion of the
contemplated land uses, the existing
environment of each tract, and the potential
environmental effects estimated to result from
the development and use of the tract being
included within a single chapter. It should be
noted that, as already stated, the Act provides
no basis for the DOE to direct the future use
of the property to be disposed. As aresult, the
uncertainty over the ultimate use of the 10
tracts dictates a generic regiona approach in
the CT EIS when considering the future
development and use of each tract.
Information pertaining to land use related
impacts is provided with an emphasis on
significant cumulative and regional effects. It
is not the intent of this CT EISto satisfy the
various Federal, State, and local

16 «Cooperating Agency” means any Federal agency other
than alead agency that has jurisdiction by law or special
expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved
in aproposal (or areasonable alternative) for legislation or
other major Federa action significantly affecting the quality
of the human environment. The selection and responsibilities
of a Cooperating Agency are described in 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) §1501.6. A State or local agency of
similar qualifications or, when the effectsareon a
reservation, an Indian Tribe, may by agreement with the lead
agency become a Cooperating Agency (40 CFR §1508.5).
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environmental requirements that would be
required by the future recipients of the tracts
or subsequent owners or uses. Consequently,
the CT EISisnot at the level of detail
normally associated with specific project-
oriented EISs. Certain site-specific issues or
concerns are not resolved in this CT EIS
because these are more related to specific
development plans of the parties who may
acquire the tracts. The Act provides that the
future use of each land tract is to be one of
three potential uses: (1) historic, cultural, or
environmental preservation purposes,

(2) economic diversification purposes; or

(3) community self-sufficiency purposes.
Uses (2) and (3) may include a suite of
potential specific uses, including residential,
recreational, or industrial and commercial
future uses, for the purposes of impact
anaysis. The County and San Ildefonso
Pueblo have identified their contemplated
specific uses of each of the tracts. (See
Chapter 2, Section 2.1, for identified
contemplated uses of both parties.) This
contemplated use information has been
factored into the quantitative analysis
contained within thisanalysis. The DOE is
directed by the language of the Act to
remediate or restore the environment to a
level of residual contamination compatible
with one of the three uses identified above, to
the maximum extent practicable. Under

PL 105-119, the DOE has no authority to
direct future use of the property proposed for
conveyance and transfer. Therefore, the DOE
cannot “know” the future development. The
DOE, therefore, assessed the land uses
identified by the potential recipients rather
than a“worst-case scenario.” The underlying
goals of the original Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) requirement to
evaluate a worst-case scenario were
“disclosure of the fact of incomplete or
unavailable information; acquisition of that
information if reasonably possible; and
evaluation of reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse impacts even in the
absence of all information.” The CEQ later
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rescinded the worst-case scenario because it
was “an unproductive and ineffective method
of achieving those goals; one which can breed
endless hypothesis and speculation”
(SIFR-15618). The underlying assumption of
the EIS analysisis that the contemplated
future uses are bounding for actual future site
uses. Based on the level of environmental site
remediation actually achieved and the amount
of residual site contamination, the use of the
tracts may necessarily be different from those
contemplated based on human health and
ecological risk factors. The transfer or
conveyance of any tract or portion of atractis
to be made after environmental site
remediation or restoration has already
occurred. The LANL ER Project is engaged
in activities over the entirety of LANL and
land in the Los Alamos townsite area that was
historically involved in the activities
associated with laboratory work. As part of
that project, remediation investigations have
already been initiated on most of the 10
subject parcels. Some site restoration or
remediation work has additionally been
conducted at severa of the subject parcels.
The LANL ER Project will proceed
unchanged, except for possible revisionsin
terms of schedule, the demolition of buildings
that are currently in service that contain
hazardous materials, and the cleanup of
floodplain areas not currently contemplated.
The LANL ER Project work hasits own
process for data gathering, risk analyses,
determination of cleanup levelsinvolving
decisions about what residual contamination
levels are acceptable for future land uses,
public involvement processes, and a separate
NEPA review process, which will largely take
place along different time lines. Because of
these factors, this CT EIS will not engagein a
detailed quantitative analysis of the LANL

ER Project work. A qualitative discussion of
the anticipated ER Project process for each
tract will be included in the No Action
Alternative and the individual tract
conveyance or transfer analysis. The
information included in the qualitative
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discussion is drawn from the Environmental
Restoration Report (DOE 1999b) being
prepared in parallel with the CT EIS, whichis
summarized in Appendix B of thisCT EIS.

1.6.2 Role of Cooperating Agencies

Various LANL area government agencies
have participated in the CT EIS preparation
process as Cooperating Agencies for the
purpose of contributing information needed
for analysis of the cumulative impacts that
could result from the DOE decision to convey
or transfer all or part of the subject tracts.
These agencies are as follows:

Incorporated County of Los Alamos
San lldefonso Pueblo

U.S. Department of the Interior
National Park Service, BNM
BLM, Taos Office
Bureau of Indian Affairs

U.S. Department of Agriculture

USFS (Santa Fe National Forest,
Espariola District)

Severa of these Cooperating Agencies
have identified issues of special concern to
their agencies or organizations with regard to
the two alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS.
These issues are included within the analysis
of impacts presented in Chapters 5 through
15, and within the discussion of identified
mitigation measures presented in Chapter 16.
The complete statements made by the
Cooperating Agencies of these issues of
specia concern are included in Chapter 18.

1.6.3 Organization of the CT EIS

Chapter 2 of the CT EIS describes the No
Action Alternative, the Conveyance and
Transfer of Each Tract Alternative, and other
aternatives that were considered but not
analyzed further. This chapter also compares
the impacts associated with the No Action
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Alternative and the Conveyance and Transfer
of Each Tract Alternative. Chapter 3 describes
the general LANL environmental setting of
the 10 subject land tracts. Chapter 4 briefly
discusses the methods and assumptions used
in the impacts analysis for this CT EIS.
Chapters 5 through 14 are devoted
individually to each of the 10 subject tracts.
Each of these chapters discusses both
alternatives under consideration, including the
existing environment of the particular tract
being covered, the contemplated future land
use(s), and the potential environmental
impacts that could result from either a DOE
no action or action decision. Chapter 15
analyzes the potential cumulative impacts that
could result under each of the two alternatives
analyzed. Chapter 16 is a discussion of
potential mitigation measures for which the
DOE would be responsible and recommended
mitigations for consideration by the County of
Los Alamos and San Ildefonso Pueblo.
Chapter 17 includes a discussion of actions to
be taken specific to the conveyance and
transfer activity and alisting and brief
discussion of the applicable laws, regulations,
permits, and DOE orders. Chapter 18 includes
information regarding issues of special
concern to the Cooperating Agencies and also
discusses the consultations and coordinations
that were involved in the production of this
document. Chapter 19 contains the references
for the CT EIS analyses, and Chapter 20 isa
list of the preparers of the document and its
analyses. Chapter 21 isalist of agencies,
organizations, and people to whom copies of
this CT EIS were sent. Chapter 22 isthe
glossary. Chapter 23 is the index.

1.6.4 Scoping Process and
Comments Received

The NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7) requires
Federal agencies to invite the participation of
affected Federal, State, and local agencies;
any affected Native American tribe; the
proponent(s) of the action; and other
interested parties to comment on the scope
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and significant issues to be analyzed in the
CT EIS. In accordance with the NEPA, the
CEQ Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 1500-1508),
the DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures
(10 CFR 1021), and DOE’s NEPA orders and
guidelines, the DOE determined on

January 20, 1998, that an EIS should be
prepared to assess the potential environmental
impacts of conveying and transferring certain
land tracts located at LANL within the
Incorporated County of Los Alamos and
Santa Fe County. The DOE published in the
FR, dated May 6, 1998 (63 FR 25022), a
Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EISto
assess the potential environmental impacts of
conveying and transferring certain land tracts
located within the Incorporated County of Los
Alamos and Santa Fe County and at LANL
(see Appendix C). The public scoping period
began with the publication of this NOI and
ended June 30, 1998. Public scoping meetings
were held in three locations. Los Alamos,
New Mexico (May 19, 1998); Santa Fe, New
Mexico (May 20, 1998); and Espafiola, New
Mexico (May 21, 1998). Comments were
accepted verbally, electronically, by phone,
and in writing. In the next section are
summaries of the scoping comments received
on the CT EIS. These comments were used to
shape the CT EIS analysis and were
incorporated as appropriate and to the extent
practicable within the CT EIS analysisin the
pertinent sections.

The DOE received approximately 110
comments from 31 commentors on the scope
of the CT EIS via public comment forms,
letters, electronic mail, and verbal comments
provided at the public hearings. Comments
were organized into the following categories:

Cultural Resources (01)

Natural Resources, Wildlife, and
Threatened and Endangered Species
(02)

Cumulative Impacts (03)
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Environmental Justice (04)

Historic Trails, Recreation, and Public
Access to National Forest Lands (05)

Fire Hazard (06)

Cooperating Agency Status (07)
Environmental Restoration (08)
Alternatives (09)

Restrictions or Easements (10)
Future Uses (11)

Partial Conveyance or Transfer (12)
Homesteader Issues (13)
Environmental Monitoring (14)

Water Rights and Utility Corridors
(15)

1.6.5 Specific Comment Summaries

1.6.5.1 Cultural Resources (01)

Several commentors requested that
impacts on cultural resources and
archaeological sites be analyzed in the
CT EIS. A commentor stated that the DOE
should conduct a survey to identify the
cultural value the lands contain. One
commentor stated that transfer of special
cultural and natural resources to the County
will not provide enough protection for these
resources and that the impacts from this lack
of protection should be analyzed in the
CT EIS. Another commentor expressed
concern that any development activity or
overnight use on TA 74 and the White Rock
Y Tracts would pose athreat to and have a
negative effect on the cultural resources of the
Tsankawi unit of BNM and the visitor
experience of that unit. In Chapter 3, see
Section 3.2.8; in Chapter 4, see Section 4.2.8;
and in Chapters 5 through 14, see Sections
X.1.8, X.2.8, and X.3.8 (where “X” isthe
chapter number). Also see Chapters 15
and 16.
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1.6.5.2 Natural Resources, Wildlife, and
Threatened and Endangered
Species (02)

Several commentors expressed concern
that extensive development of the land tracts
could have an adverse effect on the natural
and wildlife resources, especialy threatened
and endangered species, in and around the
tracts. Concern was expressed about the
potential adverse impacts of increased
development, traffic, recreation, and other
activities that result in habitat loss or
degradation. In particular, a commentor stated
that impacts on habitat and water quality from
activities on canyon edges should be
considered. Several commentors stated that
the CT EIS should include analysis of the
potential impacts on threatened and
endangered species and other natural
resources that are expected to occur when the
tracts are no longer managed by the DOE and
are fully developed. A commentor
recommended that candidates for threatened
and endangered species and species of specidl
concern aso be evaluated in the land tract
surveys and in the analysis of the
environmental effects. The commentor also
recommends that the CT EIS fully assess the
impacts of the proposal and its alternatives on
other fish and wildlife resources, with an
emphasis on sensitive species habitat,
wetlands, waters of the United States, and
native wildlife and plant populations. In
Chapter 3, see Section 3.2.1.7; in Chapter 4,
see Section 4.2.7; in Chapters 5 through 14,
see Sections X.1.7, X.2.7, and X.3.7 (where
“X” isthe chapter number). Also see Chapters
15 and 16.

1.6.5.3 Cumulative Impacts (03)

Several commentors stated that the
CT EIS should address the cumulative
impacts of transfer and devel opment of the 10
parcels as a whole, including transportation,
population growth, air pollution, water
availability and quality, habitat fragmentation,
aesthetics, and quality of life. A commentor
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stated that the significance of cumulative
impacts may be obscured when they are
evaluated on a project-by-project basis and
recommends that an adequate quantification
of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects be
completed. Commentors believed that
changes in the land use for some or al of the
parcels will have a cumulative effect over a
much broader area and should be analyzed.
Several commentors requested that the

DOE analyze the impacts of transfer and
subsequent development of the land parcels
on the mandates and environmental protection
goals of other land management agencies
such as the USFS and NPS. See Chapter 15.

1.6.5.4 Environmental Justice (04)

A commentor questioned how the CT EIS
will utilize the Environmental Justice Order.
Another commentor thought it important to
include environmental justice issues in the
CT EIS. In Chapter 3, see Section 3.2.13; in
Chapter 4, see Section 4.2.13; and in Chapters
5 through 14, see Sections X.1.13, X.2.13,
and X.3.13 (where “X” is the chapter
number). Also see Chapter 15.

1.6.5.5 Historic Trails, Recreation, and
Public Access to National Forest
Lands (05)

Several commentors asked the DOE to
consider the impacts from transfer and
development of the 10 tracts and to preserve
the local hiking trail system and recreational
activities that occur on the tracts. A
commentor also requested that impacts from
reduced legal and administrative capacity to
manage, preserve, and protect recreationa
resources as aresult of the transfer to the
Pueblo or County be considered. A
commentor stated that the Rendija Canyon
Tract contains undevel oped recreational
activities, trails, and access roads to the Santa
Fe National Forest, including the only legal
public access road to thisland. The
commentor stated that the Rendija Canyon
Tract contains some water and power
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easements that should be considered in the
CT EIS. The commentor also stated that the
USFS needs access to the Santa Fe National
Forest via the Rendija Canyon access road for
administrative purposes. Another commentor
recommended that the parcel of land
containing the Los Alamos Sportsman’s Club
in the Rendija Canyon Tract be transferred to
the County for subsequent lease to the Los
Alamos Sportsman’s Club, remaining as a
specified recreation area. Another commentor
stated that access to rock faces for
recreational rock climbing activities within
the White Rock Y Tract should remain open
to the public after the land is transferred or
conveyed. See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1; in
Chapter 4, see 4.2.1; also see Chapters 5
through 14, Sections X.1.1, X.2.1, and X.3.1
(where “X” is the chapter number).

1.6.5.6 Fire Hazard (06)

Several commentors requested that the
DOE include the impacts of development
on the potential for catastrophic fires. A
commentor also noted that it isimportant, as
part of a comprehensive fire management
system under development, to construct
effective fuelbreaks to reduce the threat of
fire, specificaly within the Rendija Canyon
Tract. See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.12; in
Chapter 4, see Section 4.2.12; and in
Chapters 5 through 14, see Sections X.1.12,
X.2.12, and X.3.12 (where “X” is the chapter
number). Also see Chapters 15 and 16.

1.6.5.7 Cooperating Agency Status (07)

The County of Los Alamos requested to
be designated by the DOE as a Cooperating
Agency under NEPA and DOE regulations.
See Section 1.6.4.

1.6.5.8 Environmental Restoration (08)

Several commentors questioned the level
to which the 10 tracts would be “cleaned” or
be environmentally restored. One commentor
requested mitigation of contaminated areasin
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the 10 land tracts to meet U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) or other
environmental requirements. A commentor
guestioned whether any land that was
transferred would have to be cleaned up
within 10 years, regardless of cost. A
commentor questioned whether a parcel could
be transferred without cleanup if its intended
use is the same as its current use—for
example, the shooting range at Rendija
Canyon. Another commentor strongly urged
the DOE to utilize the land use plans of the
two recipients of the land transfer, Los
Alamos County and San Ildefonso Pueblo.
The commentor stated that if the County and
Pueblo agree that the land will be used for
commercial/industrial uses, then a
“brownfields’ cleanup standard should be
assumed and, if the two parties agree on
preservation for asite or part of a site, then
minimizing ecological risk is the appropriate
standard. Another commentor questioned

if partial tracts are transferred due to
contamination of the rest of the parcel, to
what extent would the DOE protect the
public from the contaminated section. See
Chapters 1 and 2; Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1;
and Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1. Also see
Chapters 5 through 14, Sections X.1.1, X.2.1,
and X.3.1 (where “ X" is the chapter number).

1.6.5.9 Alternatives (09)

Comment Summary 09.01

One commentor requested that the DOE
include analysis of transferring two parcels of
land not included in the Land Transfer Report
(DOE 1998b): the University Site on State
Road 4 and the Research Park Phase Il site.
Another commentor suggested the del etion of
two areas from the scope of the CT EIS: the
25-acre (10-hectare) “DP South” parcel and
the eastern three-fourths of the 260-acre
(105-hectare) TA 21 Site. See Chapter 2,
Section 2.4.
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Comment Summary 09.02

Several commentors requested that the
DOE consider as an alternative the transfer of
the 10 tracts to other Federal agencies, such as
the NPS or the USFS. A commentor stated
that transfer of parcels with cultural and
natural resources should be to Federal
agencies having administrative and legal
capabilities to manage these resources to a
level consistent with or greater than is
currently performed by the DOE. See
Chapter 2, Section 2.4.

Comment Summary 09.03

A commentor stated that another
alternative should be added providing for
partial conveyance and transfer of only those
lands that would not adversely affect natural
and cultural resource management and
protection mandates of adjacent Federal and
tribal lands. See Chapter 2, Section 2.4.

Comment Summary 09.04

Another commentor stated that a fourth
aternative that allows for partial conveyance
for reasons other than cleanup concerns
should be analyzed. The commentor noted
that, as proposed, the list of alternative actions
does not provide for “no action” when
transfer of certain parcels, or portions of
parcels, threatens cultural and natural
resources. The commentor stated that
retention by the DOE should be preferred for
portions of parcels where protection and
preservation of cultural and natural resources
after transfer cannot be ensured. Also,
retention by the DOE should be preferred for
areas where the proposed land useisin
conflict with surrounding land uses. See
Chapter 2, Sections 2.1 through 2.4.

1.6.5.10 Restrictions or Easements (10)

Several commentors questioned whether
the DOE has the ability to put restrictions on
the use of the land or specify the type of use
for the land. Another commentor asked if the
DOE could restrict transfer if some of the
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land tracts contained threatened and 1.6.5.13 Homesteaders (13)

endangered species. A commentor requested Several commentors raised the question of
that the DOE put restrictions on transfer of clamsto LANL lands by homesteaders and
the lands to provide that the subsequent use of their descendents. One commentor stated that
the land be environmentally and socially the homesteaders believe there is alack of
sustainable, and, if Los Alamos County or the cooperation from the DOE in receiving
Pueblo fail to do so, the land reverts back to information they have requested. See

the DOE. A commentor stated that the USFS Chapter 1, Section 1.1; DOE LAAO has
needs access to the Santa Fe National Forest supplied the requested information.

via the Rendija Canyon access road for
administrative purposes and recommended

that all existing trails and access roads within 1.6.5.14 Environmental Monitoring (14) |

the Rendija Canyon Tract be reserved and One commentor believesthat |
unrestricted public easements be granted to environmental monitoring is essential and
Chapter 16. Pueblo of San Ildefonso and other agencies.

The commentor stated that if the lands to be
transferred are to be used by the people, a

1.6.5.11 Future Uses (11) thorough monitoring and sampling plan

Several commentors stated that the should be developed and implemented to
proposed list of future uses was imbalanced monitor and ensure the public of its safe use.
toward development and that the DOE should See Chapters 1 and 2 and Chapters 5 through
consider combining economic diversification 14, Sections X.1.1 and X.2.1 (where “X” is
purposes and community self-sufficiency the chapter number). Also see Chapters 15
purposes as they are essentially the same, and and 16 and Appendix E.

taken separately, would give development
disproportionate weight. Another commentor
believed that the uses are not mutually
exclusive because they are collectively one of

1.6.5.15 Water Rights and Utility
Corridors (15)

three criteria that justify consideration of a A commentor stated that water use should |
land parcel for conveyance. A commentor be analyzed in the CT EIS, including
requested that the future uses include contamination problems and low water
consideration of recreational uses, aesthetic supplies. A commentor recommended that the
uses, and uses by natural resources, such as CT EIS analyze water supply and utility
wildlife. A commentor states that the lands corridors for &l potential developments. See
within DOE property were al oncein Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3; Chapter 4,
the possession of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso Section 4.2.3; and Chapters 5 through 14,
and contain much religious and cultural Sections X.1.3, X.2.3, and X.3.3 (where “ X"
significance and that this should be is the chapter number). Also see Chapter 15.
considered in future uses of the land. See
Chapters 1 and 2. 1.6.6 Draft EIS Comment Process and
Comments Received

1.6.5.12 Partial Conveyance or Transfer The NEPA (40 CFR 1503.1) requires

(12) Federal agencies to invite the participation of

A commentor questioned how the DOE affected Federal, State, and local agencies;

would decide which tracts to transfer or any affected Indian tribe; proponent(s) of the
convey in whole or in part. See Chapters 1 action; and other interested parties by
and 2. comment on the Draft CT EIS. At least one
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public meeting for the purposes of providing
the public with the opportunity to comment
on draft EISsisrequired under DOE’s NEPA
implementing regulations (10 CFR 1021.313).

The Draft CT EIS was issued in February
1999, and a Notice of Availability for the
draft document with an announcement of the
public meeting times and locations was
published in the Federal Register on February
26, 1999. Two public comment meetings
were held in March at Pojoague and Los
Alamos, New Mexico. The commenting
period lasted for 45 days, ending on April 12,
1999. During that time and shortly thereafter,
over 200 comments were received on the
Draft CT EIS by 49 commentors via public
comment forms, letters, electronic mail, and
verbal comments provided at the public
hearings.

These comments were used to make
factual changesto the CT EIS and are
incorporated as appropriate and to the extent
practicable within the CT EIS analysis.
Appendix H of thisFinal CT EIS provides
discussions of general issues raised by
commentors, copies of the actua comments
received, and DOE’ s responses. Since the
issuance of the Draft CT EIS, there have been
changes in information, plans, and related
NEPA documents. Changes of this nature,
together with editoria corrections, are
reflected in thisFinal CT EIS. The following
discussions summarize the changes made to
the draft text and analysis provided in the
CT EIS.

The DOE identified the Preferred
Alternative in the Draft CT EIS as a subset of
the Proposed Action Alternative where the
timing of the disposition of each tract would
be subject to the LANL Environmental
Restoration Project process and consideration
of the use of some of tracts for mission
support activities. The individual tracts were
grouped according to when the DOE believed
each tract or parts of each tract might be
conveyed or transferred. Due to the
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identification of mission need for the TA 21
Tract and further analysis of the potential
human health impacts associated with the

TA 21 operations, portions of the Airport
Tract may not transfer as soon as presented in
the Draft CT EIS. These portions of the
Airport Tract may be needed as a buffer zone
for TA 21 operations as long as those
operations are active.

One change to the CT EIS involved the
discussion of the Los Alamos Sportsman’s
Club activities and lease on the Rendija
Canyon Tract. The text was amended to
clarify that the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and
the Incorporated County of Los Alamos have
both agreed to honor the existing leases, and
the County would renegotiate the lease should
the Rendija Canyon Tract be conveyed to the
County.

The CT EIS text regarding cultural
resources has been modified to include the
general information provided by the legal
counsel for San Ildefonso Pueblo regarding
the presence of TCPson four of the tracts.
Text regarding cultural resources and
environmental justice has been clarified to
explicitly discuss the potential for
disproportionately high and adverse effects to
minority populations based on impacts to
TCPs. Text was also added to explain the
current level of information available to DOE
to address impacts to TCPs and any related
environmental justice effects. The opinions of
the legal counsel for San Ildefonso Pueblo
that there are environmental justice impacts
related to the conveyance and transfer process
or to contemplated land uses on particular
tracts have been added to the environmental
justice sections.

Other changes to the Final CT EIS
included new information core and buffer
habitat areas for threatened and endangered
species on the tracts and new information on
groundwater.

All comments on environmental
restoration received during the comment
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period also were forwarded to the
Environmental Restoration Project group for
consideration.

The CT EIS also was updated to include
the Findings of No Significant Impact and
Records of Decision that have been issued
since the publication of the Draft CT EIS.

Appendix D, Floodplains and Wetlands,
of the CT EIS was changed to include a
Statement of Findings for the Conveyance and
Transfer of Certain Tracts Administered by
the Department of Energy and Located at Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos and
Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico, prepared in
accordance with the regulatory requirements
of 10 CFR Part 1022. This Statement of
Findings was added to the CT EISin keeping
with the regulatory provisions, which allow
an agency to make use of the NEPA
documents to facilitate public disclosure
requirements.

1.6.7 Specific Comment Summaries
and DOE Responses

The full text of the comments and
responses to individual comments are
presented in Appendix H of thisCT EIS.

Several topics raised by public comments
on the Draft CT EIS were of broad interest or
concern. These topics were categorized as
genera issues and represent broad concerns
directly related to the environmental
consequences associated with implementing
the alternatives analyzed in the CT EIS. Many
commentors also raised topics that are not
pertinent to this environmental review;
however, for clarification, the DOE addressed
them to the extent practicable. General issues
include the following topics:

General Issue 1: Purpose and Need
General Issue 2: Deed Restrictions

General Issue 3: Basisfor DOE's
Decisions
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General Issue 4: Public Law Process and
the CT EIS

General Issue 5: Environmental
Restoration Process

General Issue 6: Environmental Justice

General Issue 7: Homesteaders
Association Claims

1.6.7.1 General Issue 1: Purpose and Need
Issue:

Commentors questioned whether the
proposed conveyance and transfer of the
tracts identified in the CT EIS would fulfill the
purpose of Public Law (PL) 105-119.
Commentors noted that Los Alamos County
has stated that the proposed conveyance of
these lands would not provide the income
necessary for the County to become self-
sufficient. Commentors also noted that the
real costs for the County to meet the self-
sufficiency goal, such as addressing the water
and electrical usage demand, make the
proposed action untenable. Therefore,
commentors opined that the proposed
conveyance and transfer action would not
satisfy the purpose of PL 105-119, specifically
Los Alamos County self-sufficiency, and that
the conveyance and transfer action evaluated
in this CT EIS does not meet the ““purpose
and need for agency action” presented in this
CT EIS. Commentors further stated that for
this reason the conveyance and transfer
action should not be selected by the
decisionmakers. Commentors also noted that
other alternatives, such as continuing
assistance payments to the County, were
rejected because they did not meet the need
for agency action. Commentors believe that if
the DOE’s proposed action does not meet the
need for agency action, it too should be
rejected just as other alternatives were
rejected.

Response:
The DOE believes there may be confusion
between the “purpose and need” for DOE
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action and the intended purpose of

PL 105-119. The purpose and need for DOE
action evaluated in thisCT EISis“to act in
order to meet the requirements of

Section 632" of PL 105-119. The DOE has
evaluated the conveyance and transfer action
and other suggested action alternativesin
light of meeting its requirements under

PL 105-119—that is, to convey and transfer
certain parcels of land identified by the DOE
as being suitable for conveyance or transfer,
as defined by PL 105-119. To be conveyed or
transferred (1) the parcels of land must have
been determined to be unnecessary for
support of the DOE’s national security
mission requirements before November 26,
2007"": (2) the DOE also must complete, to
the maximum extent practicable, any
necessary environmental remediation or
restoration by that time; and (3) the parcels
must be suitable for use by the receiving
parties for historic, cultural, or environmental
preservation purposes, economic
diversification purposes, or community
self-sufficiency purposes. The conveyance
and transfer of land tracts would satisfy the
DOEFE’s obligations required by PL 105-119.
The other suggested action alternatives would
not satisfy these requirements. The “purpose
and need” referenced by the commentor is
best described as the intended purpose of

PL 105-119, which isto provide Los Alamos
County with the means for self-sufficiency,
due to the end of assistance payments, and to
transfer lands to the Pueblo of San Ildefonso.
Section 1.1, Background Information,
contains further information on the intended
purpose of PL 105-119.

The congressionally mandated action
considered in this CT EIS, namely, the
conveyance and transfer of the land tracts,
would meet the purpose and need for agency
action set forth in Section 1.2 and described

¥ November 26, 2007, marks the end of the 10-year action
period specified in Section 632 of PL 105-119.
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above. The DOE does not consider whether or
not the intended purpose of PL 105-119 is
met. Thiswould likely be determined by
Congress, the County of Los Alamos, and the
Pueblo of San Ildefonso.

The DOE received several suggestions
regarding other alternatives to be evaluated in
this CT EIS (for example, reinitiate the
assistance payments without conveyance or
transfer). These alternatives were considered
but eliminated from detailed analysis, as
described in Section 2.4 in Chapter 2 because
they would not allow the DOE to meet its
need to comply with the requirements of
PL 105-119. Also see Section 1.6.7.3, General
Issue 3: Basis for DOE’s Decisions.

1.6.7.2 General Issue 2: Deed Restrictions
Issue:

Commentors urged the DOE to ensure
that future ecological and cultural resource
protections for the parcels remain at their
current levels. Specifically, many commentors
were concerned that the proposed action
would not provide adequate protection of
threatened and endangered species and
cultural resources. Commentors wanted the
DOE to accomplish protection of these
resources by placing restrictions in the
instruments of conveyance or transfer so that
any future development of the tracts would be
limited in @ manner that would maintain the
ecological and cultural resources of the
tracts. Commentors were concerned that both
Los Alamos County and San Ildefonso Pueblo
lacked the legal drivers, funds, or staff to
adequately protect the existing natural and
cultural resources. They also were concerned
that there appears to be no long-term
resource protection of these lands if they are
conveyed or transferred. Concern was
expressed that development of these lands
would adversely impact Bandelier and the
Santa Fe National Forest and would not be in
harmony with the existing natural setting.
Commentors also wanted the DOE to ensure
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that the current recreational access to the
tracts is continued and enhanced.

Response:

The DOE'’ s authority to limit or condition
the conveyance or transfer of the tracts at
issuein the CT EISis circumscribed by the
provisions of PL 105-119. That statute directs
the DOE to convey to the County of Los
Alamos (or its designee) or transfer to the
U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) (in
trust for the Pueblo of San |ldefonso) tracts of
land in the Los Alamos area under its
administrative control that meet the criteria
set out in the statute. The provisions of
PL 105-119 apply differently to conveyances
to the County than they do to transfers to the
DOI. These differences affect the manner in
which ecological and cultural resources would
be protected.

In the case of transfer to the DOI, the land
would still be owned by the U.S.
Government; only the administrative
jurisdiction would be transferred from one
Federal agency to another. See section
632(a)(2) of PL 105-119, presented in
Appendix A. Thus, al applicable
reguirements governing activities on Federal
land, including those for the protection of
sensitive resources, would continue.
Responsibility for interpreting and applying
those requirements would rest with the DOI.
It would be inappropriate for the DOE to
attempt to place prior restraints on the DOI’s
ability to exert its authority in administering
land under its jurisdiction.

In the case of conveyances to the County

of Los Alamos, the DOE must convey to the
County “fee” title'® to the parcels of land. See

8 The term “fee” title speaks to the degree, quality, nature,
and extent of interest that a person or entity holdsin rea
property. Specifically, it is a contract term in rea estate that
means the holder is entitled to al rights incident to the
property. There are no time limitations on its existence (it is
said to run forever). The ownership of the land by afee
holder is complete and free of State domination (except the
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section 632(a)(1) of the PL 105-119,
presented in Appendix A. The DOE must
work within this limitation in determining
what, if any, conditions or restrictions can be
included in the instruments of conveyance.
The DOE may conclude that deed restrictions
are not the most effective vehicle to preserve
ecological and cultural resources. However,
notwithstanding the limited authority
conferred upon the DOE by PL 105-119, the
DOE isrequired to consult with appropriate
regulators concerning the protection of
threatened and endangered species and
cultural resources before conveying title to
any tracts of land to the County. These
consultations could lead to agreements
between the DOE, the regulators, and the
County on mitigation measures to be applied
to minimize the potential for adverse impacts
after conveyance of the land occurs. The DOE
has contacted these regulators (see Chapter 18
of thisCT EIS). Theregulators have agreed
that it will be most productive to defer further
consultations until the County and the Pueblo
of San Ildefonso have reached agreement on
which recipient will receive which tracts of
land. See section 632(e) of PL 105-119,
presented in Appendix A. The land division
process should be completed by November
1999. At that time, the DOE and the
regulators will know which tracts will be
conveyed to the County and thus will be the
subject of consultations. These consultations
will address the specifics of the mitigation
measures. The Mitigation Action Plan (MAP)
that the DOE will develop as part of its NEPA
compliance process will include this
information.

The DOE does not have the authority
under PL 105-119 to ensure continued
recreational use of the tracts. Use of the land
will be determined by the recipients.
However, any interested party can contact the

rights of the State of taxation, police power, and eminent
domain).
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recipients and explore the question of
continued recreational access.

1.6.7.3 General Issue 3: Basis for DOE’s
Decisions

Issue:

Commentors wanted the DOE to choose
the No Action Alternative for some or all of
the tracts, in whole or in part, based on the
potential adverse impacts associated with the
tracts’ eventual use and development by the
recipient parties. Commentors were
concerned that if Los Alamos County received
the land it would be fully developed, and the
existing environmental and cultural resources
would be lost. Commentors believed that if
San lldefonso Pueblo received the lands they
would not be fully developed, and a better
protection of resources would occur. For this
reason, commentors also wanted the DOE to
convey or transfer particular tracts to a
particular recipient based on the difference in
potential impacts to environmental or cultural
resources.

Response:

The decision process regarding whether a
particular tract of land will be conveyed or
transferred was clearly defined by Congress
in section 632 of PL 105-119. This section of
PL 105-119 specifically directs that the tracts
of land identified by the DOE in the report to
Congresstitled “Land Transfer, A
Preliminary Identification of Parcels of Land
in Los Alamos, New Mexico for Conveyance
or Transfer,” if suitable, be transferred to the
Secretary of the Interior in trust for the Pueblo
of San Ildefonso or conveyed to the County of
Los Alamos or their designee. See
section 632(g) of PL 105-119, presented in
Appendix A. The DOE’srole in the process
involves deciding whether the suitability
criteria set by Congressin PL 105-119 have
been met for each tract. If these criteriaare
met for a particular tract or portion of atract,
the portion of the tract that meets the
suitability criteriawill be conveyed or
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transferred. Moreover, the DOE hasno rolein
deciding which recipient will receive a
particular tract. This decision isto be made
jointly by the County of Los Alamos and San
I1defonso Pueblo. See section 632(e) of

PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A.

NEPA requires that an agency evaluate
the No Action Alternative in the preparation
of an EIS. The No Action Alternative reflects
the status quo and provides a baseline against
which the impacts of the various action
aternatives may be compared. An agency’s
discretion to select the No Action Alternative
may be limited or controlled by the enabling
legidation under which the agency is
operating. In this CT EIS, the No Action
Alternative means that the DOE would decide
to not transfer or convey individual tracts.
Under PL 105-119, such adecision must be
based on a determination that a tract does not
meet one of the statutory criteria, and
therefore, is not suitable to be transferred or
conveyed. For example, the DOE could
determine that the necessary environmental
restoration or remediation cannot reasonably
be expected to be completed within the 10
years allowed by the statute. See
section 632(g)(3) of the PL 105-119,
presented in Appendix A. However, the DOE
cannot base a decision to select the No Action
Alternative on any factor other than afailure
of atract to meet the criteriaset out in
PL 105-119, including such factors as
potential adverse resource impacts.

The assessment of potential adverse
impacts presented in this CT EIS can be used
by the San Ildefonso Pueblo and the County
to help them reach decision as to which party
will receive which tract. In addition, the
Pueblo and County can use the information to
guide future use and development decisions.
Asrequired by PL 105-119, the
environmental impact information also will be
part of the DOE report due to Congress
regarding the tracts being considered for
conveyance and transfer (the Combined Data
Report). Thus, the information on potential
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adverse impacts will be part of the overall
decisionmaking process.

1.6.7.4 General Issue 4: Public Law
Process and the CT EIS

Issue:

Commentors believed that the proposed
conveyance and transfer in general was
unfair or that the process set by PL 105-119
was unfair. Specifically, commentors felt that
the exclusion of potential recipients other
than the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and the
County of Los Alamos was unfair.
Commentors requested that the DOE consider
conveying land to a party other than the two
specified in PL 105-119. Commentors
believed that because PL 105-119 defines the
steps to be taken by the DOE, an evaluation
of all reasonable alternatives has not
occurred. For this reason, commentors
believed that the CT EIS does not fully
encourage and facilitate public involvement
in the decisionmaking process, which is the
intent of NEPA. Commentors believed that
PL 105-119 made the decision to bypass the
NEPA process.

Response:

Congress enacted PL 105-119 to address a
very specific issue: the self-sufficiency of the
Los Alamos County. A review of the
historical basis for this legidation placesin
context the process Congress chose to achieve
this goal.

Under the Atomic Energy Community Act
(AECA) of 1955 (42 U.S.C. §82301-2394),
the Federal Government recognized its
responsibility to provide support for a
specified period to agencies or municipalities
that were strongly affected by their proximity
to facilities that are part of the nation’s
nuclear weapons complex while they
achieved sdlf-sufficiency.

These facilities were three so-called
Atomic Energy Communities: Oak Ridge,
Tennessee; Richland, Washington; and Los
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Alamos, New Mexico. Each of these
communities was established as awholly
government-owned community in which all
municipal, educational, medical, housing, and
recreational facilities were provided by the
Federal Government. Under the AECA,
national policies were established regarding
the obligations of the United States to the
three Atomic Energy Communities. These
policies were directed at terminating Federal
Government ownership and management of
the communities by facilitating the
establishment of local self-government,
providing for the orderly transfer to local
entities of municipal functions, and providing
for the orderly sale to private purchasers of
property within these communities with a
minimum of dislocation. The establishment of
self-government and transfer of
infrastructures and land were intended to
encourage self- sufficiency of the
communities through the establishment of a
broad base for economic development.

In spite of all efforts to the contrary, the
transfer and self-sufficiency process has been
slower for Los Alamos than for other Atomic
Energy Communities, due to its unique nature
and location.

In June of 1996, the DOE submitted a
report to Congress concerning the assistance
payments to the County (see Section 1.1.2). In
that report, the DOE recommended that:

The historically paid annual assistance
payment be discontinued with a final
lump-sum settlement of $22.6 million,

The DOE transfer to the County
several municipal installations and
functions under its administration and
operation, and

That the DOE transfer to the County
undeveloped land that could be
utilized by the County or devel oped
by private interest to increase the
County’ s revenue from property and
gross receipts tax.
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In October 1996, Congress enacted
legislation (the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act of 1997) to
terminate the annual assistance payments to
the County by mid 1997, with the
recommended lump-sum termination
payment. Disposition of municipal functions
and installations (the water system, fire
stations, and lease of the Airport) were begun
in 1997.

Congress compl eted the steps considered
necessary to provide self-sufficiency for Los
Alamos in keeping with the last of the
recommendations made in the June 1996
report to Congress by enacting PL 105-119.
The same legidlation provided for land to be
transferred to the DO, in trust for the San
I1defonso Pueblo, that had been used by the
Pueblo prior to the creation of LANL.

PL 105-119 was drafted with input from
the DOE, San Ildefonso Pueblo, and the
County of Los Alamos. It is customary for
Congress to consult with parties affected by
prospective legislation. However, Congress
ultimately prescribed both the results to be
accomplished by the statute and the process to
be followed in accomplishing those results.
That process was specified in substantial
detail. These details included the potential
recipients, criteriafor determining the
suitability of parcels of land for conveyance
or transfer, setting the steps for implementing
the process, setting the timetable for
implementing the process, and the roles and
responsibilities of the parties involved. The
DOE is obligated to adhere to these
requirements and carry out itsrole as
mandated by PL 105-119. While the NEPA
process includes addressing public concerns
and comments regarding the proposed action,
the DOE does not have the authority to
modify the requirements of PL 105-119. Only
Congress can address changing the process or
details of the process by amending
PL 105-119.
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A NEPA anaysisis based on the authority
and limitations imposed by the enabling
legislation; this does not invalidate the NEPA
process, but may narrow the scope of the
analysis. Congress could have provided that a
more broadly scoped EIS be prepared by
granting the DOE more discretion in
implementing the statute. Conversely,
Congress could have removed all discretion
and required that the DOE carry out a mere
ministerial conveyance and transfer action,
thereby negating the applicability of NEPA.
However, Congress gave the DOE alimited
decisionmaking role, and that role is reflected
by the scope of this CT EIS. For example, the
aternatives analyzed in the CT EIS (that is, to
convey or transfer each tract, or no action) are
appropriately tailored to the underlying
legislation for this action.

Although there is limited involvement by
the DOE in the conveyance and transfer
decisions, Congress instructed the DOE to
proceed with the NEPA process to evaluate
the potentia environmental impacts
associated with the conveyance and transfer
action. See section 632(d)(1)(B) of
PL 105-119, presented in Appendix A. While
the CT EIS may only play alimited rolein the
overal decisions made by the DOE, it fulfills
the intent of NEPA.. It informs the public of
the impacts of the proposed action. Moreover,
it can be used by the Pueblo and the County
to help reach their decision as to which party
will receive which tract, and to what use they
will ultimately put the land. Finally, the DOE
will use the CT EIS analyses as part of the
report to Congress on the suitability of the
tracts for conveyance and transfer. See section
632(d)(1)(C) of PL 105-119, presented in
Appendix A. These uses of the CT EIS
analyses fulfill the intent of the NEPA process
to inform the decisionmakers and promote
better decisionmaking. The process through
which this CT EIS has been prepared also
fulfills the intent of NEPA to inform the
public in atimely manner so that the public
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can provide input to the decisionmaking
process.

1.6.7.5 General Issue 5: Environmental
Restoration Process

Issue:

Commentors presented concerns or
questions about details of the environmental
restoration activities that will take place on
each of the tracts, such as the timetable for
cleanup and the setting of cleanup levels
Commentors were concerned that the CT EIS
does not adequately address the
environmental remediation that may be
necessary for these tracts. Questions were
raised about the DOE being able to certify
that contaminants were cleaned up to the
level of specified use. Concern also was
expressed that cleanup levels for use of the
land for cultural preservation purposes would
be less than the level of cleanup for
residential use.

Response:

Under the requirements of PL 105-119,
the DOE is required to clean up each tract, to
the maximum extent practicable, before it can
be conveyed or transferred. The DOE,
through the LANL Environmental Restoration
Project, is conducting a separate process for
site cleanup. This process will involve the
public and State and Federal regulatory
agencies to determine the appropriate level of
cleanup to be undertaken for the each tract,
the technical manner in which it will be
achieved, and the priority of the cleanup
actions. This separate process will include the
DOE’ s NEPA review of the cleanup actions
as details are developed and they become ripe
for decision.

Currently, there is not enough detail
known regarding the cleanup required for
each of the tracts to pursue the NEPA
compliance action(s). When the regul ators
and the public have reviewed and approved
the various types of remediation and
restoration under consideration, the DOE will
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then be in a position to pursue the NEPA
compliance review necessary.

The CT EIS presents the information
available to the DOE concerning the potential
environmental restoration of the tracts
proposed for conveyance and transfer. The
cleanup of most of these tracts was already in
the preliminary stages or had been completed
before they were identified for the proposed
conveyance and transfer action. Plans for
completing the cleanup of the tracts will be
dynamic and are subject to revision and
change as additional information becomes
available. Thisis especially true for plans
dealing with buildings that are currently in
service and contain asbestos or other
hazardous materials requiring
decontamination before demolition may be
undertaken. Plans also will be developed to
address the issue of cleanup of floodplain
areas that may receive contamination washed
downstream from other areas. To the extent
known or anticipated, information on
environmental restoration and remediation
impactsisincluded in this CT EIS.

Because the details of the future cleanup
activities associated with these tracts are
unknown, this CT EIS presents information
intended to bound the potential environmental
impacts. The environmental information on
restoration provided in this CT EIS (see
Appendix B) is based on the DOE’s
Environmental Restoration Report, which is
being produced to meet the DOE’s
requirements under section 632 of
PL 105-119. This section of PL 105-119
requires the DOE to identify any
environmental remediation or restoration
necessary on the tracts considered for
conveyance and transfer and to then supply
thisinformation in a report to Congress
together with the environmental impact
information. The Environmental Restoration
Report seeks to bound the amounts of wastes
generated, the costs of the cleanup activities
that will occur in the future, and the durations
of cleanup actions, even though the exact
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details of these cleanup activities are currently
only estimated. The DOE’ s proposed
remedies and estimates of projected waste
volumes, cleanup costs, and cleanup duration
presented in the Environmental Restoration
Report are based on site knowledge and
characterization data as they exist today.
These projections also are based on the

DOE'’ s understanding of the types of cleanup
strategies and the cleanup levels that are
generally acceptable to the regulators as
meeting the RCRA corrective action
requirement by which LANL is regulated.

Comments on the Environmental
Restoration Report have been forwarded to
LANL Environmental Restoration Project
personnel. These comments were
incorporated into the Final Environmental
Restoration Report, and letters were sent to
the commentors. To find more information
about the LANL Environmental Restoration
Project or about the restoration or remediation
of the subject tracts, please contact Mr. Ted
Taylor at the DOE Los Alamos Area Office,
528 35th Street, Los Alamos, New Mexico
87544; or call (505) 665-7203.

1.6.7.6 General Issue 6: Environmental
Justice

Issue:

Commentors believed that the CT EIS did
not fully evaluate the environmental justice
impacts to the nearby minority populations.
Commentors stated that the potential adverse
impacts discussed in the CT EIS were not
discussed as environmental justice impacts to
the people of San Ildefonso Pueblo.
Commentors believed that the CT EIS
recognizes adverse impacts on traditional and
cultural resources but does not see these
impacts as disproportionately affecting the
Pueblo of San Ildefonso and therefore does
not recognize an environmental justice
impact. The commentors address specific
concerns about the protection of Tewa Pueblo
shrines and traditional cultural practices on
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four of the tracts. Commentors maintain that
cultural preservation land uses would protect
these resources better than the other
contemplated uses. Commentors viewed the
potential impacts on Tewa Pueblo shrines,
artifacts, and traditional cultural practices
associated with the other contemplated land
uses as causing a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on a minority population that
should be addressed in the CT EIS as an
environmental justice impact.

Response:

The DOE has evaluated the impacts
associated with land use, transportation,
infrastructure, noise, visual resources,
socioeconomics, ecological resources,
geology and soils, water resources, air
resources, and human health and has not
identified any disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental
impacts on minority or low-income
populations. However, for traditional cultural
properties (TCPs) the analysis has not been
completed.

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions
to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations,”
and its accompanying memorandum to the
heads of departments and agencies directed
each agency to take impacts to minority and
low-income communities into account in their
decisionmaking processes. Specificaly, these
impacts were to be evaluated during the
NEPA process. The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) has oversight
responsibility for Federal agencies
compliance with Executive Order 12898 and
NEPA. The CEQ has issued guidance on
evaluating environmental justice through the
NEPA process. The DOE has followed this
guidance in evaluating the environmental
justice issues in both this CT EIS and the
1999 Site-Wide EIS (SWEIS) for LANL from
which this CT EIStiers and references.

In accordance with CEQ guidance, this
CT EIS evaluates the potential for

Final CT EIS



1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION

environmental impacts that would have
disproportionately high and adverse impact on
the low-income or minority communitiesin
the region (see Section 4.2.13 in Chapter 4).
Most of the potential adverse environmental
impacts discussed in this CT EIS, such as
those associated with utilities and threatened
and endangered species, would affect al
populations in the area equally, and thus,
would not have a disproportionately high and
adverse impact to minority or low-income
communities in the region. Other potential
adverse impacts, such as those associated with
traffic, would affect the townsite area, which
has arelatively low percentage of minority
and low-income populations (see

Section 3.2.13 in Chapter 3), and thus, would
not disproportionately affect low-income or
minority populations.

As part of its human health impacts
analysis, the LANL SWEIS looked at
potential exposure through specia pathways,
including ingestion of game animals, fish,
native vegetation, surface waters, sediments,
and local produce; absorption of contaminants
in sediments through the skin; and inhalation
of plant materials. For LANL, the specia
pathways are important to the environmental
justice analysis because some of these
pathways are more important or viable to the
traditional or cultural practices of minority
populations in the area. Even considering
these specia pathways, the SWEIS did not
find disproportionately high and adverse
health impacts to minority or low-income
populations.

Steps taken to protect minority
populations and others living in the vicinity of
LANL are described throughout the SWEIS.
In Volume | of the SWEIS, Chapter 4
discusses the affected environment and
includes descriptions of ongoing
environmental surveillance and compliance
programs, the worker protection program, and
the emergency preparedness and response
program. Chapter 5 analyzes exposure to the
maximally exposed individua (MEI),
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recognizing that through limiting the dose to
individual members of the public, the entire
population is better protected. Chapter 6
addresses the programs and activities that
mitigate impact to the public, as well as
additional mitigation measures being
considered by DOE in conjunction with the
SWEIS process.

The following are specific LANL
community issues and areas that are
associated with the analysis of environmental
justice.

Area Pueblos: San |ldefonso, Santa
Clara, Jemez, Cochiti, San Juan,
Pojoaque, Nambe, and Tesuque

Predominately Hispanic
Communities: El Rancho, Jacona,
Jaconita, Guachupangue, Espafiola
(Traditional Hispanic communities
also can be artisan guilds, rural
development organizations, and
acequia associations [irrigation water
distribution system associations).)

Topics of Concern: Human health
(LANL emissions and contaminants),
economic (effects from LANL
projects), and social (project effects on
the fabric of a community and TCPs)

TCPs: Significant place or object
associated with historical and cultural
practices or beliefs of aliving
community that is rooted in that
community’s history and is important
in maintaining the continuing cultural
identity of the community

General Categories of TCPs:
Ceremonia and archaeological sites,
natural features mentioned in stories
and legends, plant gathering areas
(plants for ceremonial, medicinal, and
artisan purposes), clay procurement
areas (hunting areas and acequias)
(TCPs are not restricted to Native
American groups. For example,
traditional Hispanic communities also
maintain religious practices, arts and
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crafts traditions, folklore, and
traditional medical practices.)

Subsistence and Other
Consumption Issues: Cattle grazing,
deer and elk hunting, plant cultivation
and wild plant gathering, fishing;
“gpecia exposure pathways’
(ingestion, inhalation, dermal contact);
limiting access; and quantifiable data

Potential impacts to cultural resources
could have a disproportionate adverse affect
to the minority communities in the region.
However, while archaeological and historic
resources have been evaluated, the evaluation
of TCPs or sites has not been completed. The
DOE initiated consultation with the Native
American Pueblosin the region on TCPs
associated with the tracts in July 1998, and
additional correspondence was sent on March
30, 1999, to 23 area Pueblos and tribes (see
Appendix E, Section E.3.2 for additional
discussion). Consultations initiated as part of
the CT EIS are still ongoing.

The DOE recognizes that TCPs could
exist on the tracts and that these might be
affected by the uses for these tracts identified
by the recipient parties. Without the
consultations the DOE cannot ascertain
whether TCPs are present on an individual
tract or the degree to which those TCPs could
be potentially impacted. Without assessment
of the impacts the DOE cannot determine
whether those impacts would have a
disproportionately high and adverse effect on
any minority or low-income communities. In
the discussions of cultural resources and
environmental justice for each tract, the DOE
includes a statement that TCPs could be
present and that they could be impacted by
the land uses being evaluated. The DOE
would continue with the required consultation
process associated with cultural resources and
TCPs.

The DOE acknowledges that there are
different approaches that could be used to
assess environmental justice impacts. Some
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groups may view any and all impacts as
significant, others may accept a higher level
of risk. Chestnut Law Offices, legal counsel
for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, submitted
comments on behalf of the Pueblo that
expressed the belief that the conveyance or
transfer process would have environmental
justice impacts on their population,
specificaly,

“...the CT EIS does not recognize
the impact upon these shrines

[ Tewa Pueblo] and usage of the
area by Native American
population under the County’s
proposed usages of increased
recreational access, and residential
and commercial development. The
Pueblo views the effect on the
shrines, artifacts and traditional
cultural usage as a disproportionate
adverse impact on a minority
population...”

This comment notwithstanding, the DOE
considersthat it has met the objectives of this
Executive Order 12898 to investigate
environmental justice impacts that would be
potentially high and adverse and would
disproportionately affect one group over
another inthisFinal CT EIS analysis.

1.6.7.7 General Issue 7: Homesteaders
Association Claims

Issue:

Commentors expressed their belief that
the DOE should give the land back to the
families who once owned or homesteaded the
land and not to the County or the Pueblo of
San lldefonso. Commentors stated that
homesteaders still have a claim to the land
that was taken from them in the Los Alamos
area. Commentors believed that the U.S.
Government took the land from the
homesteaders without just compensation.
Commentors believed that the title search
report for the tracts of land to be conveyed or
transferred was not valid or complete.
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Commentors also believed that the DOE has
not addressed the homesteaders’ claims.

Response:

The DOE has been in communication
with the Homesteaders Association of the
Pajarito Plateau (Homesteaders Association).
The Homesteaders Association is composed
of people who were the homesteaders, or
owners, or descendents of the original
homesteaders or owners of land in the Los
Alamos area that the U.S. Government
condemned or purchased in the 1940s in order
to conduct the Manhattan Project.

In 1942, the Undersecretary of War
directed that the land needed in the area be
acquired. In April 1943, the Secretary of
Agriculture granted authority to the Secretary
of War for the War Department to occupy and
use, for aslong as the military necessity
existed, federally owned land under the
jurisdiction of the U.S. Forest Service. This
involved withdrawal of grazing permits. The
holders of the grazing permits were
compensated based on the number of grazing
stock.

The process prescribed for acquiring
privately owned land was by condemnation or
purchase. Authority for condemnation of
private lands was contained in the Second
War Powers Act. Under the Second War
Powers Act, the government filed a Petition in
Condemnation that resulted in an Order of
Possession served by the court on the land
owner, who then had to vacate. To acquire the
land permanently, a Declaration of Taking
was filed by the government, and appraisals
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were made by an appointed commission. If
the appraisal was not approved by both the
land owner and the government, the case was
settled in the U.S. District Court. The land
was acquired in fee smple by filing
Declaration of Taking proceedings because
there was not enough time to negotiate with
each owner and because condemnation
proceedings were necessary to eliminate the
numerous title defects that existed.

The Homesteaders Association families
were compensated at that time. The
Homesteaders A ssociation members are now
interested in regaining all of these lands or
receiving additional compensation for the
lands. The Homesteaders Association interest
includes some of the land being considered
for conveyance and transfer.

While no written claim for any of the land
being considered for conveyance and transfer
has been submitted to the DOE, the issue was
researched. Only the Rendija Canyon Tract
has any land that was once the site of a
homestead. Approximately 10 percent or
around 90 acres (40 hectares) of the Rendija
Canyon Tract was formerly privately owned.

Asrequired by PL 105-119, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE) has
researched the title to all of the land tracts and
the DOE submitted the resulting title opinions
in areport to Congress. The COE concluded
that the U.S. Government condemned these
lands properly or purchased them properly
and has clear title to the land tracts being
considered for conveyance and transfer.

Final CT EIS




2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS

This chapter describes the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action
Alternative, together with other alternatives that were considered but not analyzed in
detail because they were not reasonable within the context of the NEPA. This
chapter also discusses the Preferred Alternative, a subset of the Proposed Action
Alternative. As specified in Public Law (PL) 105-119, the disposition of a tract or
portions of a tract will not occur if the land is needed for national security mission
support or until any necessary environmental restoration or remediation is
completed. The DOE recognizes that meeting the conveyance and transfer criteria
within the mandated 10-year timeframe may not be possible for all portions of these
tracts. This chapter describes the Preferred Alternative, which outlines the potential
timing of disposition of the individual tracts based on these criteria. The chapter
includes information provided by both of the potential recipients as to their
contemplated uses of the subject tracts. The chapter concludes with a comparison of
the environmental consequences of the two alternatives analyzed.

The No Action Alternative is analyzed to
provide a baseline for comparison with the
potential environmental impacts that could
result from implementation of the conveyance
and transfer of each tract. The DOE is
considering a single action alternative to carry
out its statutory responsibilities, the
Conveyance and Transfer of Each Tract
Alternative (the “Proposed Action
Alternative”). This alternative involves the
consideration of the immediate conveyance or
transfer disposition decision of a partial
parcel, while delaying the disposition decision
for the remainder of the parcel. The proposed
DOE action under this aternative is the
conveyance or transfer of each tract of land
identified as suitable, either in whole or in
part, to either Los Alamos County or their
designee, or the Secretary of the Interior in
trust for San lldefonso Pueblo. The analysis
considers the future contemplated actions by
the recipients of parcels of land and the
resulting indirect impacts. The DOE has
identified its Preferred Alternative, which isa
subset of the Proposed Action Alternative.
Other aternatives were considered but were
dismissed from further detailed analysis as
being unreasonable in the context of NEPA
because they do not meet the purpose and
need for agency action. These various
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possible alternatives are discussed in the
following sections of this chapter. At the
close of the chapter, a comparison of the two
aternatives analyzed is presented in table
form.

2.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative of not
conveying and transferring the subject parcels
of land is analyzed in this CT EIS. NEPA
implementing regulations require the
consideration of an alternative of taking no
action on an issue. In this case, the No Action
Alternative would be the retention of
ownership (for each or al) of the tracts by the
Federal Government under the administrative
authority of the DOE, and conveyance or
transfer actions for each or all of the tracts
would not occur. There would be no change
anticipated in the overall land use of each of
the tracts within the foreseeable future (over
the next 10 years), which is consistent with
the Preferred Alternative analyzed in the
LANL SWEIS. Individual tracts would
continue to be used to either support LANL
uses (as undevel oped programmatic activity
buffer zones; historic, cultural, or
environmental preservation areas; future
growth areas; or in support of ongoing or
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similar mission support functions), or the
DOE would continue to lease properties to the
County for continuance of their current
recreational, commercial, or public relations
purposes. LANL Environmental Restoration
(ER) Project activities would be conducted on
the tracts as they become funded in
accordance with either existing or similar
plans developed with public and stakeholder
input. Under this No Action Alternative, both
the County and San Ildefonso Pueblo would
need to seek other means of meeting their
community self-sufficiency requirements and
enhancing their economic diversification. A
more detailed discussion of the No Action
Alternative and how this alternative would
result in a continuation of the status quo may
be found in the individua tract discussionsin
Chapters 5 through 14 of this document.

2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

PL 105-119 (the Act) requires the DOE to
convey or transfer the parcels of land
preliminarily identified as suitable and for
which the DOE has clear title within 3 years
(36 months) of the enactment of the Act to the
parties named, in the manner that they have
agreed upon, and for the three future uses
identified in the law. Provisions within the
Act regarding this action allow the DOE to
undertake conveyance or transfer either by the
end of the third year after enactment of the
Act or to delay adisposition decision for up to
10 years after enactment of the Act, ending
November 26, 2007. The reasons provided
under the Act to delay an immediate
conveyance or transfer of the parcels are
(1) that the property is required by the DOE
for mission support purposes but may be
released from such use within the 10-year
period ending November 26, 2007 and/or (2)
that the property is environmentally
contaminated but may be remediated or
restored by November 26, 2007. In the
absence of either criterion being met by
November 26, 2007, the DOE shall not
convey or transfer the individual parcel(s).
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For the nine parcels that are currently either
utilized for a mission-support function or that
have some level of environmental
contamination, the DOE will consider the
potential disposition decision of immediately
transferring the portions of atract—asthe
“tract” was originally defined by the DOE in
the April 1998 Land Transfer Report to
Congress (DOE 1998b)—that do not require
some level of environmental remediation or
restoration or that are unneeded for mission
support functions. For the retained portion of
the tract there would be a later disposition
decision based on whether environmental
remediation or restoration or arelease from
need mission support use could be achieved
within the 10-year period alowed under the
Act, or alater no action decision would be
made by the Secretary of Energy.

The DOE'’ s proposed action of conveying
and transferring land tracts is one that, on the
part of the DOE, would involve certain “ paper
transactions’ and certain physical tenant
relocation activities. This type of action does
not in and of itself generally result in
significant environmental effects.
Environmental restoration or remediation of
the subject tracts identified for potential
conveyance or transfer would be the
responsibility of the DOE and are expected to
be accomplished as currently considered by
the DOE in its plan entitled Accelerating
Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE 1998c) and
similar plans. It is not anticipated that the
cleanup efforts would differ much between
the Proposed Action Alternative and the No
Action Alternative, with the exception of
some decommissioning, decontamination,
and demoalition actions that are currently part
of LANL’s ER Project; some timing of
activities (cleanup of some tracts could be
accomplished sooner than under the No
Action Alternative); and some possible
cleanup of floodplain areas. As such, most of
the environmental restoration and remediation
actions are not unique to the proposed action
and do not generally involve significant
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adverse environmental impacts. However, in
considering the full suite of potential impacts
that could result from DOE action in
implementing the conveyance or transfer of
these parcels, the DOE must consider the
planned use of the land and the ensuing
potential environmental impacts subsequent
to the conveyance or transfer of
administrative control or ownership. Both
the County and San Ildefonso Pueblo have
expressed interest in pursuing uses of the
parcels for the purposes established by the
Act in ways that are potentially different from
the manner in which the DOE has used the
land over the past 55 years. Therefore, the
CT EIS analysis focuses on subsequent
indirect impacts of property development and
use by the County and by San Ildefonso
Pueblo (including their tenants or other third
parties) that could only occur if the DOE
decides to convey or transfer the subject land
tracts.

In order to consider the potential impacts
and benefits that could result from use(s) of
the 10 tracts after disposition, the
contemplated land uses identified by the two
potential recipients were considered. These
land uses were developed by both potential
receiving parties in accordance with their own
internal government policies and processes.
The land uses identified are not reflective of
any DOE plans for the future use of these
tracts. The DOE believes that the
contemplated land uses encompass a range of
reasonable and likely land uses, given the
individual tracts’ location, physical attributes,
and obvious development constraints. Before
implementation of any future use of each
tract, the sponsoring party would need to
comply with al applicable local, State, and
Federa laws and regulations. This may
include the preparation of project-specific
ElSs, environmental assessments (EAS), or
the equivalent that may be required under
State law.
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The potential contemplated uses identified
for each tract and considered in this CT EIS
anaysis are asfollows:

The Rendija Canyon Tract: cultura
preservation or residential
development and environmental
preservation (natural areas)

The DOE Los Alamos Area Office
(LAAO) Tract: residential or
commercia development

The Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract:
commercia development

The Miscellaneous Manhattan
Monument Tract: historic
preservation

The DP Road Tract (North, South
and West): commercia and industrial
development or residential and
commercia development

The Technical Area (TA) 21 Tract:
commercia and industrial
development

The Airport Tract: airport,
commercial, and industrial
development

The White Rock Y Tract:
environmental preservation or cultura
preservation

The TA 74 Tract: cultura
preservation or environmental
preservation

The White Rock Tract: cultural
preservation and commercial
development or commercia and
residential development

Each of the tracts may have existing or
future infrastructure uses that include: utility
lines, utility support structures, supply wells,
storage tanks or structures, water or effluent
treatment structures, and transportation
routes. The “footprints’ for utility treatment
facilities and such structures may be
expanded in the future, given the potential for
increased use demands upon those systems.

Final CT EIS



2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS

New roads may be constructed to facilitate
private or public vehicular traffic. Chapters 5
through 14 contain discussions of the land
uses for each tract in more detail, including
how an individual tract may be divided by
two different collocated land uses.

2.3 Preferred Alternative

The DOE has identified the following
subset of the Proposed Action Alternative, by
tract, asits Preferred Alternative. Tracts are
listed below in an approximate order of
potential timing of disposition; the actual
order of tract disposition may be slightly
different. Consistent with PL 105-119, the
actual disposition of each tract, or portion of a
tract, would be subject to the DOE’s
continuing or future need for an individual
tract, or a portion of the tract, to meet a
LANL national security mission support
function. This need could result from either
direct or indirect activity involvement.
Additionally, the disposition of each tract, or
portion of atract, would be subject to the
ability of the DOE to complete any necessary
environmental restoration or remediation.

The DOE has concluded that significant
portions of two tracts (the TA 21 Tract and
the Airport Tract) will not be available for
conveyance or transfer within the 10-year
period specified by PL 105-119. Thisis due to
identified national security operational needs
of two facilitieswithin TA 21 and the need
for surrounding areas to be retained as
security, health, and safety buffer areas. The
area of buffer retention is roughly equivaent
to about a one-half mile radius from the
facility sites and includes portions of the
TA 21 Tract and the Airport Tract.

The DOE also recognizes with regard to
six of the remaining tracts that meeting the
conveyance and transfer criteria within the
mandated 10-year timeframe may not be
possible for all portions of these tracts. For
example, the current national security mission
support functions that are conducted on the
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DOE LAAO Tract and the DP Road Tract
could possibly require portions of the tracts to
be retained for use beyond the 10-year
timeframe established by the Act, although
thisis considered to be unlikely. Similarly,
there may be newly proposed activities at
LANL facilities that could require the
retention of portions of tracts for national
security mission support reasons. One
example of thisis a proton radiography
project that recently has been proposed for
consideration through the DOE'’ s fiscal year
2001 budget. The DOE will evaluate this
project over the next several months to
determine whether the project should proceed.
The project evaluation will include a NEPA
anaysis that considers alternativesto the
proposed actions, which will then be used to
inform a project decision(s). Engaging in this
proposed project could result in an expanded
security, health, and safety buffer area(s)
being required that may intrude upon one or
more of the tracts under consideration for
disposal. Because the White Rock Y Tract is
the nearest subject tract to one of the
aternative LANL locations that will likely be
evaluated for the proton radiography project,
the DOE ultimately could require that this
tract be reduced to a partial tract status for
disposition. In this case, only essential areas
would be retained, and the remainder of the
tract would likely be conveyed or transferred.

Further uncertainty regarding the DOE’s
ability to convey or transfer all of the tracts
results because some portions of the six tracts
have associated contamination issues. Those
portions of the tracts may potentially require
environmental restoration or remediation that
could be technically difficult to achieve or
that could require more than the 10-year
period established under the Act for
completion of these actions. The LANL ER
Project process, which includes input from
stakeholders and approval by the
Administrative Authority(s), will proceed
with the anticipation of completing the
necessary environmental restoration and
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remediation actions by the end of the year
2007. However, the DOE recognizes that
some tracts that have contamination issues are
going to consume more time and resources
and be more expensive to clean up because
the cleanup technical strategy could change
from those currently planned by the ER
Project. For example, in the case of the TA 21
Tract, the regulatory authority(s) could
require exhumation of material disposal sites
on that tract, rather than the currently planned
capping, long-term monitoring strategy, and
possible exhumation strategy. Further, it is
not certain that cleanup of al of thistract is
technically feasible. Reaching agreement on
the cleanup approach and conducting the
necessary testing and remedial action could
be alengthy process. The extra funding
required for such a change in the planned
cleanup a'so may require the appropriation of
additional funding from Congress. In other
cases, some tracts include portions of canyon
floodplains, which could be difficult to
remediate. Given such considerations, it may
not be possible to complete all of the
necessary remediation or restoration actions
to release al portions of the subject tracts
within the allotted timeframe.

The DOE is confident that it can convey
or transfer in whole two tracts in the near
term; these two tracts are not currently used
nor are they anticipated to be needed in the
future for national security mission support
needs. Although one of the tracts has a minor
surface disposal site, it can easily be
remediated within a short period of time.
These two tracts are the Miscellaneous
Manhattan Monument Tract and the
Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract.

The Preferred Alternative for conveyance
and transfer of the 10 land tracts identified as
potentially suitable, per the criteria
established in PL 105-119, is as follows
(within each grouping no order of conveyance
and transfer is intended):

October 1999

Convey or Transfer Entire Tract in the
Year 2000, or Soon Thereafter:

Miscellaneous Manhattan M onument
Tract

Miscellaneous Site 22 Tract

Convey or Transfer Entire Tract or Partial
Tract (Portions of Tract Without Potential
Contamination Issues or Mission Support
Concerns) in the Year 2000, or Soon
Thereafter, But Before the End of the Year
2007

DOE LAAO Tract
White Rock Tract
Rendija Canyon Tract
TA 74 Tract

DP Road Tract
White Rock Y Tract

Convey or Transfer Partial Tract (Portions
of Tract Without Potential Contamination
Issues or Mission Support Concerns) at a
Later Time, But Before the End of the
Year 2007:

TA 21 Tract
Airport Tract

For the tracts that are conveyed in part,
the DOE would continue to resolve
outstanding national security mission support
issues and any contamination cleanup
required on the remaining portions of the
tracts so that conveyance or transfer of those
portions could occur before the end of the
2007 deadline stated in the Act. The six tracts
with possible partial tract conveyances or
transfers are discussed individually in more
detail in the following paragraphs.

The DOE LAAO Tract is partially
occupied by the DOE Los Alamos Area
Office Building and parking lot area that
currently houses about 120 DOE staff and
contractor staff personnel. The site also has
three small potential release sites (PRSs) that
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have already been remediated, although the
remediation has not yet received regulatory
concurrence. There are two tract buildings
that may require decontamination and
decommissioning (D&D) aswell. The
duration of these effortsis estimated to
involve up to about 18 months and cost from
about $4,253,000 to about $9,680,000.

The White Rock Tract has no known
PRSs within its boundaries that would require
remediation or restoration. However, the tract
is bisected by a floodplain area that has not
yet been sampled for possible contaminants.
Investigation of the floodplain must be
conducted, and athough it is not anticipated
that levels of site contamination would
warrant remediation, some remediation may
nevertheless be required. The duration of
these effortsis estimated to involve up to
about 16 months and cost from about
$954,000 to about $3,374,000.

The Rendija Canyon Tract has four PRSs
within its boundaries; three of these sites have
already been remediated and restored
although the remediation has not yet received
regulatory concurrence. Thetract dsois
bisected by afloodplain area in which
sampling efforts must be conducted, and some
areas of site remediation may be warranted.
The duration of remediation is estimated to
involve up to about 30 months and cost from
about $19,053,000 to about $20,462,000.

The TA 74 Tract has four PRSs within its
boundaries; all four of these sites have already
been remediated and restored athough the
remediation has not yet received regulatory
concurrence. The tract also is bisected by
floodplain areas in which sampling efforts
must be completed, and site remediation may
be warranted. The tract could continue to
receive contamination from upstream areas,
so additional offsite investigation and
remediation a'so may be warranted. The
duration of tract remediation is estimated to
involve up to about 22 months and cost from
about $3,683,000 to about $215,666,000.
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The DP Road Tract is occupied by two
large buildings: one that is used for the LANL
archive storage and one that is used for a
contractor support facility. Additionally, the
tract has 10 PRSs within its boundaries and
eight small structures. Two of the PRSs have
aready been remediated and restored, and the
remediation has received regul atory
concurrence; the others remain under
investigation or have been remediated and are
awaiting regulatory concurrence. The tract
also shares a floodplain area with the Airport
Tract along DP Canyon, where cleanup is
warranted. The duration of remaining
investigation and possible site remediation is
estimated to involve up to about 84 months
and cost from about $26,986,000 to about
$29,070,000.

The White Rock Y Tract has no PRSs
within its boundaries. However, the tract is
bisected by afloodplain area in which
sampling efforts must be conducted, and some
areas of site remediation may be warranted.
The tract could continue to receive
contamination from upstream areas, so
additional offsite investigation and
remediation a'so may be warranted. The
duration of remediation is estimated to
involve up to about 24 months and cost from
about $1,880,000 to about $10,424,000.

The environmental impacts of the
Preferred Alternative, based on current
information, would be expected to be between
those presented for implementation of the
Proposed Action and the No Action
Alternatives for each tract. The impacts of
these actions are discussed in following
sections.

2.4 Alternatives Considered But
Eliminated from Detailed
Analysis

Alternative actions that were considered
but not analyzed in detail are discussed in the
following paragraphs. These alternative
actions include
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Conveyance or transfer to parties other
than those identified by the Act (see
Section 2.4.1)

Conveyance or transfer of the 10 tracts
to other Federal agencies, such asthe
U.S. Department of the Interior,
National Park Service (NPS), or the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S.
Forest Service (USFS)

(see Section 2.4.2)

Conveyance or transfer of tracts with
the retention of those tracts or portions
of tracts with identified sensitive
resources (such as wetlands, cultural

or historic resources, or threatened or
endangered species)

(see Section 2.4.3)

Conveyance or transfer of parcels with
cultural and natural resources to other
Federal agencies whose jurisdiction
includes management of these
resources at alevel consistent with or
greater than is currently performed by
the DOE (see Section 2.4.4)

Retention by the DOE of areas where
the contemplated land use would be in
conflict with surrounding land uses
(see Section 2.4.5)

Conveyance or transfer of two parcels
of land not included in the April 1998
Land Transfer Report (DOE 1998b)
(namely, the so-called University Site
on State Road 4 and the Research Park
Phase | site) (see Section 2.4.6)

The deletion the 25-acre (10-hectare)
“DP South” Tract from the DP Road
Tract and the eastern three-fourths of
the 260-acre (105-hectare) TA 21
Tract from the scope of the CT EIS
(see Section 2.4.7)

Maintaining assi stance payments and
not engaging in land conveyance or
transfer (see Section 2.4.8)
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2.4.1 Conveyance or Transfer to
Parties Other than Those
Identified by the Act

The conveyance or transfer of the 10
subject tracts to parties other than those
identified by the Act was considered. The
named recipients under the Act are the
Incorporated County of Los Alamos (or their
designee) and the Secretary of the Interior, in
trust for San lldefonso Pueblo. Therefore, the
conveyance or transfer of the subject tractsto
parties other than those two named in the Act
would not allow the DOE to meet its need to
comply with the requirements of the Act.
Potential impacts that might be associated
with the development and use of the 10
subject tracts by parties other the County and
San |ldefonso Pueblo would likely be very
similar in nature to those that are analyzed in
the CT EISfor the conveyance or transfer to
those two parties. The two parties named in
the Act to receive the property propose uses
that are representative of both private-sector
individuals or corporations and of other area
Federal agencies. For individual tracts, the
potential for individual resource area impacts
may be either less than or greater than those
analyzed in the CT EIS, but would likely not
result in vastly different cumulative impacts
than those analyzed. This alternative is not
anayzed further in this CT EIS.

2.4.2 Conveyance or Transfer to
Other Federal Agencies

A suggested alternative of transferring
the 10 tracts to other area Federal agencies,
such as the NPS (U.S. Department of the
Interior) or the USFS (U.S. Department of
Agriculture), was considered. A portion of the
10 parcels are proposed for transfer to the
Secretary of the Interior, under the direct
management of the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
to be held in trust for the San Ildefonso
Pueblo. The remaining parcels of land would
convey to a non-Federal Government entity,
the County of Los Alamos. Transferring all
10 tracts to either the U.S. Department of the
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Interior, either in trust for San lldefonso
Pueblo or for other potential agency use, or to
another Federal Government agency would
not comply with the requirements of the Act.
Although such an action could possibly delay
their ultimate conveyance, it may not preclude
it because all government agencies are being
asked to identify and convey or transfer lands
that are not necessary for their mission use.

The USFS has management responsibility
for lands within the Santa Fe National Forest.
Their management is directed toward the wise
use of land and resources under multiple use
and sustained yield principlesin order to
provide optimum, long-term public benefits.
The Santa Fe National Forest strives to meet
the needs and desires of present and future
generations. Existing uses of Santa Fe
National Forest lands surrounding the Los
Alamos townsite include tourism, mining,
recreational activities (including hiking,
hunting, fishing, camping, climbing, and
skiing), and other traditional usesincluding
firewood gathering and cutting of trees for
vigas and latillas. The NPS, Bandelier
Nationa Monument (BNM) manages lands
south and east of lands managed by the DOE
and the town of Los Alamos. The lands
managed by BNM are managed to protect and
preserve al cultural and natural resources and
provide opportunities for visitor
understanding and enjoyment of those
resources in a manner that preserves these
resources for future generations. People visit
BNM to hike, backpack in the wilderness,
camp, picnic, visit the ruins, learn about the
ancient and current Pueblo Indian culture, and
enjoy the peace and specia ambiance of the
monument. While these properties could be
used by the surrounding area Federal agencies
to meet their mission support requirements,
they are not known to be vital to these
agencies mission use needs.

In the usual course of events, unneeded
government real properties are turned over to
the General Services Administration (GSA)
for disposal. Other Federal agencies are first
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notified of the availability of the land and, if
another Federal usage need is identified, GSA
would then arrange for the administrative
control of the land to be turned over to that
Federal agency for their use. Next in line for
disposal of real estate would be State and
local agencies and eligible nonprofit
organizations for specified public uses.
Purchase of the property at fair market value
under competitive sale for unrestricted use is
the last resort of the GSA for disposal of
surplus land. Assuming that the land parcels
were transferred to another Federal agency
that identified the land as surplus and
employed the GSA disposition process, then
the potential impacts from use of the parcels
would likely be very similar to those
analyzed. This alternative is not analyzed
further in this CT EIS.

2.4.3 Conveyance or Transfer Except
for Tracts with Sensitive
Resources

The conveyance or transfer of parcels
while retaining those tracts or portions of
tracts with identified sensitive resources (such
as wetlands, cultural or historic resources, or
threatened or endangered species) was
considered. Under this alternative, the DOE
would not meet its need to comply with the
requirements of the Act, nor would it meet its
reguirement to comply with the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973. Potentidl
mitigations for dealing with sensitive
resources present on the parcels will be
included in the mitigations recommended by
this CT EIS, although the DOE will not, in all
cases, be responsible for seeing that these are
carried out by the named recipients. Retaining
these parcels or portions of parcels with
sensitive resources would likely result in
similar impacts to those potentially
encountered by the conveyance and transfer
of the land, although perhaps not on the same
scale as identified by the contemplated land
uses. If the DOE retained a portion of atract
and conveyed or transferred the remainder of

Final CT EIS



2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE CT EIS

the tract, enforcement of protection of the
retained portion would be very burdensome to
the agency and perhaps effectively
impossible. Such action would likely require
fencing of the sites, which would effectively
notify the public as to the location of these
resources. Fencing of these sites could result
in additional taking of threatened or
endangered species or site disturbance and
potential illegal pot-hunting actions by the
public if archeological resources are present.
This alternative is not analyzed further in this
CT EIS.

2.4.4 Conveyance or Transfer of
Tracts with Cultural and Natural
Resources to Other Federal
Agencies

The transfer of all of the parcels with
cultural and natural resources to other Federal
agencies having administrative and legal
capabilities to manage these resources to a
level consistent with or greater than is
currently performed by the DOE was
considered as an alternative. This alternative
would not allow the DOE to meet its
requirements under the Act. As already
mentioned, it islikely that other Federal
agencies would ultimately dispose of the land,
and similar potential impacts analyzed in this
CT EISwould still occur in the future. Thisis
because a less stringent level of protection to
threatened and endangered species is required
of non-Federa Government agencies under
the ESA; very little protection to
archeological, cultural, or historic sitesis
afforded under the various applicable laws by
non-Federal Government entities. This
aternative is not analyzed further in this
CT EIS.

2.45 DOE Retention of Areas with
Conflicting Land Uses

Retention by the DOE of areas where the
proposed land use isin conflict with
surrounding land uses was considered. Such
an alternative would not alow the DOE to
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meet the requirements set forth in the Act.
Due to the manner in which the Los Alamos
County area was developed, there are many

areas of incongruent land use. In this case, the

identified contemplated land uses are
consistent with neighboring land uses, so the
issue is moot. This aternative is not analyzed
further in this CT EIS.

2.4.6 Convey or Transfer Two Parcels
Not in Land Transfer Report

The conveyance or transfer of two parcels
of land not included in the April 1998 Land
Transfer Report (DOE 1998b) (namely, the
so-caled University Site on State Road 4 and
the Research Park Phase |1 site) was
considered.

The DOE and LANL have reviewed
contemplated future mission requirements.
The conclusion of months of analysis has
indicated that the 10 parcels of land named in
the April 1998 Land Transfer Report to
Congress identified the parcels of land that
could potentially qualify for conveyance and
transfer. The two parcels suggested for
inclusion in the CT EIS analysis were
determined to be required for mission support
uses beyond the 10-year period designated in
the Act. This dternative is not analyzed
further in this CT EIS.

2.4.7 Deletion of Two Tracts from
CT EIS Scope

The suggested deletion of two portions of
tracts from the scope of the CT EIS (namely,
the 25-acre [10-hectare] “DP South” Tract
and the eastern three-fourths of the 260-acre
[105-hectare] TA 21 Tract) was reviewed.
DOE and LANL management resources have
carefully reviewed the mission requirements
and the land and facility use needs of each
organization at the LANL site.

The two tracts recommended for
exclusion were identified as potentially being
suitable for transfer at some time prior to
November 26, 2007. Making what would be
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essentially ano action determination on these
parcels at this time isinappropriate. This
aternative is not analyzed further in this

CT EIS.

2.4.8 Reinitiate Assistance Payments
Without Conveyance or Transfer

Reinitiating assistance payments to the
County and not effecting the conveyance or
transfer of the preliminarily identified parcels
was an alternative considered that would not
meet the letter or intent of the Act. The
environmental impacts of such an alternative
are inherently considered in the analysis of
the No Action Alternative. Such action on the
part of the DOE would require additional
congressional legidation before it could be
undertaken. This alternative was not analyzed
further in this CT EIS.

2.5 Comparison of
Environmental
Consequences of the No
Action Alternative and the
Proposed Action Alternative

2.5.1 Environmental Impacts

The environmental impacts of the
proposed conveyance and transfer of the 10
land tracts are described below. The
assumptions associated with the analysis of
impacts are provided. The impacts are broken
out into direct and indirect impacts. The
impacts of the No Action Alternative are
compared to the impacts projected to result
from implementation of the Proposed Action
Alternative in Table 2.5.1-1 (at the end of this
chapter). As an aide to the reader, a second
table (Table 2.5.1-2) is provided that presents
asummary of the impacts of the Proposed
Action Alternative on a tract-by-tract basis.
The environmental impacts of the Preferred
Alternative, based on current information,
would be expected to be between those
presented for implementation of the Proposed
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Action and the No Action Alternatives for
each tract.

2.5.1.1 Analysis of Impacts

The land tracts are part of LANL with the
exceptions of the Rendija Canyon and
Miscellaneous Manhattan Monument Tracts.
Because the tracts are part of or near LANL,
the information contained in the LANL
SWEIS (DOE 1999c) anaysisis used with
regard to environmental resources or existing
conditionsin the CT EIS. The four
aternatives analyzed in the SWEIS relate to
varying levels of operationsat LANL. The
TA 21 Tract has the only facilities analyzed in
the SWEIS that are |ocated on the subject
tracts, while the other tracts are either
excluded from the SWEIS analysis or remain
unchanged in land use across the SWEIS
aternatives. The SWEIS Preferred
Alternative is used as the basis for the CT EIS
No Action Alternative because it provides a
reasonable upper “bounding analysis’ of
impacts regarding those resources of concern.
This approach assures that the CT EIS has not
underestimated the potential impacts that may
result from the conveyance and transfer of the
subject tracts.

Implementing the SWEIS Preferred
Alternative would maximize use of electric
power due to expanded LANL operations;
more people being hired, mostly for long-term
employment; and more LANL workers being
exposed to radioactive materials and
processes. In particular, the level of use of
utilities (such as electricity and natural gas),
waste management and disposal facilities, and
groundwater resources are greater in the
SWEIS Preferred Alternative.

Timeframe of Analyses

The schedule for conveyance or transfer
of each tract, either in whole or in part, and
the potential recipient’s eventual development
of the tracts cannot be accurately determined
at thistime. Therefore, the relation of those
schedules to the schedule for full
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implementation of the activities described in
the SWEIS Preferred Alternative also cannot
be evaluated. In order to provide bounding
analyses, it is assumed in this CT EIS that the
SWEIS Preferred Alternative has aready
been fully implemented, and all of the tracts
are conveyed or transferred and devel oped
within the next 10 years. This assumption,
while ensuring the analyses of impacts bound
those likely to occur, may be overly
conservative in some cases. Those cases
where the analyses may be overly
conservative (for example, in estimating when
utility demand may exceed capacities) will be
identified.

Direct and Indirect Impacts

Once the land tracts are conveyed or
transferred, they will pass beyond the
administrative control of the DOE. All
subsequent use of the land will be
independent of the DOE. Therefore, for the
purpose of this CT EIS, all impacts associated
with actions that would be undertaken by the
DOE due to the proposed conveyance and
transfer of the land tracts are described as
direct impacts. All subsequent impacts
resulting from actions undertaken by the
recipients after the proposed conveyance and
transfer of the tracts are described as indirect
impacts.

2.5.1.2 Comparison of Direct Impacts

A comparison of the impacts of the No
Action Alternative and the impacts projected
to result from implementation of the Proposed
Action Alternative are presented in
Table 2.5.1-1. The direct and indirect impacts
of the Proposed Action Alternative are also
discussed below. The impacts of the No
Action Alternative are detailed where they
differ from those presented in the SWEIS.

The direct impacts of the proposed
conveyance and transfer of the subject tracts
consist of those associated with the relocation
of DOE LANL operations and personnel who
currently reside on the various tracts.
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Employees requiring relocation could be
moved to existing buildings on other parts of
LANL property, or new buildings could be
constructed. These plans are not ripe for
decision. Any decision regarding construction
of new facilities would be preceded by
appropriate NEPA review.

There would be no difference in direct
impacts between the conveyance and transfer
of the tracts and the No Action Alternative in
infrastructure, noise, visual resources,
socioeconomics, geology and soils, water
resources, or human health.

The differences between the direct
impacts of the conveyance and transfer of the
tracts and the No Action Alternative in land
use, transportation, ecological resources,
cultural resources, and air resources are
discussed by affected resource in the
following paragraphs.

Land Use

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in land use or direct impacts
are anticipated. Completion of environmental
restoration activities, including
decontamination, decommissioning, and
possible demolition of DOE facilities may
allow possible changes in future land use.
Environmental restoration activities would
proceed in accordance with existing and
developing plans. Worker impacts associated
with environmental restoration activities
cannot be projected at thistime.
Environmental restoration activities would be
subject to their own DOE NEPA review.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative
(the conveyance and transfer of the tracts, in
whole or in part), no specific changesin land
use or direct impacts are anticipated. In
general, environmental restoration activities
are independent of the conveyance and
transfer process; but, the conveyance and
transfer scenarios may influence decisions on
the timing, cleanup levels, and the inclusion
of certain buildings in environmental
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restoration activities. The waste estimates
would be roughly the same as for the No
Action Alternative.

Transportation

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in direct impactsin
transportation are anticipated.

Direct consequences of the conveyance
and transfer of the tracts under the Proposed
Action Alternative include small alteration of
the overal daily commute. DOE and
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts would
have to change their commuting routes. Some
DOE and contractor personnel may have a
shorter drive to work, those living in White
Rock for example; but, most would have
farther to travel.

Ecological Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in direct impacts to
ecological resources are anticipated.

Direct impacts of the Proposed Action
Alternative (the conveyance and transfer of
the tracts) are limited to the changesin
responsibility for resource protection.
Environmental review and protection
processes and procedures for future activities
would be different from those that are
currently governing the subject tracts and may
not be as rigorous. The LANL Threatened and
Endangered Species Habitat Management
Plan would no longer be in effect for those
tracts occupied by or containing suitable
habitat for endangered species.

Cultural Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in direct impacts to cultural
resources are anticipated.

Direct impacts of the Proposed Action
Alternative (the conveyance and transfer of
the tracts) are limited to the potential transfer
of known and unidentified cultural resources
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and historic properties out of the
responsibility and protection of the DOE.
Under the Criteria of Adverse Effects

(36 Code of Federa Regulations [CFR]
800.5(a)(1)), the transfer, lease, or sale of
resources eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) isan
adverse effect. NRHP eligible resources are
present on nine of the tracts being assessed in
this CT EIS and would be directly impacted
by the Federal action. The disposition of each
of the subject tracts also may affect the
protection and accessibility to Native
American sacred sites or sites needed for the
practice of traditiona religion by removing
them from consideration under the American
Indian Religious Freedom Act, the Religious
Freedom Restoration Act, and Executive
Order 13007, “Indian Sacred Sites.” In
addition, the disposition of the tracts would
potentially affect the treatment and
disposition of any human remains, funerary
objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural
patrimony that may be discovered on the
tracts under the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act.

Air Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in direct impactsin air
resources or global warming are anticipated.

Direct consequences of the Proposed
Action Alternative (the conveyance and
transfer of the tracts) include small alteration
of the overall daily commute. DOE and
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts would
have to change their commuting routes. Some
DOE and contractor personnel (for example,
those living in White Rock) may have a
shorter drive to work; but, most would have
farther to travel. Thiswould result in dlightly
greater emissions.

2.5.1.3 Comparison of Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts are anticipated from the
subsequent uses contemplated by the
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receiving parties for several of the 10 tracts
(see Table 2.5.1-2). The receiving parties
have identified a combination of
contemplated uses for the tracts after
conveyance or transfer. These usesinclude
development of part or all of some of these
tracts. Estimates of the development acreage
reflect the best available information on the
footprint of the contemplated developments.
This acreage may include the redevel opment
of disturbed land as well as the new use of
relatively undisturbed areas. The impact
analysis assumes that these footprints
represent an approximation of areas that
would be developed but that may not include
all areas that would otherwise be disturbed.
Likewise, there are no specific acreage
estimates for land that may be disturbed or
developed for land uses that include
undefined improvements to utilities or
recreational areas. These areas are
qualitatively addressed in the impact analysis.

Land Use

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changesin land use or indirect
impacts are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
the indirect impacts of the conveyance and
transfer of the tracts include regional changes
in land use, such as the development of forest,
grazing, and open-space land for residential
and commercial uses. Future land use
patterns could change on several tracts.
Approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) of
the total acreage proposed for transfer and
conveyance could be developed or
redevel oped for other uses.

There is the potential for the introduction
of land uses that would be incompatible with
adjacent landowners' resource protection
efforts. There may be loss of recreational
opportunities currently enjoyed on some
tracts.

While cumulative impacts to land use
affect only asmall percentage of the total
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region, many of the anticipated impacts are
concentrated in the vicinity of Los Alamos,
LANL, and White Rock and therefore could
appear substantial.

Transportation

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes or indirect impactsin
transportation are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative
(the conveyance and transfer of the tracts),
commercial, industrial, and residential
developments would greatly increase the
number of trips generated. Peak-hour traffic
entering or exiting 6 of the 10 tracts could
increase by arange of approximately 751 to
3,775 trips. There could be a positive regional
traffic impact in that more LANL employees
could live in Los Alamos and reduce the
overal commuter traffic from other areas.

Cumulative impacts to regional
transportation include substantial increasesin
overall regional and local traffic that would
reguire improvements to traffic controls, new
roads, road widening, and bridges. The
anticipated impacts to transportation would be
expected to be concentrated near the Los
Alamos townsite and the LANL area.

Infrastructure

Under the No Action Alternative, the
electrical system is aready at the limits of its
capacity. With the addition of the Strategic
Computing Complex (SCC) and other
regiona developments, the electric power
demand will exceed system capacity.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
the total estimated increasesin utility usage
associated with the development of the tracts
would be as follows:

Electricity use: 32 gigawatt-hours
(gwh)
Peak power: 6 megawatts (mw)
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Natura Gas: 459 million cubic feet
(mcf) (13,000 million liters per year
[miy])

Water: 382 million gallons per year
(may) (1,446 mly)

Solid Waste: 2,385 tons per year (tpy)
(2,163 metric tons per year [mty])

Increases in discharges to wastewater
treatment plants could be 132 mgy (500 mly)
for the Bayo Wastewater Treatment Plant and
41 mgy (155 mly) for the White Rock plant.

The increase in peak electricity demand is
in addition to the already anticipated
exceedance of the capacity of the electrical
power system. Water usage demand is
projected to exceed water rights. The natural
gas delivery systems may have to be upgraded
to handle the increased demand. The existing
wastewater treatment capacity is expected to
be exceeded. Solid waste production is
expected to reduce the expected life of the
regional landfill. However, given the
conservative assumptions used in the
calculations and the phased development of
the tracts, the actual utility usage may not
reach capacity limits within the next 10 years.

Noise

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in noise
are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
ambient noise levels would be expected to
increase above current levels for most of the
contemplated land uses. Ambient noise levels
associated with cultural preservation may
decrease, and noise levels associated with
natural areas would be expected to remain the
same or increase slightly. Noise associated
with transportation and utility corridors would
remain the same or could increase with
additional infrastructure construction and use.
Demoalition and construction activities would
be expected to temporarily elevate noise
levels on the tracts from the No Action
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Alternative levelsto arange of 74 to

95 decibels (dB) on the A-weighted scale
(dBA). Residentia uses typically would result
in ambient noise levels between 50 and

70 dBA depending on traffic, density, and
location. Commercial and industrial land uses
typically would result in 60 to 70 dBA. Noise
would be present during a greater part of the
day than currently on the tracts that are
developed for residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses. Overall noise from
vehicular traffic would increase.

Visual Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in visual
resources are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
most of the tracts would maintain their current
level of visual aesthetic value after
conveyance and transfer and any subsequent
development. However, the development of
currently undeveloped areas, such asthe
Rendija Canyon and White Rock Tracts,
would typically degrade the visual landscape.
The reduction in visual quality would not be
substantial on aregional scale, but local
diminished viewsheds could impact resources
important to maintaining a positive visitor
experience on adjacent NPS lands.

Socioeconomics

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in
socioeconomics are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
short-term economic gains would be expected
from employment due to construction
activities for new development. Long-term
gains would depend on the intensity and
success of the development. Depending on the
scenarios implemented, 320 businesses could
be developed on the tracts, employing up to
6,080 workers and generating a total of 8,957
jobs within the region of influence (ROI). As
many as 2,360 residences could be placed on
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the tracts, increasing White Rock and Los
Alamos population by 6,620 residents.

Overall impacts to employment, income,
population, and housing would be minor
within the ROI, but would be concentrated in
the Los Alamos area. Improvements would be
expected in the Los Alamos County tax base
but would probably not offset the loss of
assistance payments, according to information
provided by the County (see Chapter 18,
Section 18.1).

Ecological Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in
ecological resources are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
development footprints for the 10 tracts
include approximately 770 acres
(312 hectares) of relatively undisturbed
habitat, primarily ponderosa pine forest and
pinyon-juniper woodland. Contemplated uses
also would be expected to degrade large
amounts adjacent habitat, including preferred
habitat for the American peregrine falcon and
the Mexican spotted owl.

Highly mobile wildlife would be forced to
relocate to adjacent undevel oped areas.
However, successful relocation may not occur
due to increased competition for limited
resources. For less-mobile species, direct
mortality could occur during the actual
construction or from habitat alteration.
Habitat modification could affect several
Federal-listed threatened and endangered
species. Development in some tracts could
result in direct loss of wetland structure and
function with potential increased downstream
and offsite sedimentation. The current lack of
anatural resources management plan by
either the County of Los Alamos or the
Pueblo of San Ildefonso would impede the
development of an integrated, multiagency
approach to short- or long-term natural
resource management strategies. Additionally,
transfer of the land tracts may result in a
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much less rigorous environmental review and
protection review process for future activities
because neither the County of Los Alamos
nor the Pueblo of San Ildefonso have
regulations that would match the Federal
review and protection process. Cumulatively,
the development could result in fragmentation
of habitat and disruption of wildlife migration
corridors.

Cultural Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in
cultural resources are anticipated.

The development of approximately
826 acres (335 hectares) and use of tracts for
recreation under the Proposed Action
Alternative could result in physical
destruction, damage, or ateration of cultura
resources on the subject tracts and in adjacent
areas and disturbance of traditional religious
practices.

Geology and Soils

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in
geology and soils are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
soil would be disturbed by development, new
road building, and utilities. Removal of
vegetation and increased runoff from new
impermeable surfaces could increase erosion.
The cumulative impacts to geology and soils
would be insubstantial.

Water Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in water
resources are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
supplies of groundwater would be reduced,
potentialy accelerating drawdown of the
main aquifer. Placement of new water supply
wells could impact groundwater quality. New
development could potentially degrade the
surface water quality by increasing the
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pollutant loads and surface runoff volumes
from construction activity, and by creating
additional impermeable surfaces such as roads
and parking lots.

Air Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in air
resources are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
there would be increases in criteria pollutants
from mobile sources and homes using natural
gas or propane. Slight increases in emissions
of hazardous air pollutants would be expected
from the development of new industrial
facilities. The current contributions to global
climate change from the land tracts would
increase more than 25-fold over the No
Action Alternative due to motor vehicle
traffic and residential use of fossil fuels.
Additional use of artificial lighting could
impact the visibility of the night sky.

Human Health

Under the No Action Alternative, no
specific changes in indirect impacts in human
health are anticipated.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, as
many as 900 new residents could be brought
into closer proximity to LANL facilities at the
DOE LAAO and DP Road Tracts, and
another 2,200 residents and lodgers at the
White Rock Tract. Commercia development
could bring as many as 6,000 private-sector
employees into existing one-half mile
radiation site evaluation circles at the DP
Road, TA 21, and Airport Tracts (discussion
of these “circles’ is provided in Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.12.2). While the maximally
exposed individual doses would not increase,
these developments would mean increased
total population exposures to radiological and
chemical emissions from normal LANL
operations and hypothetical accidents. A
substantial increase in the public collective
radiation dose and latent cancer fatalities
would result. Risk of developing excess latent
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cancer fatalities on the subject tracts from
accident events could maximally increase
from about 57 excess cancer deaths to about
98 excess cancer deaths.

Development of the tracts by the
recipients would involve construction with its
attendant risks to workers. Should the
development include industrial activities,
these activities would involve
commensurately greater worker risks.

Environmental Justice

There would be no impact to
environmental justice under the No Action
Alternative. Under the Proposed Action
Alternative, there would be no direct adverse
effects on minority or low-income
populations. Any indirect effects would be
specific to each land tract, not to populations,
and could include possible disruption of
traditional wood gathering activities. Indirect
impacts to traditional cultural properties
(TCPs) potentialy may cause
disproportionately high or adverse effects on
minority or low-income communities, but
these effects cannot be determined at this
point in the consultation process. The
Homesteaders Association of the Pgjarito
Plateau (asregards all of the subject tracts)
and legal counsel for the Pueblo of San
Ildefonso (as regards four specific tracts) have
expressed their opinions that the conveyance
and transfer of these tracts and their
subsequent contemplated uses would have
additional environmental justice impacts on
their populations.

2.1.2 Mitigation Measures

Mitigations are actions or activities that
can be taken to avoid, minimize, rectify, or
compensate for anticipated impacts.

2.1.2.1 Mitigations Prior to Conveyance
or Transfer

Prior to conveyance or transfer of any of
the land tracts, the DOE will initiate cultural
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resource consultations with the affected
Pueblos and tribal nations and the State
Historic Preservation Office(r), and complete
consultation regarding threatened or
endangered species or their habitat with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). In
the case of conveyance of land tractsto the
County, the DOE may include deed
restrictions precluding any development
within the 100-year floodplains or wetlands,
consistent with the provisions of PL 105-119.

2.1.2.2 Recommended Mitigations

The DOE will coordinate consultations
with the New Mexico State Historic
Preservation Office(r), Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, receiving parties, and
other interested agencies and parties to
engage consideration of impacts on cultural
resources resulting from the conveyance and
transfer of the subject tracts from the
responsibility and protection of the DOE. The
goal of these consultations would be aformal
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
addressing the impacts of the potential loss of
certain cultural resource protections and DOE
responsibilities on the subject tracts, and
defining specific procedures and
responsibilities for managing cultural
resource concerns upon transfer to the
receiving parties. For example, the parties
could consider the implementation of
covenants that would ensure identification of
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all resources before development,
minimization of the impacts to cultura
resources, and protection of the rights of
Native Americans regarding traditional
religious practices. Other agreements among
the parties could include development of
agreements concerning threatened or
endangered species habitat, integrated
resource management plans, integrated
emergency response plans, and future land
use options.

2.1.2.3 Potential Resource-Specific
Mitigations

Chapter 16 provides alarge list of
potential mitigation measures that were
developed for each resource area. The
mitigation measures suggest how specific
aspects of individual impacts could be
avoided or minimized. These potential
measures range from seeking additional
resources to offset predicted shortfalsin
power and water supplies; providing new
access and rights of way for neighboring land
owners and utilities; and establishing habitat
buffer zones through conservation programs,
maintenance of natural vegetation, and
erosion control; to implementing measures to
control dust during construction.
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives

REigEECE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Land Use Current mission support, research and Implementation of the Proposed Action

Environmental
Restoration

development and LANL activity buffer
land uses would continue on the 10 subject
tracts.

Environmental restoration activities would
proceed in accordance with existing and
developing plans and would be subject to
their own NEPA review. Worker impacts
associated with environmental restoration
activities cannot be projected at thistime.

Completion of environmental restoration
activities, including decontamination,
decommissioning, and possible demolition
of DOE facilities on these tracts would
result in preliminary projected waste
volumes of up to 207,860 cubic yards
(158,820 cubic meters). These include
42,300 cubic yards (32,320 cubic meters)
for the cleanup of potentia release sites
(PRSs); 61,970 cubic yards (47,350 cubic
meters) for the decontamination and
decommissioning (D& D) of structures and
103,590 cubic yards (79,150 cubic meters)
for remediation of canyon systems.

Alternative would cause regional changesin land
use, including the development of forest and
open-space land for residential, commercial, and
industrial uses and dedication of tracts for
cultural preservation or as natural areas.
Approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) of the
total acreage could be developed or redevel oped
for other uses. There is the potential for the
introduction of land uses that would be
incompatible with adjacent landowners' resource
protection efforts. There may be aloss of
recreational opportunities associated with
changesin land use. While cumulative impacts to
land use affect only a small percentage of the
total region, many of the anticipated impacts are
concentrated in the vicinity of Los Alamos,
LANL, and White Rock and, therefore, could
appear substantial.

Environmental restoration activities are generally
independent of the conveyance and transfer
process; but, the conveyance and transfer
scenarios may influence decisions on the timing,
cleanup levels, and the inclusion of certain
buildings in environmental restoration activities.
The waste estimates would be roughly the same
asfor the No Action Alternative.
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued)

RESOURCE
AREA

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Transportation

Under the No Action Alternative, traffic
generated from tract activities would not
change from current levels.

Gradual increasesin regional traffic levels,
especially during peak hours, would be
expected to continue due to population
growth, other area developments and
increasesin LANL employment.

As adirect consequence of the Proposed Action
Alternative, there would be asmall alteration of
the overall daily commute for DOE and
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE
LAAO, TA 21, and DP Road Tracts.

Development of the tracts would greatly increase
the number of trips generated. Traffic entering or
exiting 6 of the 10 tracts during the peak hours
would increase by arange of 750 to 3,775 trips
per day. Cumulative impacts to regional
transportation include substantial increasesin
overall regional and local traffic that would
require improvements to traffic controls, new
roads, road widening, and bridges. The
anticipated impacts to transportation would be
expected to be concentrated near the Los Alamos
townsite and the LANL area.

Infrastructure

Under the No Action Alternative, utility
demand and infrastructure needs generated
by current tract activities would not change
from current levels.

There would continue to be increases
regionally in utility demand and in the
need for additional sources, distribution
systems and waste disposal infrastructure
due to LANL activities and other regional
developments. The electrical systemis
already at the limits of its capacity. The
electrical power demand will exceed
capacity with the addition of the Strategic
Computing Complex.

The projected No Action Alternative
utility usageis:
Electrical Use: 799 gwh
Peak Power: 116 mw
Natural Gas: 3,273 mcf (92,730 mly)
Water: 1,851 mgy (7016 mly)
Solid Waste: 20,981 tpy (19,028 mty)

Wastewater Sewage: 962 mgy
(3,642 mly)

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
assuming full implementation of the
contemplated developments on the tracts within
10 years, the total estimated increases in utility
usage would be:

Electrical Use: 32 gwh

Peak Power: 6 mw

Natural Gas: 459 mcf (13,000 mly)
Water: 382 mgy (1,446 mly)

Solid Waste: 2,385 tpy (2,163 mty)

Increases in discharges could be 132 mgy

(500 mly) for the Bayo Wastewater Treatment
Plant and 41 mgy (155 mly) for the White Rock
Wastewater Treatment Plant.

The capacity of the electrical power system will
be exceeded. Water usage demand is projected to
exceed water rights. Natural gas delivery systems
may have to be upgraded to handle the increased
demand. The existing wastewater treatment
capacity aso would be exceeded. Solid waste
production is expected to reduce the expected life
of the regional landfill.
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued)

RESOURCE
AREA

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Noise

Under the No Action Alternative, noise
levels associated with activities on the
tracts would remain the same as they are
currently. Minor increases in ambient
noise would be expected due to anticipated
increases in vehicle traffic, regional
development and construction, and LANL
activities such as explosives testing.

Ambient noise levels would be expected to
increase above current levels for most of the
contemplated land uses. Ambient noise levels
associated with cultural preservation may
decrease, and noise levels associated with natural
areas would be expected to remain the same or
increase dightly. Noise associated with
transportation and utility corridors would remain
the same or could increase with additional
infrastructure construction and use. Demolition
and construction activities would be expected to
temporarily elevate noise levels on the tracts
from the No Action Alternative levels to arange
of 74 to 95 dBA. Residential usestypicaly
would result in ambient noise levels between 50
and 70 dBA depending on traffic, density, and
location. Commercia and industrial land uses
typicaly would result in 60 to 70 dBA. Noise
would be present during a greater part of the day
than currently on the tracts that are developed for
residential, commercial, and industrial land uses.
Overall noise from vehicular traffic would
increase.

Visual
Resources

Under the No Action Alternative there
would be no anticipated changesto visua
resources. The visual character of the 10
subject tracts reflect the variety of the Los
Alamos region. While some of the tracts
include visually discordant elements of
developed industria sites, othersinclude
large expanses of natural and undevel oped
canyon aress.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the
scenic class objectives for most of the tracts
would be met because the visual character would
not change substantially. The visua resources of
some tracts may be improved by the removal and
replacement of industrial buildings. Devel opment
on currently undeveloped tracts would negatively
impact visual character. Important viewshedsin
the vicinity of BNM could be negatively
impacted.
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued)

RESOURCE
AREA

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Socioeconomic

Under the No Action Alternative there
would be no change in the employment,
income, population, and housing
associated with the 10 subject tracts.
Regional economic growth and efforts
toward sdlf-sufficiency would continue but
at aslower rate.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, short-
term economic gains due to construction
activities would be expected. Long-term gains
would be dependent on the intensity and success
of the proposed devel opment scenarios.

If implemented, 320 businesses could be
developed on the tracts, employing up to 6,080
workers and generating atotal of 8,957 jobs
within the ROI. As many as 2,360 residences
would be placed on the tracts, increasing White
Rock and Los Alamos population by 6,620
residents.

Overall impacts to employment, income,
population, and housing would be minor within
the ROI, but would be concentrated in the Los
Alamos area. Improvements would be expected
in the Los Alamos County tax base but would
probably not offset the loss of assistance
payments, according to information provided by
the County (see Chapter 18, Section 18.1).

Ecologica
Resources

Under the No Action Alternative,
responsibility for ecological resource
protection would remain with the DOE,
and active management of these resources
would continue.

Regiona growth would reduce the amount
of undisturbed habitat and increase
pressure on remaining ecological
resources.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative,
responsibility for ecological resource protection
and planning would pass to the receiving parties,
who may not have regulations that match the
Federal review and protection process. Current
resource protection and management plans would
not be in effect for the subject tracts.

Development or redevel opment of 826 acres
(335 hectares), as contemplated by the receiving
parties, could result in the heavy modification or
destruction of approximately 770 acres

(312 hectares) of relatively undisturbed habitat,
primarily ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-
juniper woodland. Development also would be
expected to degrade large amounts of habitat
near the developed portion of the land tracts.
Habitat would be impacted or lost for Federal-
protected species such as the American peregrine
falcon and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat
destruction would affect wildlife through direct
mortality and relocation to other lands.
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued)

REigléiCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Cultural Under the No Action Alternative, Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there
Resources responsibility for cultural resource would be atransfer of over 254 known cultural
protection would remain with the DOE, resources and historic properties from the
and active management of these resources | management and protection of the DOE. The
would continue. Possible impacts from disposition of the tracts may affect the protection
natural processes, vandalism, unauthorized | and accessibility to Native American sacred sites
collection of artifacts, and disturbance of or sites needed for traditional practices and the
traditional places and ceremonies would disposition of human remains, funerary objects,
continue. Resource loss associated with sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony.
regional development would continue.
The subsequent development or redevel opment
of approximately 826 acres (335 hectares) of the
tracts could result in physical destruction,
damage, or ateration of cultural resources on the
subject tracts and in adjacent areas and
disturbance of traditional religious practices.
Increased access and recreational use could result
in resource impacts in an area extending far
beyond the devel opment boundaries.
Geology and Under the No Action Alternative, impacts | Under the Proposed Action Alternative, soil
Soils to geology and soils would be limited to would be disturbed in areas where devel opment
natural effects of erosion, wildfires, and is planned and adjacent areas. Removal of
earthquakes. vegetation and increased runoff from
impermeabl e surfaces could increase erosion on
some tracts.
Water Under the No Action Alternative, there Contemplated residential, industrial, and
Resources would be no new additiona impacts to commercial development would require an

surface water and groundwater quality and
guantity. Increased use of groundwater due
to LANL activities and regional growth
would continue. New regional construction
would increase the potential for
degradation of surface water quality due to
construction activity and increased
pollutant loads and surface runoff

volumes.

additional 382 mgy (1,446 mly) of groundwater,
exceeding water rights, potentially accelerating
drawdown of the main aguifer, and impacting
amounts of cheaply available water. Placement
of new water supply wells could impact
groundwater quality.

Construction activity and the creation of
additional impermeable surfaces during
development could impact surface water quality
by increasing pollutant loads and runoff volumes.
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued)

RESOURCE
AREA

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Air Resources

Global
Climate
Change

Under the No Action Alternative, air
quality impacts from the 10 tracts would
remain the same. Monitoring by the State
Air Quality Bureau has demonstrated that
Region 3, which includes the 10 tracts,
meets al applicable air quality standards.
Expected regiona growth and planned
LANL activities would not impact air
quality.

Emissions of greenhouse gasesin the Los
Alamos region from tract activities would
remain the same. Expected regional
growth and planned LANL activities
would cause minor increases in emissions
of greenhouse gases due to the combustion
of natural gas, diesel fuel, gasoline, and
firewood.

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there
would be increases in criteria pollutants from
mobile sources and homes using natural gas or
propane. Slight increases in emissions of
hazardous air pollutants would be expected from
industrial facilities. Development of the tracts
would bring members of the public closer to
LANL sources of hazardous, toxic chemical, and
radioactive air pollutants. In all cases, health-
based air quality standards would not be
exceeded. Development would be associated
with increased use of artificial light, which could
impact the visibility of the night sky.

Emissions of greenhouse gases related to tract
activities would increase more than 25-fold due
to motor vehicle traffic and use of fossil fuels.
Thiswould represent a shift of impacts from
other areas and would not be an important
contribution to global climate change.
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Table 2.5.1-1. Comparison of Impacts of the Alternatives (Continued)

REigléiCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Human Health | There are no identifiable human health Under the Proposed Action Alternative, no

consequences of the No Action
Alternative. The possible human health
impacts of radiation exposure, chemical
contaminants, facility accidents and
natural event accidents would not be
affected by implementation of the No
Action Alternative.

discernible individual human health effects are
anticipated. As many as 900 new residents could
be brought into closer proximity to LANL
facilities at the DOE LAAO and DP Road Tracts,
and another 2,200 residents and lodgers at the
White Rock Tract. Commercial development
could bring as many as 6,000 private-sector
employees into existing radiation buffer zones at
the DP Road, TA 21, and Airport Tracts. While
the maximally exposed individua radiation doses
would not increase, these devel opments would
mean increased total population exposuresto
radiological and chemical emissions from normal
LANL operations and hypothetical accidents. A
substantial increase in the public collective
radiation dose and latent cancer fatalities would
result. Risk of developing excess latent cancer
fatalities on the subject tracts from accident
events could maximally increase from about 57
excess cancer deaths to about 98 excess cancer
deaths.

Development of the tracts by the recipients
would involve construction risks to workers and
also subsequent risks to workers engaged in
industrial activities.

Environmental
Justice

There are no high and adverse human
health impacts to minorities or low-income
populations in the area, and there would be
no change under the No Action
Alternative.

No direct adverse effects on minority or low-
income populations are expected under the
Proposed Action Alternative. Indirect impactsto
TCPs potentially may cause disproportionately
high or adverse effects on minority or low-
income communities, but these effects cannot be
determined at this point in the consultation
process. The Homesteaders Association of the
Pajarito Plateau (as regards all the tracts) and
legal counsel for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso (as
regards four specific tracts) have expressed their
opinions that the conveyance and transfer actions
would have additional environmental justice
impacts on their populations.

Notes: gwh = gigawatt-hours, mcf = million cubic feet, mgy = million gallons per year, mw = megawatt, tpy = tons per year,
mty = metric tons per year
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Rendija Land Use Natural Areas and Land use would change. Approximately 570 acres (230 hectares) would be disturbed and
Canyon Residential developed for single- and multiple-family housing, roadways, and community facilities.

Approximately 340 acres (137 hectares) would be reserved as natural areas and dedicated to
open-space and recreational land uses. Natural areas would be reduced in size and used
more intensively. Residential land use may be incompatible with resource protection on
adjacent lands and some forms of recreational activity may be curtailed. Planned
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party.

Cultural Preservation

Land use for the entire tract (approximately 910 acres [368 hectares]) would change from
passively managed recreational and open-space uses to restricted access cultural
preservation land. Future use of this tract by the general public would be eliminated and
resources would be managed in a manner determined by the receiving party. Planned
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party.

Transportation

Natura Areas and
Residential

Access roads and new streets within the tract would be required to support the residential
development. An estimated 12,058 trips per day would be expected to be added to the local
trangportation system, with an increase of up to 819 trips during peak-hour traffic. The
volume of additional trips would be expected to degrade traffic flow and to require
improvements to regional transportation infrastructure.

Cultural Preservation

A decrease in vehicle use would be expected on Rendija Canyon Road as public access is
removed or restricted. Easements would be required to permit access to Santa Fe National
Forest lands and to maintain or operate existing infrastructure.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Rendija Infrastructure | Natural Areasand | Residential development would require new utility delivery and wastewater infrastructure.
Canyon Residential Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts. e ectricity,
(Continued) 8 gwh; natural gas, 164 mcf (4,644 mly); water, 126 mgy (477 mly); and sewage, 63 mgy
(238 mly).
Cultural Current low utility usage would continue or be reduced, and some infrastructure supporting
Preservation the Los Alamos Sportsman’s Club may be removed.
Noise Natural Areasand | Noise associated with construction would increase temporarily. Noise associated with
Residential residential and vehicle use would be more frequent and could increase from a current
maximum of 40 dBA (estimated) to about 60 or 70 dBA. Noise from Los Alamos
Sportsman’s Club activities would be closer to residential receptors. Should Los Alamos
Sportsman’s Club activities eventually be relocated, these noise impacts would occur at the
new location.
Culturd Noise events would greatly diminish due to restrictions on vehicular access and removal of
Preservation the Los Alamos Sportsman’s Club.
Visual Natural Areasand | Residential construction would impact high public value (Scenic Class I1) visual resources.
Resources Residential
Cultural Visua resources would be maintained; however, access to views within the tract would be
Preservation reduced.
Socio- Natural Areasand | The construction of new residential areas would temporarily increase employment in the
economics Residential ROI. Residential development would not impact overall stable growth within the ROI.
Overall employment, income, population, housing, and community services would be
expected to maintain stable growth within the ROI.
Cultural Current socioeconomic forces are likely to be maintained; however, a dight decrease is
Preservation possible.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Rendija
Canyon
(Continued)

Ecologica
Resources

Natura Areas and
Residential

Approximately 570 acres (230 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper
woodland habitat would be severely modified or lost due to residential development. The
development would effectively disrupt the structure and function of the existing Rendija
Canyon ecosystem. After devel opment, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could
occur due to predation from domestic animals. There would be aloss of preferred habitat
for the Federal-listed American peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl. The adjacent
habitat would also experience alost of quality due to segmentation and other effects. The
loss of acreage due to development would result in areduction of breeding and foraging
habitat for wildlife currently utilizing the property.

Cultural
Preservation

The transition of this area from bare ground and weedy vegetation to natural vegetation
(primarily grassland and ponderosa pine) is anticipated to result from the removal of Los
Alamos Sportsman’s Club. Wildlife disturbance, both visua and auditory, from recreational
use would be diminished. Consequently, ecological resources would be maintained and
dlightly improved as access to this area is reduced.

Cultural
Resources

Natura Areas and
Residential

Access to cultural resources would increase with the introduction of additional residents,
the sanctioning of recreational uses, and any trail enhancements, thereby causing possible
destruction and damage to resources, vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Residential development
would cause large-scale disturbance to the cultural resources of this tract due to
construction, grading, and trenching; construction of access roads and new streets
associated with this development would have similar impacts. Development may potentialy
impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities.

Cultural
Preservation

Dedicating the tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on the
cultural resources present; restricted access by the general public would help protect the
resources. Another positive impact would be the passive preservation of resources and
continued access to traditional cultural properties afforded to traditional practitioners of the
receiving party. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional usersif general
access is restricted. Ongoing negative impacts from natural processes (such as erosion) on
the physical integrity of cultural resources would continue.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Rendija Geology and Natural Areasand | Residential development (approximately 570 acres [230 hectares]), transportation networks
Canyon Soils Residential and sewer and electrical utilities would cause soil disturbances. New structures would be
(Continued) susceptible to a magnitude 7 seismic event and to wildfire episodes. Wildfires, in addition
to the potential impact to structures, would remove ground cover vegetation, causing
increased soil erosion and transport via surface runoff.
Culturd The current geological conditions would likely remain the same; no impacts are expected.
Preservation However, removal of the Los Alamos Sportsman’s Club facilities may cause soil
disturbance; but restricting recreational access may decrease erosion.
Water Natural Areasand | Residential development could potentially impact surface water quality and quantity within
Resources Residential and downstream of the tract, due to runoff from paved roads and developed areas.
Development would contribute to overall regional groundwater drawdown and reduced
guantities of cheaply treatable water supplies.
Culturd The current surface water and groundwater conditions would likely remain the same; no
Preservation impacts are expected.
Air Resources | Natural Areasand | The canyon air quality would likely remain the same for hazardous and radioactive air
Residential pollutants. However, air quality would deteriorate sightly due to increased use of motor
vehicles, which emit slight quantities of several criteria pollutants. Homes heated with
natural gas, which emits trace quantities of some criteria pollutants, would a so contribute
to the reduction of air quality. Contributions to global climate change would increase on the
tract from 30 tons (27 metric tons) per year to 22,000 tons (20,000 metric tons) per year of
carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential use of fossil fuels.
Culturd Dedicating this canyon to cultural preservation would result in fewer visitors, which, in
Preservation turn, would reduce aready negligible emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases.

Air quality would be unchanged, and tract contributions to global climate change would be
dlightly reduced.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Rendija Human Health | Natural Areasand | The addition of 3,500 new residentsin close proximity to LANL facilities would increase
Canyon Residential the number of people exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL
(Continued) operations. Residential development also would introduce more sensitive receptors, such as
children and pregnant females, to an area that currently has a single residence. The closer
proximity would dightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective population
within the ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public
consequences from some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities. Physical injury to an
increased number of individuals could also occur if any one of three natural events takes
place (flood, seismic, or wildfire) in Rendija Canyon.
Culturd The human health consegquences would be similar to the No Action Alternative.
Preservation
Environmental | Natural Areasand | No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations
Justice Residential or are anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. Rendija Canyon
Cultural has beQn identifi.ed asa |ocation with TCPs; however, effects to these resources cannot be
Preservation determined at thistime. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has expressed the

opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent use would result in environmental
justice impacts to the Pueblo’ s population.

Modest economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the
construction of new housing in this area. However, restricting public use of roads and trails
in Rendija Canyon would hinder public access to National Forest lands, which afford not
only recreation opportunities for the general public but serve as traditional firewood
gathering and collection areas for other forest products by local Hispanic and Native
American populations. Therefore, restricted access to this area could have a
disproportionately adverse impact on these minority populations if gathering and collection
is sufficiently performed by low-income or minority populations in these areas.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

DOE LAAO

Land Use

Residential

Land use would change from professional office to residential, which would be compatible
with adjacent land use. An estimated 9 to 10 acres (3 to 4 hectares) of the total 15-acre
(6-hectare) tract would be developed for multiple-family residential use. The DOE LAAO
Building and steam plant would be removed. This land devel opment would accommodate
apartments or condominiums at an average density of 20 dwellings per acre or 180 to 200
dwellings. The remaining acreage would be used for parking, and open areas would be
landscaped to maintain the residential character of the development. Planned environmental
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing,
cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use
scenario and input from the receiving party.

Commercial

Commercial development would represent a continuation of current land use. The existing
DOE administrative building would be converted to commercial office space that would
accommodate a total of 6 businesses and 15 vehicles. The steam plant would remain, and no
additional development is contemplated. Planned environmental restoration activities would
occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion
of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the
receiving party.

Transportation

Residential

The proposed residential development would impact the daily commute for the DOE and
contractor personnel relocated from the DOE LAAO; some will have a shorter drive to
work, but most would have farther to travel. Traffic entering or exiting the area could
increase by as many as 86 trips during peak hours of the work week.

Commercial

Because land use would not change substantially, the current traffic volumes (defined as
good operating conditions with stable flow) are anticipated to remain essentially the same
with only a dlight increase during peak hours.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

DOE LAAO
(Continued)

Infrastructure

Residential

Residential development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric,

gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new
roads parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility usage would be estimated to
increase annually by the following amounts: e ectricity, 1.3 gwh; natural gas, 26 mcf

(736 mly); water, 20 mgy (76 mly); and sewage, 10 mgy (38 mly). These increases are not
anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility.

Commercial

Existing infrastructure would not need to be modified to accommodate commercial land
use. Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts:
electricity, 0.3 gwh; natural gas, 3 mcf (85 mly); water, 3 mgy (11 mly); and sewage, 1 mgy
(4 mly). These increases are not anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility.

Noise

Residential

Residential use would result in ambient noise levels of 60 to 70 dBA due to vehicular traffic
and residential activities. There would be more vehicle traffic into and out of the tract (500
residents versus 130 employees), and it would occur during longer periods of the day.
During demolition of existing buildings and construction of residences, ambient noise
would increase from about 40 to 50 dBA to about 95 dBA.

Commercial

The current noise level, which islargely determined by background noises from traffic on
nearby Trinity Drive and Los Alamos Canyon bridge, would likely remain the same if the
land is commercially used; that is, from 40 to 50 dB.

Visual
Resources

Residential

The developed portions of the tract are considered to be of low public value (Scenic
Class V), while the undevel oped portions are considered to be of moderate public value
(Scenic Class 111). Residential development would be accomplished without substantial
change to the visual character of this tract.

Commercial

No impacts are expected from this development scenario; the office building would remain,
and no roads or other structures would be added.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

DOE LAAO
(Continued)

Socio-
economics

Residential

Construction activities would temporarily increase employment in the ROI, which, in turn,
would generate increases in ROI income. However, no impacts on area population and
housing would be expected because the majority of new residents on the tract and
temporary jobs generated by this devel opment would be filled by the existing ROI labor
force.

Commercial

There would be possible short-term economic gains from minor construction as well as
long-term economic gains from the industries using the land. Approximately 120 workers
would be employed on the tract and 200 jobs would be generated in the ROI and filled by
the existing labor force; therefore, no impacts on area population and housing would be
expected.

Ecologica
Resources

Residential

Given the limited acreage involved and existing devel oped nature of the site, impacts are
expected to be small. Approximately 6.5 acres (2.6 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest
would be lost as the area is converted to housing, roadways, and residential landscaping.
After development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could occur due to
predation from domestic animals.

Commercial

Because no change in land use is expected under this development scenario, no adverse
impacts to ecological resources are projected. However, the environmental review and
protection processes for future activities would not be as rigorous as those that govern the
DOE.

Cultural
Resources

Residential

This tract would be extensively altered by construction activities, including demolition of
buildings, grading, and trenching. Two buildings considered potentially eligible to the
NRHP would be demolished. Activities also could result in primary impacts to other
unidentified historic properties through physical destruction, damage, or ateration.

Commercial

No discernible impacts to cultural resources are expected because no new development is
planned. The use of the DOE LAAO Building, a potentially eligible resource, would
continue, and the building would not be demolished athough modifications would be
likely.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

DOE LAAO
(Continued)

Geology and
Soils

Residential

This development scenario would require extensive ground disturbance to remove existing
structures and redesign for residential use.

Commercial

No soil disturbance or change in availability of resources are anticipated. No impacts from
this development scenario are expected.

Water
Resources

Residential

In developed areas, surface water quality may be indirectly affected outside the tract during
and after construction. Development will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath
the tract but may contribute to the overall regiona water level decline and possibly result in
degradation of water quality within the aquifer.

Commercial

The current surface water and groundwater conditions would likely remain the same; no
impacts are expected.

Air Resources

Residential

There would be no emissions of hazardous or other chemical air pollutants and no
emissions of radioactive air pollutants. However, air quality would deteriorate dightly due
to increased use of motor vehicles, which emit slight quantities of several criteria pollutants
(primarily trace amounts of carbon monoxide and ozone). Homes heated with natural gas,
which emits trace quantities of some criteria pollutants, would a so contribute to the
reduction of air quality. Contributions to global climate change would increase from about
130 tons (120 metric tons) per year to an estimated 3,300 tons (3,000 metric tons) per year
of carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential use of fossil fuels.

Commercial

The current air quality conditions would likely remain the same; no adverse impacts are
expected. Contributions to global climate change will remain at an estimated 130 tons
(120 metric tons) per year of carbon dioxide.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

DOE LAAO
(Continued)

Human Health

Residential

The addition of 500 new residents in close proximity to LANL facilities would increase the
number of people exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL
operations. Residential development also would introduce more sensitive receptors, such as
children and pregnant females, to an area that currently hosts only LANL-related workers.
The closer proximity would dlightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective
population within the ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater
public consequences from some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities.

Commercial

Commercial development poses the same human health consegquences as those discussed
for residential development, but are lessened by three factors: (1) fewer members of the
public would use the tract (an estimated 120 workers), (2) workers would be present less
often than residents, and (3) the work force would contain fewer sensitive receptors.

Environmental
Justice

Residential or

Commercial

No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations
are anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. M odest
economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and
operation of the new facility. Secondary effects would include small increasesin business
activity and would likely increase revenues to local government.

Miscellaneous
Site 22

Land Use

Commercial

The land use of thistract (less than 0.5 acre [0.2 hectare]) would change from a LANL
buffer area used for unauthorized parking to a sanctioned parking area. Activity levels
would likely remain same and, therefore, no discernible impacts are expected. Planned
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but
decisions on timing and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use scenario and
input from the receiving party.

All Others

Commercial

Commercial development of this tract is not expected to adversely impact any of the
remaining resource areas; resource conditions would likely remain the same.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Miscellaneous | Land Use Historic Land use proposed for this site would result in the continued historic preservation of the
Manhattan Preservation tract. Landscaping and other routine maintenance activities would continue on an as-needed
Monument basis, and the general public would have unrestricted access to the site and its surrounding
area. No environmental restoration activities are planned.
Cultural Historic This monument is a contributing element of an NRHP-listed resource and as such,
Resources Preservation according to the Criteria of Adverse Effect (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)), would be directly
impacted if transferred. Impacts would be limited to the potential of transferring this
NRHP-eligible resource out of the responsibility and protection of the DOE, which may
result in aless rigorous standard of care.
All Others Historic Historic preservation of thistract is not expected to adversely impact any of the remaining
Preservation resource areas; resource conditions would likely remain the same.
DP Road Land Use Industrial and Land use on the relatively level portions of the tract would change from previously
Commercial disturbed, but mostly undeveloped, buffer lands. Contemplated development would be

compatible with existing and adjacent land uses. Approximately 21 of 50 acres (8 of

20 hectares) would be developed for heavy commercial and industrial land use, and an
additional 5 acres (2 hectares) would be developed for office space. When fully developed,
this tract would be occupied by 40 new businesses with 900 total employees and 24
vehicles. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or
transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be
influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Site buildings
would likely remain; but the RAD wastewater line would be removed.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

DP Road
(Continued)

Land Use

Commercia and
Residential

Land use on the relatively level portions of the tract would change from previously
disturbed, but mostly undeveloped, buffer lands. Contemplated development would be
compatible with existing and adjacent land uses. Approximately 21 of 50 acres (8 of

20 hectares) would be developed as aresidential trailer court that, when fully developed,
would be occupied by 160 mobile homes, 400 new residents, and 330 personal vehicles. An
additional 5 acres (2 hectares) would be developed for office space that, when fully

devel oped, would be occupied by 10 new businesses with 225 total employees. Planned
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Site buildings would likely
remain; but the RAD wastewater line would be removed.

Transportation

Industrial and
Commercid or

Commercial and

For the proposed industrial and commercial development, an estimated 2,312 trips per day
would be expected to be added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to
296 trips during peak-hour traffic. For the proposed commercia and residential
development, an estimated 1,941 trips would be expected to be added to the local

Residential transportation system, with an increase of up to 178 trips during peak-hour traffic.
Consequently, the volume of these additional trips would likely degrade traffic flow and
would require improvements to the area transportation infrastructure.
Infrastructure | Industrial and Mixed development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric, gas,
Commercial water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new

roads, parking areas, and structures would be devel oped. Utility usage would be estimated
to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 2.3 gwh; natural gas, 22 mcf
(623 mly); water, 20 mgy (76 mly); and sewage, 9 mgy (34 mly). These increases are not
anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility.

Commercia and
Residential

Mixed development would require enhancement of existing infrastructure: electric, gas,
water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures; and new
roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Annual utility usage would be
estimated to increase by the following amounts: electricity, 1.6 gwh; natural gas, 26 mcf
(736 mly); water, 21 mgy (79 mly); and sewage, 10 mgy (38 mly). These increases are not
anticipated to exceed the existing capacity for any utility.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
DP Road Noise Industrial and This land use scenario is estimated to result in an increase of as many as 900 new direct
(Continued) Commercial jobs, which would increase traffic flow. Although maximum noise from traffic would not
be expected to increase significantly, traffic noises would likely be present for a greater
portion of the day as the new employees enter and exit this area. Construction activities
would temporarily increase ambient noise levels from about 65 dBA to arange of 74 to
95 dBA.
Commercial and Commercial and residential development would have no appreciable difference in ambient
Residential noise levels. Noise from traffic likely would be present for a greater portion of the day.
Construction activities would be expected to temporarily increase noise levels from about
65 dBA to arange of 74 to 95 dBA
Visual Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The current
Resources Commercial or moderate public value (Scenic Class I11) and low public value (Scenic Class V) visual
Commercial and resources would be maintained; no major impacts are anticipated.
Residential
Socio- Industrial and The use of thistract for industrial and commercia development would generate additional
economics Commercial employment in the ROI, which would increase ROl income. Minor temporary increases in

employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in turn, would
generate increases in regional income. After development is completed, approximately 900
workers would be employed on the tract, and atotal of 1,200 jobs would be generated in the
ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force.

Commercia and
Residential

The impacts of thisland use scenario would be similar to the industrial and commercial
land use scenario. However, fewer long-term jobs would be generated because there would
be fewer businesses on the land. The addition of 400 residents on the tract would not be
expected to impact overall ROI population or public services.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
DP Road Ecologica Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Approximately
(Continued) Resources Commercial or 24 acres (10 hectares) of ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodland would be lost;
Commercial and asa rgsult, habitqt would be degradgd or lost for Federal -protected spgcies such asthe
Residential American peregrine falcon and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat destruction would affect
wildlife through direct mortality and relocation to other lands. In areas near residential
development, impacts to wildlife species, primarily birds, could occur due to predation from
domestic animals.
Culturd Industrial and Industrial and commercia development would disturb any cultural resources present due to
Resources Commercial construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts would include the potential destruction
of buildings, archaeological sites, and traditional cultural property locations. Cultural
resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by
elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions.
Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities.
Commercial and The impacts of thisland use scenario would be similar to the industrial and commercial
Residential land use scenario. However, the development of aresidential trailer park could increase
access to any cultural resources present nearby. Increased access could result in physical
destruction, damage, vandalism, or alteration of cultural resources and disturbance of any
traditional practices and ceremonies.
Geology and Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Soil would be
Soils Commercial or disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways, and for any removal of existing structures or

Commercia and
Residential

construction of new structures. Any structures on this tract would be vulnerable to greater
than magnitude 7 seismic events, and the stability of the canyon rim must be considered. In
addition, development would increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal of
ground cover vegetation.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
DP Road Water Industrial and These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. Development will
(Continued) Commercial or not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract; however, any associated

Commercia and

increase in water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level decline, which
could result in degradation of water quality within the aquifer. Surface water may be

Residential impacted if motor oil, gasoline, or other such contaminants are washed from paved areas
into the drainage during storm events. Also, runoff may have more erosive power if it is
flowing across areas that have been denuded, thereby transporting more sediment into the
drainages.

Air Resources | Industrial and This land use scenario would result in an increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants

Commercial from mobile sources travelling along Trinity Drive and DP Road. No substantial emissions

of hazardous, chemical, or radioactive air pollutants would be expected from this land
usage. Air concentrations at the tract would deliver a maximum radiation dose of

2.5 millirem to people residing there year-round. Contributions to global climate change
would increase appreciably from 400 to 1,800 tons (350 to 1,650 metric tons) per year of
carbon dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic.

Commercia and
Residential

For thisland use scenario, ambient air concentrations of criteria pollutants would continue
to comply with national and State standards; hazardous chemical and radioactive air
concentrations would continue to be below health-based standards. However, residentia
usage of this tract would have less of an impact on air quality than industrial activities
because this scenario would generate less vehicle traffic. Contributions to global climate
change would increase from 400 to 3,350 tons (350 to 3,000 metric tons) per year of carbon
dioxide due to increases in motor vehicle traffic and residential and office use of fossil
fuels.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
DP Road Human Health | Industrial and The average occupancy (370 people) would be approximately the same as for the
(Continued) Commercial commercial and residential land use scenario and, therefore, impacts would be similar.

Consequences from this scenario are lesser, however, by two factors: (1) workers would be
present less often than residents, and (2) the work force would contain few sensitive
receptors (children and pregnant females). New employees would be brought into closer
proximity to LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to
radiological and chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity
would dlightly increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the
ROI. In addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from
some hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities.

Commercia and

The impacts of thisland use scenario are similar to the industrial and commercial land use

Residential scenario. However, residential development would introduce more sensitive receptors, such
as children and pregnant females, to an area that currently hosts only LANL-related
workers.

Environmenta | Industrial and No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations

Justice

Commercid or

Commercia and
Residential

would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract.

Modest economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the
construction and operation of the new facility. Secondary effects would include small
increases in business activity and would likely increase revenues to local government.
These impacts would be positive and would not disproportionately affect any single group.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
TA 21 Land Use Commercial and Land use would change from LANL industrial uses to private commercial and industrial

Industrial

development, and LANL personnel and activities would have to be relocated. A minimum
of 55 acres (22 hectares) would be developed or redeveloped for commercial and industrial
uses. Commercial uses could include businesses such as office buildings and business
parks, warehouses, parking areas, service stations, repair garages, tire shops, motels and
hotels, large stores, and drive-in or take-out facilities. Industrial uses could include light
fabrication and manufacturing facilities compatible with other uses currently located at and
adjacent to the site. When fully developed, the tract would be occupied by 70 businesses,
1,900 employees, and 56 commercial vehicles. Planned environmental restoration activities
would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and
inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from
the receiving party. Current structures and the RAD wastewater line would be removed.

Transportation

Commercia and
Industrial

For the proposed commercial and industrial development, an estimated 3,471 trips per day
would be expected to be added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to
464 trips during peak-hour traffic. These additional trips would likely degrade traffic flow
and would require improvements to the area transportation infrastructure. Transportation
effects of relocating TA 21 personnel would include minor increases in traffic congestion in
the immediate area of the new facilities during morning and evening hours.

Infrastructure | Commercial and This proposed land use scenario would require enhancement of existing infrastructure:
Industrial electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service new structures;
and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be devel oped. Utility usage would be
estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity, 4.0 gwh; natural gas,
39 mcf (1,100 mly); water, 35 mgy (132 mly); and sewage, 19 mgy (72 mly).
Noise Commercial and Typical construction equipment for use in building the new commercial and industrial

Industrial

facilities temporarily would increase ambient noise levels from less than 50 dBA to arange
of 74 to 95 dBA. Maximum noise from traffic would not be expected to increase
significantly over current conditions, but would likely be present for a greater portion of the
day as new employees enter and exit the area.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
TA 21 Visual Commercial and Overall impacts to visua resources would not be expected to be substantial as aresult of
(Continued) Resources Industrial thisland use. Low public value (Scenic Class 1V) visual resources would not be affected or
would be improved in developed aress.
Socio- Commercial and The use of thistract for commercial and industrial development would generate additional
economics Industrial employment in the ROI, which would increase ROl income. Minor temporary increases in
employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in turn, would
generate increases in regional income. After development is completed, approximately
1,900 workers would be employed on the tract, and a total of 3,100 jobs would be generated
in the ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force.
Ecologica Commercial and Under this proposed development scenario, most of the development footprint would be on
Resources Industrial previously disturbed land. However, approximately 5 acres (2 hectares) of ponderosa pine
forest, pinyon-juniper woodland, shrub, and grassland habitat would be severely modified
or lost; as aresult, habitat would be degraded or lost for Federal-protected species such as
the bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat destruction
would extend to adjacent undevel oped areas and would affect wildlife through direct
mortality and relocation to other lands.
Culturd Commercial and Commercial and industrial development would disturb any cultural resources present due to
Resources Industrial demolition, construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts would include the
destruction of archaeological sites, potentialy eigible historic buildings, and traditional
cultural property locations. Cultural resources avoided by construction may become isolated
or have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the resource, such as visual
or audible intrusions. Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by
traditional communities.
Geology and Commercial and Soil would be disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways and for any removal of existing
Soils Industrial structures or construction of new structures. Any structures on this tract would be

vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 seismic events. In addition, development would
increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal of ground cover vegetation.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
TA 21 Water Commercial and Development will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract. However,
(Continued) Resources Industrial any associated increase in water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level

decline, possibly resulting in degradation of water quality within the aquifer. Two sources
of surface water would be removed prior to disposition of the tract, thereby reducing the
quantity of surface water discharged into the adjacent canyons. Also, runoff may have more
erosive power if it isflowing across areas that have been denuded, thereby transporting
more sediment into the drainages.

Air Resources

Commercia and
Industrial

This land use scenario would result in a slight increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants
from mobile sources and businesses using natural gas or propane. However, the removal of
LANL operations from this tract would result in decreased concentrations of hazardous and
chemical air pollutants. In short, air quality would improve somewhat. Doses from the
inhalation of radioactive air pollutants would continue at approximately 2.5 to 4.0 millirem
per year; most of this dose is the result of operations at the Los Alamos Neutron Science
Center, not theidled TA 21 operations. Contributions to global climate change would
decrease from an estimated 7,800 to 2,500 tons (7,000 to 2,200 metric tons) per year of
carbon dioxide, due largely to the cessation of LANL activities. Regionally, carbon dioxide
emissions could increase by 2,500 tons (2,267 metric tons) if tritium research is continued
elsewhere on LANL.

Human Health

Commercia and
Industrial

As many as 1,900 private-sector employees would be brought into closer proximity to
LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to radiological and
chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity would dightly
increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the ROI. In
addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from some
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities.

Environmental
Justice

Commercia and
Industrial

No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations
would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land use on this tract. Modest
economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and
operation of the new facilities. Secondary effects would include small increases in business
activity and would likely increase revenues to local government. These impacts would be
positive and would not disproportionately affect any single group.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Airport Land Use Airport, Proposed land use identified for the Airport Tract north of East Road could include the

Commercidl, and
Industria

continued use of approximately 93 acres (38 hectares) for the Airport and other uses. An
area of relatively undisturbed land of about 16 acres (6 hectares) also could be developed
for heavy commercial land use purposes. Proposed land use to the south of East Road could
include the development of about 90 acres (36 hectares) of relatively undisturbed land as an
office and business park based on airport-related industry and potential retail uses. When
fully developed, lands on both sides of East Road would be occupied by 200 businesses,
3,100 employees, and 120 commercia vehicles. Planned environmental restoration
activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup
levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and
input from the receiving party.

Transportation

Airport,
Commercidl, and
Industria

For the proposed devel opment, an estimated 14,266 trips per day would be expected to be
added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 1,554 trips during peak-
hour traffic. These additiona trips would double the traffic on State Road 502, would create
traffic jam conditions, and would require improvements to transportation infrastructure.

Infrastructure | Airport, Airport, commercial, and industrial development would require enhancement of existing
Commercidl, and infrastructure: electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be extended to service
Industrial new structures; and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility
usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity,
11 gwh; natural gas, 110 mcf (3,120 mly); water, 100 mgy (379 mly); and sewage, 31 mgy
(127 mly).
Noise Airport, Under this land use scenario, construction activities would temporarily increase ambient

Commercidl, and
Industria

noise levels from less than 40 dBA to arange of 74 to 95 dBA, resulting from typical
construction equipment operation. Once fully developed, traffic from employees and other
travelers would comprise the majority of noise in the area. Noise levels along State Road
502 would likely remain the same at about 60 or 70 dBA; however, noises along the
northern parts of the tract would increase significantly due to increased traffic along new
roads and new commercial and industrial activities, in addition to Airport activities.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Airport Visual Airport, The proposed airport, commercial, and industrial development would maintain moderate
(Continued) Resources Commercial, and public value (Scenic Class I11) visual resources. Development in the southern portion of the
Industrial tract would impact high public value (Scenic Class I1) visual resources from the road and
Airport.
Socio- Airport, The use of thistract for airport, commercial, and industrial development would generate
economics Commercial, and additional employment in the ROI, which would increase ROI income. Minor temporary
Industrial increases in employment are anticipated from the construction of new facilities, which, in
turn, would generate increases in regiona income. After development is completed,
approximately 3,100 workers would be employed on the tract, and atotal of 4,327 jobs
would be generated in the ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI
labor force.
Ecologica Airport, Under this proposed development scenario, approximately 90 acres (36 hectares) of
Resources Commercial, and ponderosa pine forest and pinyon-juniper woodland would be severely modified or lost; as a
Industrial result, habitat would be degraded or lost for Federal -protected species such as the bald
eagle, American peregrine falcon, and Mexican spotted owl. Habitat degradation would
extend to adjacent lands and would affect wildlife through direct mortality and relocation to
other lands. The loss of acreage due to development would result in a reduction of breeding
and foraging habitat for wildlife currently utilizing the property.
Culturd Airport, Under this land use scenario, portions of the tract would be extensively altered by
Resources Commercial, and construction activities, grading, and trenching. These activities could result in primary
Industrial impacts to eligible resources through physical destruction, demolition, damage, or
ateration. In addition, cultural resources avoided by construction may become isolated or
have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or
audible intrusions.
Geology and | Airport, Soil would be disturbed to upgrade utilities and roadways and to construct new structures.
Soils Commercial, and Any structures on this tract would be vulnerable to greater than magnitude 7 seismic events.

Industrial

In addition, development would increase the susceptibility of soil erosion after the removal
of ground cover vegetation.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Airport Water Airport, The contemplated land use will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract;
(Continued) Resources Commercial, and but any associated increased water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level

Industrial

decline, possibly resulting in the degradation of water quality within the aguifer.
Development and construction may potentialy affect surface water quality within and
downstream of the tract because stormwater runoff may increase over areas that have been
denuded and carry sediments and surface contaminants into the drainages.

Air Resources

Airport,
Commercidl, and
Industria

This land use scenario would result in a slight increase in the emittance of criteria pollutants
due to space heating, increased motor vehicle traffic, and, perhaps, steam-generating
boilers. However, ambient air concentrations would likely remain with Federal and State
standards, and the Los Alamos region would remain an attainment area. Emissions of
hazardous other chemical air pollutants are likely to be absent or regulated. Doses from the
inhalation of radioactive air pollutants from LANL would continue at approximately 2.1
(western edge) to 5.4 (eastern edge) millirem per year. Contributions to global climate
change would increase from an estimated 6 to 6,900 tons (5 to 6,300 metric tons) per year
of carbon dioxide, due largely to vehicle use and space and water heating.

Human Health

Airport,
Commercidl, and
Industria

Asmany as 3,100 private-sector employees would be brought into closer proximity to
LANL facilities, which would increase the number of people exposed to radiological and
chemical air pollutants emitted by LANL operations. The closer proximity would dightly
increase the radiation dose received by the collective population within the ROI. In
addition, closer public proximity would result in greater public consequences from some
hypothetical accidents at LANL facilities.

Environmental
Justice

Airport,
Commercidl, and
Industria

No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations
would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land use on this tract. Modest
economic benefits would arise from the additional jobs created during the construction and
operation of the new facilities. Secondary effects would include small increases in business
activity and would likely increase revenues to local government. These impacts would be
positive and would not disproportionately affect any minority or low-income populations.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
White Rock Y | Land Use Cultural The entire tract would be held in cultural preservation; therefore, access to the tract for

Preservation public recreation and other uses would be denied, and these recreational opportunities
would be lost. This decrease in activity would likely prove beneficial to adjacent land use,
including Bandelier National Monument and TA 72 operations. Planned environmental
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing
and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving
party. Disposition may include cleanup of the two canyon systems.

Natural Areas, The entire tract would be held as an undevel oped natural area and passively managed.

Transportation, and
Utilities

Portions of the tract could be used for additions or improvements to utilities or utility
corridors, including construction of roads for improved access. Also, the general public
would have access to the tract for recreational purposes. Planned environmental restoration
activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing and cleanup
levels may be influenced by thisland use scenario and input from the receiving party.
Disposition may include cleanup of the two canyon systems.

Transportation

Cultural
Preservation or

Natura Areas,
Transportation, and
Utilities

These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The possible
construction of new roads to improve access to utilities on the tract would have no impact
on traffic circulation in the area. Therefore, it is expected that the future operational
performance of State Road 502, State Road 4, and East Jemez Road would remain similar
to that of the existing performance.

Infrastructure

Culturd Under this land use scenario, no changes are anticipated that would affect the utilities and

Preservation infrastructure; easements for continued use of utilities and the transportation corridor would
likely continue.

Natura Areas, Most of the tract would be maintained as a natural area under this land use scenario;

Transportation, and
Utilities

however, some land would be used for additions or improvements to utilities such as well
construction or utility corridors.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
White Rock Y | Noise Culturd Continued use of thistract as a transportation corridor is contemplated under both land use
(Continued) Preservation or scenarios. Assuming that the two state highways remain in use, ambient noise will probably
Natural Areas remain at its currently level, typically ranging from 60 to 70 dBA, with spikesto 90 dBA.
Transportation, and
Utilities
Visual Culturd This tract would maintain relatively high public value (Scenic Class I1) visual resources
Resources Preservation or under both of the land use scenarios; the objective would be to retain the existing visual
Natural Areas character of the landscape as much as possible. Access to views within the tract may be
Transportation, and limited under the cultural preservation scenario.
Utilities
Socio- Cultural The contemplated land uses of this tract would have little or no impact on employment,
economics Preservation or income, population, or housing.
Natura Areas,
Transportation, and
Utilities
Ecologica Culturd If the tract is culturally preserved, wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, from
Resources Preservation recreationa use would be diminished; consequently, habitat for most species would be
augmented and improved.
Natural Areas, Under this proposed land use scenario, the general public would have access for

Transportation, and
Utilities

recreational purposes. Therefore, impacts to natural resources from recreational use are
expected to be minimal, sporadic, and temporary. Minor habitat loss would be expected
from development of utility improvements and minor roadway construction.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
White Rock Y | Cultural Culturd Dedicating thistract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on
(Continued) Resources Preservation the cultural resources present. The restriction of access by the general public is anticipated
to help protect the resources from vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Ongoing negative impacts
from natural processes (such as erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural resources
would continue. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional usersif genera
access is restricted.
Natura Areas, Under this land use scenario, the maintenance of natural areas would allow the passive
Transportation, and | preservation of cultural resources on the tract. The sanctioning of recreational activities and
Utilities possible road construction could increase access to resources, increasing opportunities for
vandalism and disturbance of traditional practices. Construction activities required for
maintaining utilities and establishing new roads could result in physical destruction,
damage, or ateration of cultural resources present. In addition, cultural resources avoided
by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by elements out of
character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. Development may
potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities.
Geology and Culturd If the tract is culturally preserved, there would be no disturbance from devel opment.
Soils Preservation However, the tract would remain susceptible to wildfires, which could increase erosion
potential.
Natural Areas, Some degree of land disturbance associated with additions or improvements to utilities,
Transportation, and | utility corridors, and access roads would be expected under this land use scenario. In
Utilities addition, existing and upgraded structures would be vulnerable to greater than magnitude
7 seismic events and wildfire episodes.
Water Culturd Neither of these proposed land uses would directly or indirectly affect surface water or
Resources Preservation or groundwater quality or quantity.
Natural Areas,

Transportation, and
Utilities
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Air Resources | Cultural No additional transportation activities are anticipated with either of these land use scenarios
Preservation or and, as such, there would be no additional emission of air pollutants. Air quality would be
Natural Areas, expected to remain high, and doses from radioactive pollutants from LANL operations

Transportation, and
Utilities

would remain less than 2 millirem per year. No contributions to global climate change
would be expected because there would be few or no structures on the tract emitting
greenhouse gases.

Human Health

Culturd
Preservation or
Natura Areas,
Transportation, and
Utilities

The contemplated land uses for this tract do not increase, and may decrease, the number of
workers or members of the public exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants
emitted by LANL operations.

Environmental
Justice

Culturd
Preservation or
Natura Areas,
Transportation, and
Utilities

No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations
would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. The
White Rock Y Tract has been identified as alocation with TCPs; however, effects to these
resources cannot be determined at thistime. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has
expressed the opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent contemplated uses would
result in environmental justice impacts to the Pueblo’ s population.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
TA 74 Land Use Culturd Land use would change from open space buffer with unsanctioned recreational use to
Preservation cultural preservation. The entire tract would be held in cultural preservation; therefore,

access to the tract for public recreation and other uses would be denied and these
recreational opportunities would be lost. Land use would be dominated by cultural practices
and activities necessary to meet continuing stewardship needs. Planned environmental
restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing
and cleanup levels and buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input
from the receiving party. Disposition may include cleanup of the canyon systems.

Natura Areas and
Utilities

Under thisland use scenario, the entire tract would be held as a natural area and passively
managed. Portions of the tract would be used for additions or improvements to utilities,
including well construction, enlargement of sewage treatment facilities, utility corridors,
and roadways. Access to the magjority of the tract by the general public would be
unrestricted. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance
or transfer; but decisions on timing and cleanup levels may be influenced by this land use
scenario and input from the receiving party. Disposition may include cleanup of the canyon
systems.

Transportation

Cultural
Preservation or

Natura Areas and
Utilities

These contemplated land use scenarios would result in similar impacts. The possible
construction of new roads to improve access to utilities on the tract would have no impact
on traffic circulation in the area. Therefore, the future operational performance of State
Road 502 and State Road 4 would be expected to remain similar to that of the existing
performance.

Infrastructure

Cultural
Preservation

Under this land use scenario, no change is anticipated that would affect the existing utilities
and infrastructure; easements for continued use of utilities would likely continue.

Natura Areas and
Utilities

Most of the tract would be maintained as a natural area under this land use scenario;
however, some land could be used for additions or improvements to utilities, such as well
construction, the construction of sewage treatment facilities, or utility corridors or
roadways.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
TA 74 Noise Culturd If thistract is culturally preserved, ambient noise levels aong the southern edge of the tract,
(Continued) Preservation which parallels State Road 502, would remain at an estimated 60 to 90 dBA. The remaining
tract would remain largely undisturbed by noise (10 to 20 dBA).
Natural Areasand | Under this land use scenario, daytime ambient noise levels would likely increase dightly
Utilities due to vehicle usage, recreationa activities, and utility and road construction.
Visual Culturd This tract would maintain relatively high public value (Scenic Class I1) visual resources
Resources Preservation or under both of the land use scenarios; the objective would be to retain the existing visual
Natural Areas and character of the landscape as muph as possible. Access to views within the site may be
g reduced under cultural preservation.
Utilities
Socio- Cultural The contemplated land uses for this tract would have little or no impact on employment,
economics Preservation or income, population, or housing. Modest economic activity may be associated with
Natural Areasand | improvements to utility infrastructure.
Utilities
Ecologica Culturd If the tract is culturally preserved, wildlife disturbance, both visual and auditory, from
Resources Preservation recreationa use would be diminished; consequently, habitat for most species would be

augmented and improved.

Natura Areas and
Utilities

Under this proposed land use scenario, the general public would have access for

recreational purposes; but only minimal impacts to natural resources would be expected
from such use. If motorized recreational vehicles are permitted, they could contribute to
habitat degradation and impacts to the mortality, reproduction, and range of some animals.
Minor or short-term consequences to area wildlife would be expected from the development
of utility improvements.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

TA 74
(Continued)

Cultural
Resources

Cultural
Preservation

Dedicating thistract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on
the cultural resources present. The restriction of access by the general public is anticipated
to help protect the resources from vandalism, unauthorized collection of materials and
artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices and ceremonies. Ongoing negative impacts
from natural processes (such as erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural resources
would continue. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional usersif genera
access is restricted.

Natura Areas and
Utilities

Under this land use scenario, the maintenance of natural areas would allow the passive
preservation of cultural resources on the tract. The sanctioning of recreational activities and
possible road construction could increase access to resources, increasing opportunities for
vandalism and disturbance of cultural practices. Construction activities required for
maintaining or improving utilities could result in physical destruction, damage, or alteration
of cultural resources present. In addition, cultural resources avoided by construction may
become isolated or have their setting disturbed by elements out of character with the
resource, such as visual or audible intrusions. Ongoing negative impacts from natural
processes (such as erosion) on the physical integrity of cultural resources would continue.
Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities.

Geology and
Soils

Cultural
Preservation

If the tract is culturally preserved, there would be no disturbance from devel opment.
However, the tract would remain susceptible to wildfires, which could increase erosion
potential. Little potential exists for seismic impacts.

Natura Areas and
Utilities

Some degree of land disturbance related to new construction or improvement of utilities
such as well construction and sewage treatment facilities would be expected under this land
use scenario. In addition, existing and expanded structures would be vulnerable to greater
than magnitude 7 seismic events and wildfire episodes.

Water
Resources

Cultural
Preservation or

Natura Areas and
Utilities

Neither of these proposed land uses would directly or indirectly affect surface water or
groundwater quality or quantity.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
TA 74 Air Resources | Cultural No emissions of hazardous or radioactive air pollutants are anticipated with either of these
(Continued) Preservation or land use scenarios. Further, athough there could be a dlight increase in emissions of criteria

Natura Areas and
Utilities

pollutants, concentrations would remain well within State and Federal standards.
Contributions to global climate change would continue as small emissions of carbon
dioxide continue from the highway maintenance facility.

Human Health

Cultural
Preservation or

Natura Areas and
Utilities

The contemplated land uses for this tract do not increase, and may decrease, the number of
workers or members of the public exposed to radiological and chemical air pollutants
emitted by LANL operations.

Environmental
Justice

Cultural
Preservation or

Natura Areas and
Utilities

No disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations
would be anticipated from implementing the contemplated land uses on this tract. The

TA 74 Tract has been identified as a location with TCPs; however, effects to these
resources cannot be determined at thistime. Legal counsel for the San Ildefonso Pueblo has
expressed the opinion that conveyance of the tract and subsequent use would result in
environmental justice impacts to the Pueblo’ s popul ation.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND
TRACTS

RESOURCE
AREA

LAND USE
SCENARIO

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

White Rock

Land Use

Commercia and
Residential

The commercial and residential development land use scenario would result in a notable
change in land use patterns in the White Rock community. Approximately 20 of 100 acres
(8 of 40 hectares) would be commercially developed as arecreational vehicle park for an
estimated 160 recreational vehicle spaces. Residential areas would include approximately
5 and 35 acres (2 and 14 hectares) of medium- and high-density development, respectively.
When the tract is fully developed, there would be 760 new dwelling units, 2,200 new
residents, and 1,730 personal vehicles, including recreational vehicles and their occupants.
The additional 40 acres (18 hectares) surrounding and between devel oped areas would be
maintained as open space. Planned environmental restoration activities would occur prior to
conveyance or transfer; but decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain
buildings may be influenced by this land use scenario and input from the receiving party.
Disposition may include cleanup of the canyon systems.

Cultural
Preservation and
Commercial

This contemplated land use scenario would include the use of less than 10 acres (4 hectares)
of thetract for rental storage space or retail businesses, which would, for the most part,
represent a continuation of existing and adjacent land use. When fully developed, this
portion of the tract would contain 4 businesses with 60 employees and 2 commercial
vehicles. Preserved portions of the tract would result in the elimination of public access to
the site. However, site activities are aready limited by access restrictions on adjacent
LANL land and, therefore, no significant change would be anticipated. Planned
environmental restoration activities would occur prior to conveyance or transfer; but
decisions on timing, cleanup levels, and inclusion of certain buildings may be influenced by
this land use scenario and input from the receiving party. Disposition may include cleanup
of the canyon systems.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
White Rock | Transportation | Commercia and For the proposed devel opment, an estimated 5,815 trips per day would be expected to be
(Continued) Residential added to the local transportation system, with an increase of up to 378 trips on State Road 4
and State Road 502 during peak-hour traffic. These volumes and additional trips would be
expected to create traffic jam conditions on State Road 4; widening of this road would be
required to accommodate the additional traffic volume. Pgjarito Road would continue to
operate at maximum capacity under this land use scenario.
Culturd The contemplated land use of this tract would result in no significant changes in traffic
Preservation and volume on State Road 4 or Pgjarito Road near the site.
Commercial
Infrastructure | Commercial and Commercial and residential development would require enhancement of existing
Residential infrastructure: electric, gas, water, and sewage lines would need to be upgraded to service
new structures; and new roads, parking areas, and structures would be developed. Utility
usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts: electricity,
5.2 gwh; natural gas, 99 mcf (2,800 mly); water, 81 mgy (307 mly); and sewage, 41 mgy
(155 mly).
Culturd Under this land use scenario, no utility upgrading would be necessary due to the small
Preservation and number of anticipated businesses; however, some extension of existing utility lines could be
Commercial required. Utility usage would be estimated to increase annually by the following amounts:
electricity, 0.2 gwh; natura gas, 2 mcf (57 mly); water, 2 mgy (8 mly); and sewage, 1 mgy
(4 mly).
Noise Commercial and Noise levels on the tract would increase due to increased traffic and number of residents.

Residential Although noise levels along State Road 4 would likely remain in the range of 60 to 70 dBA,
significant noise increases would occur on the remaining parts of the tract; that is, existing
noise levels of 20 to 30 dBA would increase from 40 to 50 dBA. During construction,
noises levels would be expected to range from 74 to 95 dBA.

Culturd Under cultural preservation, tract noise levels would remain the same as they are currently;

Preservation and however, during commercial construction, noises levels would be expected to range from

Commercial 74 10 95 dBA.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
White Rock | Visual Commercial and This tract would maintain relatively low public value (Scenic Class 1V) visua resources
(Continued) | Resources Residential or under both of the land use scenarios. However, commercia development under either land
Cultural use scenario would impact existing moderate public value (Scenic Class I11) visud
Preservation and resource; on the northwest. side of State Roaql 4, with lesser impacts under the cultural
Commercial preservation and commercial land use scenario.
Socio- Commercial and The use of thistract for commercial and residential development would generate increases
economics Residential in areaincome; however, these changes would be temporary, lasting only during the
construction period. Minor temporary increases in employment are anticipated from the
construction of new facilities, which would, in turn, generate increases in regional income.
A small number of jobs would be generated by the operation of the recreationa vehicle
park. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force.
Culturd Under this land use scenario, there would be short-term increases in area employment and
Preservation and income associated with the construction of limited commercial development and long-term
Commercial increases once the facilities are operational. These impacts would be greater than those for
the commercia and residential land use scenario in that, after development is completed,
60 workers would be employed on the tract and atotal of 100 jobs would be generated in
the ROI. Jobs would be expected to be filled by the existing ROI labor force.
Ecologica Commercial and Approximately 60 acres (24 hectares) of pinyon-juniper woodland would be severely
Resources Residential modified or lost under this proposed land use scenario. Habitat would be degraded or lost

for Federal-protected species such as the bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and
southwestern willow flycatcher. Habitat destruction would affect wildlife through direct
mortality and relocation to other lands. After development, impacts to wildlife species,
primarily birds, could occur due to predation from domestic animals.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
White Rock | Ecological Culturd Under this land use scenario, the potential impacts to natural resources would be similar but
(Continued) Resources Preservation and less compared to the commercial and residential development scenario. Commercial
Commercial development would be limited to less than 10 acres (4 hectares) near the highway. Lands
culturally preserved would not undergo construction, thus preserving the current vegetation
and wildlife habitat. In addition, impacts to wildlife disturbance from recreational use
would be diminished due to limited public access. Consequently, habitat for most wildlife
species would be augmented and improved.
Culturd Commercial and Under this proposed land use scenario, approximately 60 acres (23 hectares) would be
Resources Residential directly disturbed by construction activities. Commercia and residential development

would cause large-scale disturbance to any cultural resources present due to construction,
grading, and trenching. These activities could result in primary impacts to cultural resources
through physical destruction, demolition, damage, or ateration. In addition, cultural
resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by
elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions.
Development may potentially impact natural resources utilized by traditional communities.
In addition, access to cultural resources would increase with the introduction of additional
residents, thereby causing possible destruction and damage to resources, vandalism,
unauthorized collection of materials and artifacts, and disturbance of traditional practices
and ceremonies.
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Table 2.5.1-2. Summary of Impacts by Land Tract, Resource Area, and Land Use Scenario (Continued)

LAND RESOURCE LAND USE
TRACTS AREA SCENARIO SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE
White Rock | Cultural Culturd Dedicating the tract to cultural preservation is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on the
(Continued) Resources Preservation and cultural resources present; restricted access by the general public would help protect the
Commercial resources. Another positive impact would be the passive preservation of resources and
continued access to traditional cultural properties afforded to traditional practitioners of the
receiving party. There may be negative impacts to some current traditional usersif general
access is restricted. Ongoing negative impacts from natural processes (such as erosion) on
the physical integrity of cultural resources would continue. Commercial development,
although limited, would cause disturbance to any cultural resources present due to
construction, grading, and trenching. These impacts could include the destruction of
archaeological sites and traditional cultural property locations. In addition, cultural
resources avoided by construction may become isolated or have their setting disturbed by
elements out of character with the resource, such as visual or audible intrusions.
Geology and Commercial and The contemplated land use identified for this tract would result in atotal of approximately
Soils Residential 60 acres (24 hectares) of disturbed land. Any structures would be susceptible to a
magnitude 7 seismic event.
Culturd The cultural preservation land use scenario limits commercia development, resulting in
Preservation and fewer ground disturbing impacts.
Commercial
White Rock | Water Commercial and The contemplated land use will not affect groundwater quality or quantity beneath the tract;
(Continued) Resources Residential but any associated increased water usage may contribute to the overall regional water level
decline, possibly resulting in the degradation of water quality within the aguifer.
Development and construction may potentialy affect surface water quality within and
downstream of the tract