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Reader’s Guide

This Comment Response Document (CRD) for the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact

Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico
(LANL SWEIS or SWEIS) consists of four sections:

e Chapter 1 — Overview of the Public Comment Process

This section describes the public comment process for the Draft LANL SWEIS; the format
used in the public hearings on the Draft SWEIS; the organization of this CRD and how to
use the document; and the changes made by the National Nuclear Security

Administration (NNSA) to the Final LANL SWEIS in response to the public comments
and developments that have occurred since publication of the Draft SWEIS.

e Chapter 2 — Major Issues

This section presents summaries of the major issues identified from the public comments

received on the Draft LANL SWEIS and the NNSA response to each issue.
e Chapter 3 — Public Comments and NNSA Responses

This section presents a side-by-side display of the comments received by NNSA during the
public comment period and the NNSA response to each comment. The comments were
obtained at three public hearings on the Draft LANL SWEIS and by telephone, fax,
electronic mail, and U.S. mail. Each comment document was assigned a sequential log
number as it was received. When the same comment document was submitted by many
individuals, it was designated as a campaign. The campaigns were grouped together for
the purpose of responding to comments. This section also contains index tables of public
officials, organizations, and individuals that commented on the Draft SWEIS.

e Chapter 4 — References

This section contains the references cited in this CRD.

To Find a Specific Comment and NNSA Response

Refer to the “List of Commentors” immediately following the Table of Contents. This list is organized
alphabetically by commentor name and shows the corresponding page number(s) where commentors
can find their comment(s). Public officials, organizations, and interest groups appear first on the list,
followed by individuals. City and state government bodies are listed under “City of ” or State of.”
Members of Congress are listed alphabetically under “Members of Congress.” Separate tables listing
public officials and organizations and the page(s) where their comments and associated NNSA
responses appear are also provided in Section 3 of this CRD.

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has made a good faith effort to interpret the spelling of names that
were either hand-written on comment forms and letters, transcribed from oral statements made during public
hearings, or were recorded on the telephone comment line.
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Commentor No. 269: Virginia J. Miller

From: Virginia J. Miller [mailto:vjmopus@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2006 1:10 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: LANL SWEIS Comments
LANL SWEIS Comments

| vigorously oppose any continuance and expansion of nuclear weapons research,
design and production at Los Alamos National Laboratory as called for in the
‘Expanded Operations Alternative’ in the LANL SWEIS. To Quadruple plutonium pit
production, the same activities that caused such severe contamination at Rocky
Flats near Denver that the site was shut down for environmental crimes; to double
related radioactive wastes and the storage and use of ‘special nuclear materials
inventory, mostly plutonium’ and to project explosive open air experiments of up to
6,900 pounds of Depleted Uranium every year, when the use of DU weapons is a
war crime under the Geneva Conventions resulting in grievous health problems,
shows a blatant disregard for the health and safety of the people and environment
of northern New Mexico, our land , water and air. All this at a site located above the
Rio Grande, a source of water for many communities in NM, Texas and Mexico. In
addition, LANL plans to increase water use above the current water supply allotted
to it from the regional aquifer. There are far better uses for our precious, limited
water resources. How would you protect our water, air and land when they are
already contaminated and will only become much worse if the proposed expanded
operations are implemented? | want a specific answer.

The LANL SWEIS proposals are unnecessary, immoral and illegal. Current
plutonium pits will last 60-90+ years and every one of these pits should be
dismantled now. We don’t need any more! Nuclear weapons are a threat to our
planet and all life on it. The World Court has condemned the use and threat of use
of nuclear weapons. In 1970 the United States signed the Non Proliferation Treaty.
Under the U.S. Constitution international treaties are the “supreme law of the land”.
Article 6 of the NPT mandates that ALL nuclear powers work for worldwide nuclear
disarmament. It's the law.

Congress must call for nuclear disarmament and transform the mission of LANL

and other national laboratories with a focus on research and development of new
clean up technologies, nuclear disarmament verification, renewable, clean energy
and work to help prevent and curb the impacts of global climate change, a serious
national security threat. If our leaders, the NNSA, the DOE and the nuclear industrial
complex choose to violate the law, they will be held accountable. STOP this nuclear
madness. BASTA!

Virginia J. Miller

125 Calle Don Jose
Santa Fe NM 87501
(XXX) XXX-XXX

269-1

269-2

269-1
cont'd

269-3

269-4

269-1

269-2

269-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons-related
activities and the Expanded Operations Alternative at LANL. Design,
procedural and operational experiences at the Rocky Flats Plant formed
the basis for many lessons learned that were recorded and used throughout
the NNSA weapons complex to further protect public and worker health
and safety. At LANL there have been numerous advancements in facility
design, operations, equipment, procedures and training to minimize the
risk to the public, workers and environment as a result of activities at
LANL. Section 2.12, Comparison to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD
provides more information regarding a comparison of LANL to Rocky
Flats. LANL operations and related environmental monitoring are
conducted in compliance with Federal and State laws and regulations.
LANL staff monitor and measure, through an environmental surveillance
program, the concentration of all radioisotopes including those that are
present in depleted uranium in the soil, sediment, surface water, and
groundwater around the perimeter of LANL and in areas beyond the
perimeter. This monitoring and surveillance includes the Rio Grande
and the aquifer that is used for drinking water. By measuring the content
of these environmental samples, LANL staff determine if the health

and safety of the public is affected by any emissions. Measured levels
of radioisotopes, chemicals, and elements are provided in Appendix F.
Health effects from LANL emissions are provided in Chapter 5. For
more information related to depleted uranium experiments at LANL,
refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD.

LANL’s projected water demands under the Expanded Operations
Alternative would remain within LANL’s water use target ceiling as
discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. Refer to Section 2.8, Water Use, of
this CRD for more information on water use, available water rights, and
water supply planning at LANL.

NNSA has reviewed the pit lifetime studies and has concluded that
degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would

not affect warhead reliability for at least 85 years. The analyses in this
SWEIS, however, remain valid with production of up to 80 pits per year.
This potential production rate would provide NNSA with flexibility in
meeting its stockpile stewardship mission, taking into account changing
geopolitical conditions. In addition, operations at LANL are not in
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Commentor No. 269 (cont'd): Virginia J. Miller

269-4

violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
Continuing to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile violates none
of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by

the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation
objectives. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement that the Congress change LANL’s
mission. In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the
Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas promoted
by the commentor. These research areas are part of current operations and
as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action Alternative.
These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of
the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 270 : Charles W. Trask 111, PE, PTOE

From: Charles W. Trask Ill, PE, PTOE [mailto:cwtrask3@lanl.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 9:59 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: allidap@lanl.gov; nromero@Ilanl.gov

Subject: Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS)

Dear Sir / Madam

1. I'would like to make comments on the draft SWEIS, based upon my expertise as
follows:

A. | am the lab’s Traffic Engineer (a LANS employee)
B. | am a resident of Los Alamos (born and raised here)
C. I am a registered Professional Engineer (in New Mexico)

D. I am a registered Professional Traffic Operations Engineer (PTOE), certified by
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)

E. Amember of the Los Alamos County Transportation Board

F. I am certified by the International Municipal Signal Association (IMSA) in Work
Zone Safety, Traffic Signals Level 3, Sign/Markings Level 3, Roadway Lighting Level
1, Work Zone Inspector, and Traffic Signal Inspector

G. | have 40 years experience in civil engineering consulting, design and operations
of streets and roadways -- | have completed many projects for the NMDOT, NM
Counties, and NM Cities

H. I wrote the current Traffic Signal Design and Roadway Lighting Design Manuals
for the NMDOT

2. |1 do not believe that enough consideration has been given to the existing and
proposed local and regional transportation facilities. | am very motivated when it
comes to traffic safety and congestion, and have become an expert over the years
by experience and education --

Upon my arrival here four years ago, | expected to find a first class state of the art
facility -- what | found was pretty shocking -- let me present a few items -- | will try to
be brief

A. ENFORCEMENT -- When | got here, there was ZERO enforcement -- this

was absolutely unbelievable to me -- | have never been anywhere where there is
no enforcement -- and the worst part is that the “culture” supports it because they
don’t want to get caught -- how can management be so pro-active in safety and not
be willing to FUND enforcement ?? | really pushed getting the Memorandum Of
Understanding (MOU) with the County signed and we succeeded BUT we still have

I| 270-1

270-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding existing and proposed
local and regional transportation facilities. The New Mexico Department
of Transportation and Los Alamos County are working with private
companies to expand the availability of local and regional transportation
to LANL and the surrounding communities as discussed in Chapter 4,
Section 4.10.1, of the SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 270 (cont’d): Charles W. Trask 111, PE, PTOE

no enforcement on the secondary roads -- PTLA is woefully under funded to even
write parking tickets --would you send your children to a college that has no police
(Party U -- every kid's dream) ??

RECOMMENDATION: Fund upgrading signing and striping improvements to conform
to the current laws of the United States and the State of New Mexico, negotiate with
the County of Los Alamos to add the secondary roads to the MOU, and pay for at
least 2 additional full time police -- fund additional parking improvements (see Item #
5 below) and fund adequate PTLA personnel to patrol parking

B. DRIVER"S TRAINING -- Driver’s training is not required by the Lab -- it is my
opinion that one of the most dangerous weapons we have here is the automobile
coupled with arrogant and aggressive drivers who know they will not get caught (see
Item A above) -- so far, it appears to me that management is not willing to open this
door -- we have recently been trained to do everything safely except drive

RECOMMENDATION: Fund and promote driver’s training and background checks
on driver’s licenses -- the driver’s training should be site specific and should include
modules on proper bicycling and how to be a good pedestrian -- the driver’s license
checks should be done at least annually -- these requirements should be universally
applied to Lab employees, PTLA, KSL, DOE, and all contractors -- we suggest that it
be included in the General Employee Training (GET) and also with the annual on line
security refresher

C. TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS -- in the past, most traffic accidents are not tracked at the
lab -- if a government car was not involved, it was not tracked -- the last 3 fatalities at
the Lab were traffic accidents and the lab has no record of them because they were
private vehicles (and a bike) coming to work or going home -- no improvements were
ever funded -- | stated my own system of tracking accidents -- in 2000 there were

41 accidents, in 2001 and 2002 there were 53 accidents, and in 2003 there were 57
accidents -- in 2004 there were 59 accidents, and in 2005 there were 100 accidents -
- a lot of these accidents were predictable and preventable with standard engineering
practices -- it is my belief that a majority of these accidents are a direct result of ltem
Aand Item B above, and lack of funding -- most of the Lab’s roadways, roadsides,
and intersections are substandard

RECOMMENDATION: Fund the tracking of all traffic accidents and improvements to
roadways to mitigate problems

D. COMPLIANCE -- nearly all of the Lab’s roadways, roadsides, and intersections
are substandard -- a majority of the Lab’s signs and pavement markings do not
comply with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (the MUTCD), which

is the law -- most of the sidewalks are substandard and do not comply with the
American’s with Disabilities Act (ADA), which is the law -- we have gotten some
funding for sidewalks and guard rails, but major issues still remain unfunded

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 270 (cont’d): Charles W. Trask 111, PE, PTOE

The following codes, laws, and standards will apply to this Program

1). Federal, State, and Local codes and laws.

2). Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Federal Highway
Administration, U. S. Department of Transportation, latest edition.

3). APolicy On Geometric Design Of Highways And Streets, American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, latest edition.

4). Traffic Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineers, latest
edition.

5). New Mexico Department of Transportation policies, design standards, and
specifications, latest edition.

6). Other Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publications, latest edition.

7). Other American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) publications, latest edition

8). Other Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) U. S. Department of
Transportation publication, latest edition

9). American’s With Disabilities Act (ADA), latest edition
10). International Municipal Signal Association (IMSA) publications, latest edition
11). Night Skies Act (NM Statutes)

Compliance with these codes, laws and standards is mandatory.

RECOMMENDATION -- Step up funding to mitigate these issues before there is
another traffic related fatality

E. PARKING -- Lack of adequate parking is driving bizarre and unsafe behaviors --
we keep talking about putting parking here and there, but it never happens -- people
are often forced to park illegally which breeds disrespect for the law, however there
is little or no enforcement (see Item A above) so people don't worry about getting
caught-- people use weird pathways and goat trails to get to and from their vehicles
and wind up falling down -- a majority of the parking lots are not designed for safe
access -- most parking lots do not comply with ADA (see Item D above)

RECOMMENDATION -- Fund and build adequate parking -- remodel existing lots to
provide safe and ADA compliant access

The bottom line is we need money and a commitment to improve traffic safety and
reduce congestion and associated air pollution -- | am very worried that we will
continue to have traffic related injuries and possibly more fatalities -- | know that the

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 270 (cont’d): Charles W. Trask 111, PE, PTOE

Lab’s mission is provide great science, but we will not be able to do that if we injure
or kill the people that work here while they are travelling to and from work

3. Chapter 2, Table 2 discusses all of the modifications and achievements at the

lab -- there is no mention of any transportation improvements, because there were
none -- under socioeconomic elements, the population of the lab projected increased
approximately 2000 more than expected -- the existing transportation system was
over capacity before 1999 -- you can't continue to squeeze blood out of a turnip
because there is none left to give -- none of the new projects include any sort of
traffic mitigation measures or parking to take care of the increasing lab population--
there were no projects to improve access roads, parking problems, and/or regional/
local transportation

4. Chapter 3 discusses the Security Project on Pajarito Road -- this project caused
approximately 3000 vehicles a day to move over to the front hill road, NM 502,

and the Truck Route -- this is causing a lot of congestion, over capacity, and safety
problems --there were 33 accidents on the truck route in 2005 alone with a severity
rate that is deplorable -- DOE must take into consideration regional transportation
impacts -- it is not a true statement to say that there is no significant impact for these
projects

The discussion about transportation on page 3-98 is unacceptable -- to say that
“LANL alternatives are expected to result in no more than 3 traffic fatalities and

no worker or public cancer deaths(LCFs), and therefore would not contribute
substantially to cumulative impacts” is a completely bogus statement -- there have
been and will be worker deaths due to traffic accidents, that DOE will not recognize
because they were in private vehicles -- the fact is, they are dead and others will
surely die on this DOE site because of substandard over-congested roads, lack of
enforcement, and lack of mandatory driver’s training -- to compare this site to other
NM Counties is inappropriate -- if we had a fatality by radiation or electricity, | would
hate to think of the repercussions, but to kill some one on the road is ok??

Increases of any amount of traffic, coupled with the years of past abuse, will cause a
complete breakdown of the roads --

The discussion about construction workers on page 3-100 should include a
statement that they may likely be injured or killed driving on-site to and from work

5. In Chapter 4 Paragraph 4.6.2 Worker Health, should include statements about risk
to injury by traffic accident -- | have the statistics if you need them

On page 4-105, under Accident History, there is no mention of the 3 traffic fatalities
that happened on site

Tables 4-49 and 4-50 show traffic volumes that are dated -- up to date counts should
be collected

270-2

270-3

270-4

270-5

270-2

270-3

270-4

As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.10.1, Los Alamos County is working
with the State and private transportation companies to expand regional and
local transportation opportunities. The County is also working to start a
local transit service that will involve 13 buses on 16 routes. Buses will
circulate the Townsite, White Rock, and some LANL locations (yet to be
determined). New parking structures and lots have been added in the past
few years to alleviate some of the parking and traffic problems at the site.
Appendix J, Section J.1, discusses proposals for new facilities and projects
at LANL that include improvements to parking and traffic flow related to
the Expanded Operations Alternative.

Appendix J, Section J.1 discusses the Security Driven Transportation
Modifications under consideration at LANL. Additional data on traffic
flows around the site is being collected and evaluated. The data may
support the need for additional relief to alleviate traffic concerns. Possible
solutions include the construction of bridges across canyons that would
provide alternate routes for persons to travel to the town of Los Alamos as
discussed in Section J.1. Regional transportation services are also being
considered as evidenced by the increase in the availability of regional
commuter bus services as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.10.1, of the
SWEIS. The accident rates in Los Alamos County have been updated in
Section 4.10.2.

The text in Chapter 3 has been revised to avoid confusion. The number
of projected traffic deaths is correct for offsite transportation activities.
The SWEIS does not attempt to project traffic fatalities as a result

of local traffic; however, Chapter 4, Table 4-57, which summarizes
published traffic accident data for Los Alamos County and the State for
the period 1999 through 2004, has been added to the SWEIS. During
that period, there were 5 fatalities within the county as a result of traffic
accidents. While any death is considered a tragedy, the fatality rate for
the county during this 6-year period was 0.46 per 100 million vehicle
miles (160 million vehicle kilometers) traveled versus a State rate of
2.0 fatalities per 100 million vehicle (160 million vehicle kilometers)
miles traveled during the same time period. Included in the County’s
totals were 1 fatality during 2001 as a consequence of a motorcyclist
colliding with a private vehicle at the intersection of Sigma and Diamond,
and 1 fatality during 1999 as a result of two private vehicles colliding
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Commentor No. 270 (cont’d): Charles W. Trask 111, PE, PTOE

Table 4-51 should show the portion of accidents in Los Alamos County that occurred
on the DOE site -- comparison to other counties is not appropriate -- accident data is
normally shown for 3 years due to statistical variances -- for example, | could pick a
year that did have fatalities -- | have a lot of accident data for the DOE site -- you are
more than welcome to add this info to this section

In Paragraph 4.10.3.1 and 4.10.3.2, mention should be made that trucks can not
safely negotiate the substandard entrance to TA 54 , thus causing them to drive a
through TA 3 to go down the truck route, instead of taking the shortest route -- the
worst road conditions in the entire network is on this DOE site

6. In Chapter 5 on page 5-155 Local Traffic should be expanded to include all of the
other primary and secondary roads -- they are all over capacity and/or worn out and
in need of replacement

7. in Chapter 6 please add

A. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Federal Highway
Administration, U. S. Department of Transportation, latest edition required by 23 CFR
part 655.603

B. American’s With Disabilities Act (ADA), latest edition

C. There is a DOE order that requires all folks driving a gov vehicle to have driver’s
training -- is it on this list ??

Thanks for this opportunity to make comments

charlie

270-5
cont'd

270-6

270-5

270-6

at the intersection of Eniwetok and Diamond. The information on these
accidents has also been added to Chapter 4, Section 4.10.2, of the Final
SWEIS.

The discussion on the risks faced by construction workers in Chapter 3,
Section 3.6.3, of the SWEIS was not changed because the risks associated
with commuting to and from work are not unique to LANL. As discussed
in the response to Comment no. 270-4, a new table (Table 4-57) has been
added to Chapter 4, Section 4.10.2 showing the traffic accident statistics
for Los Alamos County from 1999 through 2004 to allow for a more
balanced analysis as suggested by the commentor. From 1999 through
2006, drivers in Los Alamos County had an accident rate of 192 accidents
per 100 million vehicle miles (160 million vehicle kilometers) traveled
versus the State average of 210 over the same time period. Table 4-56
shows how the accident rate in Los Alamos County compares with other
nearby counties for the latest year for which data was available. NNSA
notes in Chapter 5, Section 5.10.3 that with the number of construction
projects and MDA remediation efforts that could occur along Pajarito
Road, it may be necessary to consider an alternate truck entry point for
trucks working on these projects along Pajarito Road at NM 4 to alleviate
some of the truck traffic on the truck route, NM 501. Further traffic
studies may be needed to determine whether any changes would be
required.

The SWEIS does not list all of the laws and regulations that govern
operations at LANL such as those mentioned by the commentor.
Chapter 6 focuses primarily on those laws, regulations, and orders that
relate to environmental issues.
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Commentor No. 271: Robin Gay Wakeland

From: ROBIN G WAKELAND [mailto:rgwakeland4036@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 9:47 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: plutonium pits

My response to the SWEIS regarding Los Alamos National Laboratory proposal to
produce plutonium pits is that any and all plutonium pit production at LANL should
cease immediately and no more such production should be allowed. This is based on
plutonium pit production and associated plutonium processing creating a radioactive
waste stream which cannot be fully contained and which ultimately pollutes our water
and other environmental niches, here in New Mexico. Manufacture of plutonium pits
also violates our agreement with the Strategic Arms Limitation Treat (SALT), as it

represents manufacture of weapons prohibited by the treaty.

Robin Gay Wakeland

resident of city of Santa Fe, 3rd city council district
PO Box 29174

Santa Fe NM 87592

XXX-XXX-XXXX

271-1

271-2

271-1

271-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production,
of this CRD for more information. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS analyzes
the environmental impacts of plutonium pit production, including
radioactive waste generation and disposal. Refer to Sections 2.6, Offsite
Contamination, and Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding possible violations

of the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty. The United States is not
manufacturing new nuclear weapons, but is maintaining its nuclear
stockpile through its Stockpile Stewardship Program. In addition,
subsequent treaties, such as the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty,
signed in 2002, require further reductions in the size of the nuclear
weapons stockpile that exceed the reductions required by the Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaty. The United States is meeting its obligations to all
currently recognized nonproliferation treaties to which it is a signatory.
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Commentor No. 272: Ann MacLeod

From: annmacq@rof.net [mailto:annmacq@rof.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 9:04 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: No increase in Plutomium Comment

| am currently reading the Pulitzer prize-winning book on J. Robert Oppenheimer,
which shows how intelligent and good-intentioned humans can accept terrible
things as political necessities. Please don't add to the world’s nuclear capabilities by
producing more plutonium.

Ann MacLeod
Basalt, CO

I| 272-1

272-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of more
plutonium. The continued operation of LANL would include production
of pits from existing plutonium, but would not include the production of
new plutonium. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear \Weapons and
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 273: Bobbie Paul

From: Bobbie Paul [mailto:bobbiepaul@rp.cbeyond.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 7:11 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comments to 2006 SWEIS at LANL

| oppose the preferred Expanded Operations Alternative suggested for future
operations at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) as proposed in the draft 2006
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS).

| am especially concerned with the reintroduction of a modern pit facility (referred to
quite frequently in the SWEIS) that would be capable of producing 450 plutonium
pits per year, violating article VI of the Nuclear nonproliferation treaty calling for total
disarmament of nuclear weapons.

Also, where are the plans for clean up technologies ? Where do you address public
health and alternatives that lessen the impact and harm to the environment?

This SWEIS seems to reflect the unfortunate, yet familiar, state of mind known as
nuclear madness.

Sincerely,

Bobbie Paul \
227 Elizabeth St NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30307

273-1

273-2

|| 2733

273-1

273-2

273-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information.

Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft LANL SWEIS was in

the context of ensuring that reasonably foreseeable future actions were
addressed in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA
regulations regarding cumulative impacts. The LANL SWEIS alternatives
addressing operational levels for the next 5 years limit the level of pit
production to 80 pits per year (Expanded Operations Alternative). In
October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplement to
the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement — Complex 2030 (now called the Complex
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (71 FR 61731). In addition
to announcing its intent to prepare the Complex Transformation SPEIS

to assess the environmental impacts from the continued transformation

of the nuclear weapons complex, NNSA announced cancellation of the
previously planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern

Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2). The Final SWEIS does not include
reference to a modern pit facility. In discharging its responsibilities

for nuclear stockpile management, NNSA is not violating the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) Process, and Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more discussion.

Appendix | of the SWEIS summarizes several technologies for cleanup of
soil, water and air, and references additional information about existing
and emerging cleanup technologies. Appendix | also presents options
and environmental analyses for conducting future remediation activities
at LANL, primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered into

in March 2005. Decisions about remediation measures at LANL will be
made in accordance with established regulatory standards and processes,
including those of the State of New Mexico for the Consent Order. To
arrive at a decision about remediating a contaminated site, several
alternative remedies may be considered including containment in place,
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Commentor No. 273 (cont'd): Bobbie Paul

treatment, or removal. Any selected remedy must meet several criteria
including protection of human health and the environment and attainment
of applicable cleanup standards considering the designated future use of
the site. Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject
to the Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico Environment
Department using cleanup criteria documented in Section V111 of the
Consent Order. Refer to Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 of this SWEIS for a
description of the progress made since the early 1990s in conducting

the LANL environmental restoration program. Refer to Section 2.9,
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information on LANL
cleanup.
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Commentor No. 274: Thomas and Rebecca Shankland

From: Shankland [mailto:shankland@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 6:20 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: comment on SWEIS

September 20, 2006

Comments on the SWEIS

We prefer the no action alternative except for the impact on LANSCE.

Our principal objection to the preferred alternative is the increase in plutonium

pit production. For the last 10 years or so, the administration and scientists at

the laboratory, plus most of the townspeople, have rejected the idea of increased
plutonium pit production. The increase in radioactive waste, the effect on
international relations, the lack of sufficient water-these are only a few of the reasons
to oppose this alternative.

The proposed warehouse near Tsankawi (a nearly pristine national park) is an
outrage for the native Americans and tourists who presently enjoy this site and feel
that it is a step back into an important historical period.

We oppose this substantial shift from scientific research to weapons manufacture.
The environmental impact on land and water is unsustainable if even possible.

What does Los Alamos and the nation want? Not more weapons, but a solution to
the energy problems that are making our world situation so precarious. We could
be working on global warming, alternative energy, solar and wind energy production.
Please change the direction of LANL to this important work.

Thank you.

Thomas and Rebecca Shankland
6 Mariposa Court
Los Alamos, NM 87544

274-1

274-2

274-3

274-2
cont'd

274-4

NNSA notes the commentors’ preference for the No Action Alternative,
except for the impact on LANSCE. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4,
of the SWEIS, NNSA could choose to implement the alternatives either
in whole or in part. Therefore, it is possible for a decision to be made
regarding LANSCE that is different than the level of operations included
in a particular alternative.

NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to increased pit production. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of

this CRD for more information. Impacts of the Expanded Operations
Alternative are presented in Chapter 5; Section 5.9 evaluates the impacts
on waste management, and Section 5.8 evaluates impacts to infrastructure,
including water usage. Also, refer to Sections 2.6, Offsite Contamination,
and 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information related to the
concerns expressed in this comment. International relations are not within
the scope of the SWEIS.

Potential impacts to the Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier National Monument
are addressed in Appendix G, Section G.9.3.2, of the SWEIS. As noted

in Appendix G, the proposed Remote Warehouse and Truck Inspection
Station is located approximately 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) from the Tsankawi
Unit and would not be visible from trails or the parking lot. Although the
nighttime sky glow from lighting at the new facility could be visible from
Tsankawi under normal conditions, the trails at Tsankawi are closed to the
public after dusk. Further, installed lighting would comply with the New
Mexico Night Sky Protection Act to the extent it does not compromise
security. Additionally, sound levels generated during construction and
operation are expected to dissipate to background levels before reaching
the Tsankawi parking lot.

Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security
policy as established by the Congress and the President. In addition

to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL in areas
promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of current
operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action
Alternative. These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL
regardless of the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 275: Travis Gibson

From: Travis Gibson [mailto:dragonhawk2024@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 4:32 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: LANL

billions of dollars to create a new generation of nuclear warheads. These bombs 275-1
cause nothing but destruction and horror. | can’t believe that in the 21st century
people still havent learned to help each other and treat each other with respect.
Instead hundreds of thousands die because the people in power, the people
supposedly representing ME and supposedly trying to help the world are only
furthering the demise of our planet and species. This is tragic. The fact that teens
and kids and adults all know it is nearly sickening when you consider how little
people know about the world they live in now days. DOWN WITH DESTRUCTION!!!

| am a Santa Fe teenager who is appaled with the idea to use Los Alamos and |

Travis Gibson

1672 Cerro Gordo rd
Santa Fe NM 87501
(XXX) XXX-XXXX

275-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding nuclear weapons. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 276: Wendy Courtemanche

From: wendy courtemanche [mailto:wcourte94@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2006 8:17 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Re: LANL plutonium pit production
September 25, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager Los Alamos Site Office National
Nuclear Security Administration U.S. Department of Energy

538 35th Street
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201
Dear Ms. Withers,

| oppose the preferred Expanded Operations Alternative suggested for future
operations at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) as proposed in the draft 2006
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS). The proposed Expanded
Operations will increase nuclear weapons design and research and therefore
generate more waste and increase air emissions and discharges to surface and
ground waters that flow to the Rio Grande.

| object to the fact that increased cleanup was only included in the Expanded
Operations and not part of the No Action and Reduced Operations Alternatives.

Compliance with the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)/LANL Consent
Order for cleanup at LANL by 2015 should not be made optional nor be tied the
expansion of activities which threaten public health and the environment. Increased
Consent Order cleanup should be included in all three alternatives.

When implementing cleanup, LANL must be required to do so to the fullest

extent possible. One of the proposed cleanup plans consists of simply covering
contaminated sites in such a way that it would be within health standards for people
to work 40 hours a week in an industrial job on the site. This level of cleanup is not
adequate for children at a day care facility on the formerly contaminated site, let
alone a change in land use. In order to protect future drinking water supplies, all
waste must be removed from the major material disposal areas (dumps), canyon
cleanups and other NMED/LANL Consent Order actions as well as LANL's voluntary
cleanup activities.

The Department of Energy (DOE) recommends that plutonium pit production
increase from 20 to 80 pits per year. The draft SWEIS references a modern pit
facility (MPF) 60 times. This facility would be capable of producing 450 plutonium
pits per year, despite widespread opposition to the MPF by New Mexicans in

2004. This has dire local, national and international implications. The draft SWEIS
lacks an adequate discussion of how a MPF or increase pit production would not

276-1

276-2

276-3

276-4

276-1

276-2

276-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative and concerns about proliferation of nuclear weapons. The
potential environmental, health, and safety impacts of the continued
operation of LANL under the three proposed alternatives are analyzed

in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS, including management of radioactive

and chemical wastes, monitoring of air emissions, and treatment or
monitoring of wastewater discharged through National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System-permitted outfalls. The commentor is correct that
the Expanded Operations Alternative would result in greater amounts of
radioactive and chemical waste as well as increased air emissions and
wastewater discharges but as demonstrated in the SWEIS, these increases
can be safely managed. It should be noted that treated effluents do not
normally flow directly into the Rio Grande; surface waters may reach

the river a few times a year during large precipitation events. Refer to
Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be
optional, and is not linking Consent Order compliance with decisions
about pit production; proposed new projects or activities; increased
operational levels; or waste generated from other LANL activities.
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the SWEIS defines the three alternatives and
explains why activities to comply with the Consent Order are included
only in the Expanded Operations Alternative. Chapter 1, Section 1.4 states
that NNSA could choose to implement the alternatives either in whole or
in part, and that NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities
analyzed in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this
CRD for more information.

Although Appendix | of the SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts
associated with potential remedial action alternatives, decisions about
environmental restoration will be made in accordance with established
regulatory standards and processes, including those of the New Mexico
Environment Department for the Consent Order, and of DOE. To arrive
at a decision about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative
remedies may be considered such as containment in place, treatment,

or removal. Any remedy selected for a site requiring environmental
restoration must meet several criteria including protection of human health
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Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

violate Article VI of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, which calls for complete
disarmament of nuclear weapons. We are concerned that DOE is attempting to slip
in a MPF at LANL without adequate analysis. Therefore, the final SWEIS should be
void of all references to a MPF at LANL.

The Expanded Operations would annually generate a total of 860 cubic yards of
transuranic waste, 12,000 cubic yards of low-level radioactive waste and 2,750,000
pounds of chemical waste. Increased pit production alone would generated an
additional 1,800 or more 55-gallon drums of transuranic wastes each year for
disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). LANL currently has approximately
40,000 drums sitting above-ground in fabric tents awaiting shipment to WIPP.
Likewise, the clean up plan focuses on removing drums that are currently buried

in Area G, rather than providing safe and secure storage for those already above
ground. DOE should make permanent disposal of existing waste a priority, rather
than continue to generate more.

LANL is not in compliance with DOE and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
(DNFSB) safety regulations and recommendations. Some LANL facilities are up to
six years behind on preparing and submitting their safety documentation to DOE.
Such lack of compliance poses an unacceptable risk to workers, the public and

the environment. LANL needs to be up-to-date and in full compliance with all DOE
and DNFSB safety regulations and recommendations. Furthermore, many of the
buildings at LANL are not in compliance with existing earthquake building codes,
despite the fact that LANL is built upon at least three major fault lines.

Existing facilities and new construction must be up to code before any operations are
done in them.

Many of the documents referred to in the draft SWEIS are based on studies that
have not been finalized. For instance, the draft SWEIS was released before either
the risk assessment for LANL's low-level waste dump at Area G or the latest seismic
hazard study were completed, both of which are due to be released in 2006. Further,
the draft SWEIS relies on an incomplete and inaccurate draft Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry report for health impacts analysis. It is impossible
to accurately determine the environmental and health impacts for future operations at
LANL based on incomplete data.

It was premature for DOE to release the draft SWEIS without these essential reports
being part of the analysis. The SWEIS must include a reanalysis based on the
findings in the 2006 Area G risk assessment and seismic hazard study. The ATSDR
report should not be used in any analysis regarding LANL activities. I|

276-4
cont'd

276-5

276-6

276-7

276-8

276-7
cont'd
276-8
cont'd

276-4

276-5

and the environment, and attainment of applicable cleanup standards
including those for ground and surface waters and soil. If the site is to
remain under DOE ownership, then cleanup standards commensurate with
a restricted type of land use may be used, provided that offsite areas are
protected. If the site is to be released for unrestricted access by the public,
then the site would need to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted release.
Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the
Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico Environment Department
using the cleanup and screening levels documented in Section VIII of

the Consent Order. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent
(Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD
for more information.

Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft SWEIS was in the context
of ensuring that reasonably foreseeable future actions were addressed

in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA
regulations regarding cumulative impacts. The SWEIS alternatives
addressing operational levels for the next 5 years limit the level of pit
production to up to 80 pits per year (Expanded Operations Alternative). In
October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplement to
the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement — Complex 2030 (now called the Complex
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (71 FR 61731). In addition
to announcing its intent to prepare the Complex Transformation SPEIS

to assess the environmental impacts from the continued transformation

of the nuclear weapons complex, NNSA announced cancellation of the
previously planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern

Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2). The Final SWEIS does not include a
reference to a modern pit facility. In discharging its Stockpile Stewardship
responsibilities, NNSA is not violating the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty. Please refer to Sections 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and
Pit Production, 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process,
and 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for
more information.

Although a pollution prevention and waste minimization program has been
instituted at LANL (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS), operation
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Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

LANL activities jeopardize both water quality and quantity for surface and ground
water. New Mexicans rely on surface and groundwater for drinking and farming.
LANL discharges approximately 163,000,000 gallons per year of industrial and
sanitary effluent into the canyon systems. DOE did not use the most current water
quality standards when assessing impacts in this draft SWEIS, nor did DOE use the
most current data about the number of streams that are impaired on the Pajarito
Plateau from LANL activities.

Contaminants, such as perchlorate, hexavalent chromium and 1, 4-dioxane have
already been found in the regional aquifer and test wells and yet DOE is not
monitoring 1,405 sites that have the potential to release contaminants during storms
and when the snow melts. The Expanded Operations will increase water usage by
LANL above the amount allotted to it from the regional aquifer. DOE must analyze
LANL's impacts against the latest water quality standards and the current impaired
stream information in the SWEIS. In order to ensure that water quality is protected
now and in the future, DOE must adopt the Removal Option for all clean up activities.

LANL would process 87,000 pounds of high explosives and up to 6,900 pounds of
depleted uranium (DU) will be blown up in “dynamic experiments” annually. The
1979 LANL Final Environmental Impact Statement estimates that 220,000 pounds

of depleted uranium were used in dynamic experiments during the history of LANL.
From 1979 to present we do not know how much DU has been used in experiments
and remains in the environment. DOE must monitor and implement comprehensive
sampling programs at all open burning and open detonation sites and for all activities
using high explosives and depleted uranium.

LANL must be required to reevaluate and broaden their air sampling programs.
DOE should no longer hide under the “grandfather clause,” which allows for facilities
existing before December 31, 1988 to emit toxic air pollutants without regulation.
DOE recommends increasing activities at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center,
which has the highest amount of radionuclide air emissions and a long history

of technical problems resulting in increased air emissions. DOE must institute a
program to stop all toxic air pollutant emissions from LANL facilities and activities.

In conclusion, the Expanded Operations Alternative will result in higher demands for
electricity, water and natural gas, which will impact the environment.

These impacts must be considered in the cumulative impacts of the Expanded
Operations Alternative.

In addition, Congress must change the mission of LANL to focus on research and
development into renewable energy, such as solar, wind and biomass, and clean up

276-9

276-6

276-10

276-11

276-12

276-13

of LANL in support of DOE’s core missions will cause the generation

of waste that NNSA intends to safely manage as it continues to address
existing waste in storage. Nearly all of the stored waste at LANL consists
of legacy transuranic waste that is stored above ground within domes in
TA-54. Most of this waste was originally stored below grade, but was
retrieved and placed in an above ground, inspectable configuration as
required by the New Mexico Environment Department. NNSA is working
to prepare all stored and newly generated transuranic waste for shipment
to WIPP. Shipment rates for 2006 have increased significantly over past
years. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for more
information.

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board does not regulate nor
authorize operation of facilities at LANL. Its function, as mandated by
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA
nuclear weapons complex. As in the case of all NNSA nuclear weapons
complex sites, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reviews safety
issues and prepares reports regarding the safety of nuclear weapons
complex facilities, which are submitted to NNSA. NNSA and the LANL
contractor have reviewed Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
reports and responded with commitments to update and improve safety
basis documentation. The Los Alamos Site Office Safety Authorization
Basis Team assures the development and approval of adequate controls

in support of safe operations at LANL. All LANL facility operations

are based on authorization and approval by NNSA following NNSA’s
evaluation of the acceptability of existing relevant safety documentation.
Reports and recommendations made by the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board that are relevant to NEPA are taken into account in analyses
in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.

Seismic characteristics of the LANL environment are described in
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, of the SWEIS. Chapter 5, Section 5.12
presents the estimated human health impacts from postulated facility
accidents, including earthquakes. Over the years, based on new

seismic information or changed requirements, NNSA has evaluated

the survivability of LANL buildings and structures and implemented
mitigation measures in terms of structural upgrades, reduction of
hazardous materials inventories, or replacement of the structures to reduce

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



81G-€

Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

technologies that support the environmental and public health. The SWEIS must
include a fourth alternative that focuses on these activities.

Sincerely,

Wendy Courtemanche
611 B Girard NE
Albuquerque, NM 87106

the potential for harm to the workforce and the public. Construction
requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance with the site
locations relative to known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned
future use of the structure. For proposed new buildings, safety studies in
the form of hazards assessment documents that take into account the most
current seismic information are prepared to fully address a comprehensive
set of accident risks. The results of these safety studies are incorporated
into facility design and operations to ensure protection of the health and
safety of workers and the public.

To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including

an update to the seismic hazard analysis, completed in June 2007, are
considered in the Final SWEIS analyses. Information under development
that is not available for use in the Final SWEIS, such as the updated

Area G performance assessment, will be considered as it becomes
available and, in accordance with the NEPA compliance process, the
SWEIS impact analyses will be reviewed and supplemented as necessary
based on the newly available information. See Section 2.2, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more
information.

Seismic activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and

in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a). The estimated
human health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL,
including earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and
Appendix D, Section D.4. These sections also include a discussion of the
significance of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007
seismic hazard analysis report.

The SWEIS makes use of current, accepted, and well-documented
scientific models and data that have been, and continue to be widely
used to analyze environmental impacts for the purpose of compliance
with NEPA. The analysis methods used are essentially the same as were
used in preparation of several DOE Environmental Impact Statements
that have recently been published in final form or have been reviewed, in
draft, by the public. In general, the data, models, assumptions, and other
information used in the SWEIS are drawn from published sources and
have been subjected to scientific peer review. Chapter 7 of the SWEIS
and each of the Appendices lists the documented sources of information
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Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

276-9

and models used in the analyses. The SWEIS presents an independent
assessment of public health impacts from contaminants in the LANL
environment.

The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and

Disease Registry Public Health Assessment in any specific way for its
conclusions. The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

is the Federal agency responsible (under the 1986 amendments to the
Superfund law) for conducting Public Health Assessments at each site on
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency National Priorities List. It is
thus appropriate for the SWEIS to acknowledge the conclusions of the
LANL Public Health Assessment because the Public Health Assessment

is a relevant Federal agency study. The Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry Public Health Assessment for LANL was prepared with
public oversight and review. The Public Health Assessment was finalized
and released August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006). The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency provided comments on the draft Public Health
Assessment were addressed by the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry in the final document. Appendix I to the final Public
Health Assessment lists the comments on the draft that were received from
members of the public and other Federal agencies and describes how those
comments were addressed in the final document.

Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge. As discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL
has a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are
set to protect health and safety. Under all alternatives, LANL operations
would continue to meet permit conditions designed to protect water
resources at LANL. In addition, LANL staff conducts a monitoring
program (described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. In accordance with applicable regulations
and agreements, LANL staff evaluate and take corrective action for
occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters at
LANL. The water quality standards in Chapter 4, Tables 4-7 and 4-9
have been updated to reflect standards recently issued by the New
Mexico Water Quality Control Commission. The new standards have
not yet been approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency;

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



08S-€

Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

nevertheless, they are used in the 2005 Environmental Surveillance
Report (LANL 20069) and the SWEIS in evaluating water quality data.
As Table 4-7 demonstrates, LANL surface water data are compared to a
variety of standards that legally apply, in order to identify contaminants
and data trends that could indicate the need for corrective actions. In
Section 4.3.2.2, it is stated that chromium concentrations between 375 and
404 parts per billion were detected in two wells in Mortandad Canyon.
LANL staff will be conducting further drilling and sampling activities to
characterize contamination at LANL as stated in the Interim Measures
Work Plan for Chromium Contamination in Groundwater. Refer to
Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to comments
regarding chromium contamination in the groundwater. NNSA notes
that detection of dioxane was reported to the New Mexico Environment
Department in July 2006, 1 year after the sample was collected from a
well in Mortandad Canyon. The dioxane contamination level is between
20 parts per billion and 56 parts per billion, below the 61 parts per
billion U.S. Environmental Protection Agency risk-based cleanup level
established through the Consent Order. As described in Appendix F,
statistical analysis shows that perchlorate at most LANL locations are
below the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency No Observed Effect
Level and New Mexico’s screening level. Only Mortandad and Pueblo
Canyons exceed the New Mexico limit and only Mortandad Canyon
exceeds U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s No Observed Effect
Level.

NNSA does not agree with the statement that there are over

1,400 unmonitored discharge sites. As described in Section 4.3.1.3,
NNSA had managed stormwater runoff from its solid waste management
units under a Multisector General Permit Program, and then transitioned
towards management under an individual National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System industrial activity permit. DOE and Los

Alamos County have combined water rights of 1,806 million gallons
(6,836 million liters) per year, of which 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year are allotted to DOE. In recent years, the largest amount
of water used by DOE and the County was 1,515 million gallons

(5,735 million liters) in 2000, when the Cerro Grande Fire occurred.

As shown in Table 4-43 and discussed in Section 5.8.2.3, LANL water
usage has been and is expected to remain below its 542 million gallons
(2,050 million liters) per year allotment.
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Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

276-10

Decisions about environmental restoration will be made in accordance
with established regulatory standards and processes, including those of
the State of New Mexico for the Consent Order. The intent of the SWEIS
is not to prejudge these decisions but to provide environmental impact
information to be used for the decision-making process, and for the benefit
of the reader regarding potential remediation action options. Several
alternative remedies may be considered for a contaminated site, including
containment in place, treatment, removal, or other remedies. Any remedy
selected for a site requiring environmental restoration must meet several
criteria including protection of human health and the environment, and
attainment of applicable cleanup standards considering the designated
future use of the site. Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup
for sites subject to the Consent Order will be made by the State of New
Mexico considering applicable groundwater and surface water quality
standards. As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, NNSA
intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.
Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

Environmental remediation of sites used for dynamic experiments at
LANL (firing sites) is being addressed, primarily in accordance with
DOE’s authority under the Atomic Energy Act, and with the requirements
of the March 2005 Consent Order. Since 1989, when over 2,100 potential
release sites, including firing sites, were identified at LANL, because of
progress in remediation and consolidation of geographically proximate
sites, only 829 potential release sites remained at the end of 2005.
Therefore, the levels of depleted uranium and high explosives that may
remain in the vicinity of the firing sites is being reduced. Additional
information is in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 and Appendix | of the SWEIS,
and in Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD.

Please refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for
more information about how LANL staff ensures the safety of high
explosives testing and the use of depleted uranium as well as LANL’s
monitoring program.
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Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

276-11

276-12

276-13

All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with the
applicable State (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal
(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and
have valid permits as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS. The LANL
contractor complies with its Clean Air Act, Title \ operating permit which
includes requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from sources
at LANL and recordkeeping for these sources. Current air sampling
programs at LANL include ambient non-radiological air monitoring, an
ambient radiological air sampling network called AIRNET, and stack
sampling for radionuclides, as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3
and 4.4.3.1. The LANL contractor evaluates the results from these
programs and makes changes in the sampling locations and constituents as
appropriate. LANSCE does have the highest amount of radionuclide air
emissions at the site. As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, if necessary,
operational controls at LANSCE would limit the dose to the maximally
exposed offsite individual from air emissions to 7.5 millirem per year to
ensure compliance with the 40 CFR Part 61 (National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants) limit of 10 millirem per year.

The cumulative impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative for
electricity, water, and natural gas demands were evaluated and are
discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.13. Although not anticipated, future
expansion of the LANL infrastructure to supply additional electricity,
water, or natural gas, would be preceded by appropriate environmental
documentation. Changes made to the offsite infrastructure to meet
LANL demands would be required to meet applicable State and Federal
environmental regulations.

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement that the Congress must change
LANL’s mission. In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting
the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas
promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of current
operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action
Alternative. These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL
regardless of the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 277: Max Weber

From: Max Weber [mailto:mweber@starband.net]
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2006 3:15 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: expanded plutonium pit production @ LANL

Dear DOE | absolutely oppose the expanded plutonium pit production at the Los
Alamos Laboratory. With your past history and performance @ the Rocky Flats Plant.
What possible reasons would | have to not appose pit production @ the LANL? It

is my feeling that DOE can not be trusted to over see the production now at Los
Alamos Laboratory. And Los Alamos needs to clean up the mess they now have and
not continue w any new programs. Show me where your heart is by first cleaning up
the polluted sites that you have already made. And 2nd | not sure that we need any
more Atomic bombs. Or to build new triggers for bombs w have. Cold war is over
folks and fat chance you will be able to use your Atom Bombs on anyone. You will
just be making more of a mess for future generations to clean up. So get real and
move on do something to help the Planet..Max Weber

Max Weber

Los Trigos Ranch

Rowe, NM 87562

Office; XXX-XXX-XXXX
Email: mweber@starband.net

77-1

277-2

277-1
cont'd
277-2
cont'd

277-1

277-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to atomic bombs and concerns
regarding pit production at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
Also, refer to Section 2.12, Comparison to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD
for more information about Rocky Flats and why NNSA believes that
operations at LANL would not result in a similar outcome.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 of this SWEIS describes the progress that DOE
has made in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.
Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites
potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made
(and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.
Decisions about environmental remediation will be made in accordance
with established regulatory standards and processes, including those

of the New Mexico Environment Department for the Consent Order.
Appendix | of this SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses
for conducting remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the
Consent Order. These analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and
other contaminated areas, and provide environmental impact information
to facilitate environmental remediation decisions that will be made by
DOE and the New Mexico Environment Department. NNSA intends

to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.
Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 278: Robert J. Siebert
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278-1

278-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production. Pit production
performed at LANL supports stockpile stewardship and management.

The United States is currently reducing the size of its nuclear stockpile in
accordance with international treaties. The pits that would be produced

at LANL would replace existing pits and would not add to the number

of nuclear weapons in the stockpile. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the safety record at
LANL. NNSA and its operating contractors have internal organizations
dedicated to safe operation of its nuclear facilities. DOE has issued
regulations, standards, and guidance for nuclear facility operations
including requirements for performance of safety evaluations and risk
assessments which become the basis for facility operating parameters.
The DOE goal is to eliminate any accidents and these regulations and
standards of operations reduce the likelihood of accidents, but do not
eliminate them completely. Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3 contains a discussion
of accidents and safety at LANL facilities. The LANL contractor applies

lessons learned from past accidents to improve overall safety performance.

LANL staff takes actions in the areas of procedures, training, inspection,
and component upgrading and replacement in order to address the root
causes of accidents and preclude their recurrence.
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Commentor No. 279: Beatrice Lewis

September 25,2006
Dear DOE and LANL,

I oppose the expanded plutonium pit production at the Los Alamos National Laboratory.
1t will turn the lab into a nuclear storage and radioactive waste dump, as well as a nuclear
bomb factory.

I oppose the increased toxic and radioactive waste generated by expanded operations;
LANL’s continuing pollution of our water supply; the continuing burial of radioactive
and chemical wastes in unlined dumps; the construction of new nuclear weapons
anywhere in the US.

The Lab should prioritize the development of improved cleanup technologies, renewable

energy programs, and should lead by example in the elimination of weapons of mass
destruction.

el G;éx;

ST Fo5

279-1

279-2

279-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL for
the reasons enumerated. Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President,
and is therefore not being considered in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more
information.

The environmental impacts of waste generation and disposal are
addressed in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS. While increased waste generation
would occur as a result of expanded pit production, not all waste would
be disposed of at LANL. Chemical waste and low-level radioactive
mixed waste from LANL operations are sent offsite for treatment and
disposal; transuranic waste is stored until shipped to WIPP for disposal,
and low-level radioactive waste is either disposed of onsite at Area G or
shipped offsite for disposal. The future use of lined rather than unlined
pits for low-level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through
the Area G Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis required
by DOE Order 435.1, which is periodically reviewed and updated.

The Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis will guide
decisions regarding operational procedures and waste disposal. This
SWEIS considers impacts from the use of unlined pits as its No Action
Alternative baseline; this impact analysis therefore bounds the long-
term environmental consequences that could result from the use of lined
disposal pits. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge. As discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL has
had a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are
set to protect health and safety. It is expected that LANL would continue
to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources under all
alternatives. As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal
practices at LANL (conducted in a manner consistent with standards in
effect at that time) have contaminated the shallow groundwater, which in
turn has the potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under
the Pajarito Plateau. As standards have evolved, waste disposal practices
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Commentor No. 279 (cont'd): Beatrice Lewis

279-2

have also evolved to be more protective of the environment. As described
in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2.1, groundwater modeling performed for the
Area G performance assessment indicates that groundwater ingestion
doses 330 feet (100 meters) down gradient from Area G at 4,000 years
and in Pajarito Canyon at 700 years would be a very small fraction of

the 4 millirem per year standard for groundwater protection. NNSA is
required to follow the Consent Order that stipulates that groundwater

will be protected and that groundwater cleanup levels will be protective
of human health. In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program
(described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted
from past practices. LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action

for occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters in
accordance with applicable regulations and agreements. NNSA intends to
continue to safely manage waste and conduct environmental restoration
activities at LANL as it carries out its missions. Refer to Section 2.5,
Water Resources, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s preference that activities at LANL be
focused on cleanup of the site and areas other than nuclear weapons
technology. Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently
viewed by the United States as a means to further the Nation’s
nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain important in future
arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to further reduce its overall
stockpile size. In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting

the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas
promoted by the commentor, including nuclear nonproliferation. Refer to
Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

For many years, DOE has been working to implement and improve
technologies for environmental restoration. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6
describes the progress that NNSA has made in conducting its
environmental restoration program at LANL. Since the early 1990s, when
LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental
remediation, progress has been made (and sites consolidated) such that
only about 800 remain to be addressed. Appendix | presents options

and environmental analyses for conducting remediation activities at
LANL, primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered into

in March 2005. Appendix | also summarizes several technologies for
cleanup of soil, water, and air, and references additional information
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Commentor No. 279 (cont'd): Beatrice Lewis

about existing and emerging cleanup technologies. NNSA intends to
implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless
of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS. Refer

to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 280: Anthony J. Mortillaro, Assistant County

Administrator, Los Alamos County

‘COUNTY COUNCIL
Council Chair
M:chae! G. Wheeler
LOS ALAMOS COUNTY  “&ia
Councitors
P.O.Box30 Los Alamos, NM 87544 {505)662-8080 Fax (505) 662-8079 Frances M. Berting
Website: www)acnmus Nona Bowman
Jim Hall
Ken H. Milder
Michae! Wismer
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
Max H. Baker
September 19, 2006 COUNTY ATTORNEY
Peter A. Dwyer
Ms. Elizabéth Withers
LASO NEPA Compliance Officer
and ESA Program Manager
528 35" Street, MS-A316
Los Alamos, NM 87544 -
Re: Los Alamos County Comments on Draft LANL SWEIS 3

Dear Ms. Withers:

Los Alamos County thanks you for the opportunity to review the LANL Draft SWEIS. Los
Alamos County is submitting comments on issues that are of critical importance to the County
government and its residents. Two of the comments were submitted in December on the
working draft and submitted in October 2005 on the rough draft. In addition, the County has
discussed the issues set forth below and several other issues with DOE during the public
comments period. We request written response to these comments.

* Request analysis of alternative actions to mitigate impacts on local traffic and roadway
infrastructure associated with some projects.

Security issues at LANL and the potential impact on the County.

Ensure that the SWEIS supports the transfer of all previously and newly identified tracts.
Request analysis and documentation of potential impacts of LANL activities to water quality.
Does reference to DOE well fields in Table S-3 actually refer to County well fields?

Off-site disposal of low-level waste at TA-54.

P

In October and December 2005, Los Alamos Gounty commented in writing that the SWEIS was
lacking an analysis of impacts on the local traffic and roadway infrastructure and that mitigation
alternatives needed toc be considered. Language has been added to the draft SWEIS to
acknowledge the impacts (pS-52) "Transportation of waste and fill material by truck for DD&D
and MDA remediation could result in an acceleration of wear on local roads and could
exacerbate traffic problems.” However, analysis of actions to mitigate the impact has not been
completed and is requested. To avoid unacceptable risk and impact on the community's
primary roadways and to County residents, businesses and LANL employees, Los Alamos
County requests that LANL develop alternative roadways for transporting the waste off of the
TA21 site. Alternative routes might include a bridge to NM502 near Airport Road or a new
roadway to leave the mesa without impacting the community's primary roadways.

280-1

280-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding additional traffic on
county roadways during DD&D and potential material disposition area
remediation activities at TA-21. As stated in Appendix H, Section H.2.3.2,
additional waste transportation traffic on the DP Road would vary from
about 1,000 to 1,500 trips per year, or an average of 20 one-way truck
shipments per day. Based on annual average daily traffic information
from the New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department
Consolidated Highway Database, the daily number of heavy commercial
trucks on New Mexico 502 (NM 502) near DP Road are projected to range
from about 500 to 700. Therefore, additional truck shipments on the road
due to activities at TA-21 would amount to between 5 to 10 percent of
trucks currently on the road. Unless current use restrictions on NM 502
are lifted (that is, unless the State of New Mexico remedies current safety
and traffic concerns east of East Gate Road) and NM 502 is designated

as a truck route, even if a bridge were built, the trucks would have to go
west on NM 502 to get to the truck route (NM 501, East Jemez Road)
before leaving Los Alamos County. Therefore, NNSA has suggested:

(1) potential mitigation measures (discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.14.3)
for alternate truck routes such as construction of a bridge between TA-21
and NM 502 or another road from DP Mesa that would bypass the Los
Alamos townsite’s primary roadways, and (2) the timing of truck trips to
avoid peak use hours. The exact mitigation measures implemented by
NNSA will be decided after the New Mexico Environment Department
approves remediation method(s) for TA-21 and the cleanup details are
known.
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Commentor No. 280 (cont’d): Anthony J. Mortillaro, Assistant County

Administrator, Los Alamos County

Ms. Elizabeth Withers
September 19, 2006
Page 2

In addition, the SWEIS identifies certain security measures and activities at LANL that require
amended security but the SWEIS does not address the potential impact on County's
infrastructure (roads, buildings, utilities and public and private facilities) or socio-economic
impacts upon the community. For example, the SWEIS identifies impacts of implementing
security actions within the federal boundaries but does not address the impacts outside the
boundaries. Impacts can include public safety, potential destruction of infrastructure, and other
similar actions. Further, identification and discussion of mitigation actions the Department may
potentially implement should be undertaken.

The County requests that the SWEIS identify the potential conveyance of land to the County for
economic development purposes (the transfer of whole and portions of tracts TA36, TAG2,
TA70 and TA71) that the County requested from DOE. Further, the SWEIS should identify that
a road is currently expected fo be constructed on TA-62 on or about the location of a previous
road on the parcel.

The Land Conveyance and Transfer Section p. 3-6 states that all iands will be transferred by
2007. This section should be updated to reflect the recent change to the law regulating the
land transfers (that permits the land to be transferred after 2007) and the current DOE schedule
for such actions.

Potential impacts to water quality should be addressed, as in the previous SWEIS. Ground
water use and quantity are addressed but not quality. [n light of recent discoveries of impacts
to ground water quality, analysis and documentation of actual and expected impacts to
groundwater quality is necessary and is requested.

Table -3, Groundwater, Water Use refers to DOE well fields that are currently owned by the
County. The reference should be deleted.

T_he SWEIS should address potential shipment of low level waste from TA-54 to off-site
disposal. Off-site shipment may not be the priority of DOE currently, howsver, off-site disposal
was recently an option and it should be considered as an opticn as part of the SWEIS.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call Regina Wheeler at (505) 662-8050 or
myself at (505) 662-8080.

Sincerely,

i aa N

Anthiony J. Mortillaro
Assistant County Administrator

AdMige

Cc:  Max Baker, County Administrator
Kyle Zimmerman, Pubfic Works Director
Regina Wheeler, Solid Waste Division Manager
Nancy Talley, Traffic Division Manager
Robert Monday, Utilities Manager
County Councit

280-2

280-3

280-4

280-5

280-6

280-2

280-3

280-4

280-5

280-6

Appendix J, Section J.1, discusses the security-driven transportation
modifications under consideration at LANL. NNSA will work with Los
Alamos County to address any public safety concerns. NNSA does not
expect that these modifications would result in the destruction of county
infrastructure. However, there could be an increase in normal wear and
tear on public roads because more traffic may be routed on NM 501 and
NM 502 as a result of these modifications. This project is not expected to
have any socioeconomic impacts on county residents.

Conveyance of land from LANL to Los Alamos County under Public
Law 105-119, Section 632, is addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1, of
the SWEIS. Should additional tracts be conveyed to Los Alamos County,
the action would be evaluated in future NEPA compliance reviews. The
Security Perimeter Project is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.1.1,

of the SWEIS. This section was revised to indicate that the existing
unimproved road in TA-62 would be improved through paving and

other enhancements as needed to meet New Mexico Department of
Transportation requirements. The Draft SWEIS also was revised to reflect
recent legislation that provides an additional 5 years to complete the
conveyance and transfer of land to Los Alamos County and the Pueblo of
San lldefonso, respectively. Specifically, the new legislation will extend
the completion date through November 2012.

The potential impacts to groundwater quality are described in Chapter 5,
Section 5.3.2, and summarized in Table S-5 in the Summary. In addition,
the commentor may refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for
more information.

The table was revised to indicate that the wells are now owned by Los
Alamos County.

The SWEIS analyses evaluated the impacts of transporting all low-

level radioactive and other wastes generated during normal operation,
demolition and construction, and material disposition area remediation
to offsite disposal facilities. The results of these impacts are presented
in Chapter 5, Section 5.10, for each alternative. In addition, the project-
specific analyses presented in Appendices G, H, I, and J of the SWEIS
evaluate the impacts of transporting all generated wastes from individual
projects to offsite disposal facilities, as well as transporting all low-level
radioactive wastes to the LANL disposal facility in TA-54. Clarifications
were added in the waste management and transportation sections, where
necessary, to emphasize these activities.
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Commentor No. 281: Suzanne Phillips

September 18, 2006

Elizabeth Withers

SWEIS Document Manager

Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration
538 35 Street

Los Alamos NM 87544-2201

This is to protest the proposed expansion of
plutonium pit production and any other weapons

at LANL. I write not only as a resident of Carson,
NM endangered by local contamination resulting
from the production and waste disposal process,
but as a citizen of the world.

” 281-1

How is it possible for a group of people to devote
themselves to producing objects whose deliberate
purpose is to destroy or maim other beings?

How can we sidestep and ignore the precept "Do unto
others as you would have them do unto you"?

What moral and physical legacy are we leaving our
children by choosing to destroy rather than create?

I beg the administrative staff of LANL to look

again at the decisions they are about to implement 281-2
and reverse their decision to increase weapons

production. This would be a momentous step

towards ending war as a social policy.

Suzanne Phillips

7 Freedom Road
Carson NM 87517-0069

47W¢ /9/_1&74//

281-1

281-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanding pit production.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production,
of this CRD for more information.

NNSA has prepared this SWEIS to evaluate the environmental impacts of
continued operation of LANL, including different levels of pit production,
and of various specific projects discussed in the appendices. As discussed
in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, NNSA will consider this environmental impacts
analysis and other factors such as programmatic needs, cost, and schedule
in making decisions regarding the level of operations at LANL and the
implementation of the projects. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production and 2.2, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more discussion.
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Commentor No. 282: Azuriel Mayo

From: Azuriel Mayo [mailto:orcamanjl@centurytel.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 9:46 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Plutonium production

Dear Fellow Citizen,

| am writing you on behalf of the children of this country and the world. | am deeply
concerned with the desire to increase plutonium production at the Los Alamos Labs.
| don’t know if you have children of your own, but | must ask you on behalf of my
children, what kind of world do you want them to inherit? How many bombs and
poisons will be enough. | am deeply concerned that the United States, once the
bastion of freedom, is now one of the largest arms dealer in the world. How much will
radioactive dollars buy? Will they buy Peace and Security? Will they buy health for
our children? Will they buy a healthy planet with pure drinking water?

| believe the time has come for us to rethink the way we do things. Our cowboy
philosophy of a larger gun will no longer work on this crowded world. | believe it is
time to give Peace a chance. Waging Peace is Profitable.

Thank you for reading this and | hope that you will understand that | have the highest
level of love for you and all policy-makers and know that you will make the correct
choice. | believe that you will make a choice for life and love.

With heartfelt regard,
Azuriel Mayo

I| 282-1

282-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition
to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 283: Tim Curry,
Design Solutions

September 19, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, SWEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office

528 35th St., Los Alamos, NM 87544

E-mail: LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov, Fax: 505.667.6948

Dear Ms. Withers:
| am writing to comment on the proposed expansion of operations at LANL.

My comments are made because of the concern | have about my children being
exposed to negative environmental issues due to increased LANL activities in
Northern New Mexico.

In 1973 | moved to Boulder, Colerado and became immediately aware of the
severe environmental impact that the Rocky Flats plant was causing in the
Denver metro area. | jeined with theusands of people in demanding that the
plant be closed, that safety issues be addressed. and that clean-up efforts be
undertaken to prevent further exposure.

The operations at the plant were a disaster to the environment, and hundreds of
individuals down-wind from the plant were exposed te nuclear contaminants
from fires, accidents, and plant mismanagement. It was a great victory, when
the government was persuaded to close the plant, clean up the site, and
abandon the production of the nuclear materials needed to make more nuclear
bombs.

Twenty years later, | find my family, including two young children (aged 4 and
6), facing a potential repeat of the scenario at Rocky Flats. We are again facing
the real possibility of accidents involving nuclear materials, inadvertant releases
of nuclear contaminants, and unknown long-term effects on our environment.
In the simplest of terms, It is simply a very bad idea to develop and produce
additional nuclear materials in Northern New Mexico. There is a very specific
lack of concern about the consequences of an accident in this regien. Just as
Rocky Flats was eventually closed due to its proximity to an urban area, so too it
is very likely that the government will eventually realize that it is simply not a
good idea, not common sense, to locate pit production adjacent to densely
populated areas.

Therefore, | do not approve of any decision to expand the pit production at the
plant and on the contrary request that clean-up efforts at LANL be increased
immediately to protect our water and air in Northern New Mexico.

| also request that you undertake a study to determine the economic
consequences of an accident at LANL that reflects the accidents and incidents

574 WEST SAN FRANCISCO STREET SANTA FE NM 87501 PHONE 505.989.3241 Fax 505.989.1105
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283-2

The SWEIS evaluates the continued operation of LANL, including varying
levels of pit production; however, the maximum level of up to 80 pits

per year is vastly lower than the levels performed at the Rocky Flats
Plant. Chapter 4 of the SWEIS describes the affected environment around
LANL; it shows that the impacts of LANL operations have generally

been within those projected in the 1999 LANL SWEIS. Chapter 5 of the
SWEIS projects a similar level of operational impacts. The Rocky Flats
Plant was closed due to a combination of factors, including the end of the
Cold War that led to the reduction and cancellation of various weapons
programs, and environmental and safety concerns. Design, procedural,
and operational experiences at the Rocky Flats Plant formed the basis for
many lessons learned that have been used throughout the nuclear weapons
complex to increase protection of public and worker health and safety.

At LANL, there have been numerous advancements in facility design,
operations, equipment, procedures, and training to minimize the risk to
the public, workers and environment as a result of LANL activities. Refer
to Section 2.12, Comparison to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for more
information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanding pit production and
request to increase cleanup efforts. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for a discussion of the
need for continued pit production.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes progress made by NNSA
in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL. Since

the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and

sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.
Continuation of cleanup activities at a pre-Consent Order level is included
in the No Action Alternative, while actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order are evaluated under the Expanded Operations Alternative.
As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, however, NNSA
intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.
For more information about proposed activities in support of the Consent
Order, refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order)
and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 283 (cont’d): Tim Curry,

Design Solutions

that actually occurred at Rocky Flats. This would provide the community and
Northern New Mexico residents with valuable data and enable us to make a
better-informed decision about the consequences of allowing additional nuclear
production at LANL. Also, because we know about releases from specific
accidents that occurred at Rocky Flats, we can develop an actual model of the
consequences of a similar accident. Because these accidents and releases of
contaminants occurred in the past it is a very real possibility, perhaps even a
foregone conclusion, that similar events will occur again-only this time in our
community.

Please stop the expansion of pit production at LANL, and provide our

community with the study that | have detailed above.

Sincerely,

Tim curry

283-3
cont'd

283-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the possibility of the
recurrence of accidents like those at Rocky Flats. See the response to
Comment no. 283-1 regarding comparison to the Rocky Flats Plant.
Chapter 5, Section 5.12 presents the results of accident analyses performed
for the operations proposed to be conducted at LANL. The accident
scenarios are developed based on information that is specific to LANL
facilities, including facility design and the amount of material available in
the event of an accident (material at risk). The SWEIS analysis evaluates
the radiological risks to members of the public from postulated accidents,
however, analyzing the impacts that such an accident might have on the
economy, for example from negative “press,” is beyond the scope of a
NEPA compliance assessment.
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Commentor No. 284: llse Bleck, Chair,
Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager

Los Alamos Site Office, National Nuclear Security Administration
US Department of Energy, 538 25" Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,

Please consider the following comments of the Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club regarding the
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS). Our 500 members live in Los Alamos and
its surrounding areas

As an environmental organization we are concerned about the impact of the Preferred
Alternative (Expanded Operations) on the environment. While this alternative would have the
positive impact of upgrading aging facilities, improving security and remediating obsolete
buildings and contaminated lands, it would also increase “selected operations,” including
plutonium pit production. An increase in the number of plutonium pits alone from 20 to 80 per
year will produce about 1,800 55-gallon drums of waste. This waste would be added to the
approximately 40,000 drums already sitting above ground and waiting to be shipped to the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Permanent disposal of already existing waste, not more waste production,
should be given priority. The SWEIS should require that no expansion of operations be permitted
which would increase the existing backlog of waste stored on site, and that the existing backlog
be removed in a reasonable time frame

Expanded Operations will increase LANL water usage above the amount allotted from the
regional aquifer. With competition for water resources in our dry climate, with depletion of
aquifers, and continued growth, this constant strain on our water system cannot be maintained
The SWEIS should specify how the additional water required for the expanded operations will be
obtained, and insure that the county is not forced into a bidding war with DOE for this scarce
resource.

As to water contaminants: The SWEIS states that “Recharge to the regional aquifer from the
shallow contaminated perched groundwater bodies occurs slowly because the perched water is
separated from the regional aquifer by hundreds of feet of dry rock.” This statement is not
entirely accurate; the rate of recharge varies in different areas. In some locations, recharge to
groundwater has been tracked to fewer than five years. You must consult the LANL hydrology
reports before making such a global statement.

Regardless of the rate of recharge, it is irresponsible to have contaminants reach the aquifer in
any case. Protecting our aquifers should be of highest priority. DOE must adopt the Removal
Option for all clean up activities in order to ensure that our water quality will be protected in the
future.

LANL must reevaluate and broaden its air sampling programs. DOE must institute programs to
stop toxic air pollutant emissions from LANL facilities, such as the Los Alamos Neutron
Science Center.

284-1

284-2

284-3

284-4

284-1

284-2

284-3

Although a pollution prevention and waste minimization program has been
instituted at LANL (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS), operation
of LANL in support of NNSA’s core missions will generate waste that
NNSA intends to manage safely as it continues to address existing

stored waste. Nearly all of the stored waste at LANL consists of legacy
transuranic waste that is stored within aboveground domes in TA-54.
Most of this waste was originally stored below grade, but was retrieved
and placed in an aboveground, inspectable configuration as required by
the State of New Mexico. NNSA is working to prepare all stored and
newly generated transuranic waste for shipment to WIPP. Shipments to
WIPP have increased significantly over the past several years. Refer to
Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding projected water use and
water availability. LANL’s projected water demands under the Expanded
Operations Alternative would remain within LANL’s water use target
ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year, as discussed
in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. DOE transferred 70 percent of its water rights
for LANL and leases the remaining 30 percent to Los Alamos County.
DOE is a Los Alamos County water customer that is billed and pays for
the water LANL uses. DOE has no plans to otherwise obtain or purchase
additional water rights for LANL. NNSA continues to work cooperatively
with Los Alamos County to manage water use at LANL. Please refer to
Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information on water use,
available water rights, and water supply planning at LANL.

Appendix E, Section E.7.1.1, was revised to indicate that recharge to the
regional aquifer from shallow, contaminated perched groundwater bodies
generally occurs slowly because the perched water is separated from the
regional aquifer by hundreds of feet of unsaturated rock. Section 2.5,
Water Resources, of this CRD addresses NNSA’s commitment to
protecting water resources. Decisions about environmental restoration,
including implementation of the Removal Option, will be made in
accordance with established regulatory standards and processes, including
those of the New Mexico Environment Department for the Consent Order.
The intent of the SWEIS is to provide environmental impact information
to aid decisionmaking related to the alternatives and to potential
remediation action options.

00IXa\| M3N ‘Sowe|y SO ‘AlojeloqeT [euolfeN Sowey S0 Jo uonesadQ panunuod 10j 13 apip-als feulq



G65-€

Commentor No. 284 (cont’d): llse Bleck, Chair,

Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club

The SWEIS should include an alternative focusing on research and development of renewable
energy sources, We have the resources, and the impact we could have on the nation and the
world would be far greater than anything we could achieve by being solely a nuclear armament
facility.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely yours,

Ilse Bleck, Chair

Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club
1007 Big Rock Loop

Los Alamos, NM 87544

|| 2845
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284-5

All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with the
applicable state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal
(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and
have valid permits, as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS. The LANL
contractor complies with its Clean Air Act, Title V, operating permit,
including requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from
sources at LANL and associated recordkeeping. Current air sampling
programs at LANL include ambient nonradiological air monitoring, an
ambient radiological air sampling network called AIRNET, and stack
sampling for radionuclides, as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3
and 4.4.3.1. The LANL contractor evaluates the results from these
programs and changes the sampling locations and constituents as
appropriate. LANSCE operations historically have accounted for the
majority of radioactive air emissions at LANL. As discussed in Chapter 5,
Section 5.6.1.1, NNSA has instituted administrative controls at LANSCE
to regulate beam operations as emissions levels increase. These controls
require operational changes to prevent the generation of excessive
radioactive air emissions so that the maximum dose to the LANL site-wide
MEI from LANSCE air emissions is 7.5 millirem per year, or less, to
ensure compliance with the 40 CFR Part 61 (National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants) limit of 10 millirem per year.

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for an alternative focused on research
and development of renewable energy sources. These activities were
identified in the 1999 SWEIS as part of a “Greener Alternative” that was
analyzed but not selected for implementation. Chapter 3, Section 3.5,
discusses NNSA’s decision not to analyze a “Greener Alternative” in

the SWEIS. NNSA does not believe, 7 years later, that a “Greener
Alternative” is reasonable for future operation of LANL to meet its
mission as directed by the Congress and the President, and has identified
the Expanded Operations Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. In
addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the Stockpile
Stewardship Program, however, research is conducted in areas promoted
by the commentor. These research areas are part of current operations;

as such, they are included in the SWEIS under the No Action Alternative.
These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of
the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 285: Emile Sawyer

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory

September 19th, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, SWEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office

528 35th St., Los Alamos, NM 87544

E-mail: LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov, Fax: 505.667.5948

Dear Ms. Withers:

T respectfully submit these comments on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Tmpact
(“DSWEIS”) Statement for Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL). Through its preferred “Expanded Operations Alternative” LANL plans to expand
nuclear weapons research and production. Tjoin with hundreds of fellow citizens and the Santa
Fe City Council in opposing these plans.

In summary:
1. The draft SWEIS process is seriously flawed and the DSWEILS must be reissued.
2. The public comment period should be extended.
3. The DSWEIS itself is seriously deficient and should be redone. Should NNSA refuse to
redo the process and the DSWEIS, the rest of my comments should be considered and
incorporated into the Final SWEIS.
4. LANL should disclose any plans for even greater plutonium pit production above the 80 pits
per year considered in the DSWEIS.
5. Expanding pit production now is premature and must await pit lifetime studies and national
review of “transformation” of the nuclear weapons complex, all of which are pending.
6. A new draft SWEIS should fully analyze the programmatic, infrastructure, production and
nonproliferation implications of the Reliable Replacement Warhead Program.
7. The Non-Proliferation Treaty’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles must be pursued.
8. The risks of potential terrorist acts must be analyzed in this DSWEIS.
9. Other alternative Laboratory missions, such as attaining national clean energy independence
and addressing the threat of global climate change, must be considered.
10. Cleanup must not include “cap and cover” of unlined waste dumps.
11. LANL must not allow contaminants to reach the groundwater aquifer or the Rio Grande.
12. LANL must stringently minimize the use of our precious water.
13. Construction of new nuclear weapons facilities should stop until seismic risks are fully
understood.
14. LANL’s economic benefits should be more widely distributed across northern New Mexico.
15. LANL’s potential negative impacts on tourism must be analyzed.
16. The DWSEIS must be more specific in all its data and risk analyses.
17. LANL should not generate or import more radioactive and chemical wastes until it cleans up
what it already has.
18. The DSWEIS must incorporate the numerous, setious safety issues raised by the
independent Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.
19. The “Radiological Sciences Institute”, the largest construction project in the DSWEIS, is
premature for consideration given its size and lack of information. Tt must have its own separate
and independent environmental impact statement.

Comments on the Draft ILANI. Site-Wide Environmental Tmpact Statement « Page |

|

285-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative. Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information. As discussed in
Chapter 1, Section 1.4, decisions on the level of operations at LANL will
be made by the Administrator based on the environmental analyses in the
SWEIS and other factors such as programmatic need and costs. NNSA
will publish these decisions in one or more Records of Decision.
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

1. The draft SWEIS process is seriously flawed and the DSWEIS must be reissued.

This DSWEIS started as a “supplemental” SWEIS focusing on short term environmental and
cleanup actions. It was then transformed into a completely new SWEIS that lays the groundwork
for LANL to become the nation’s one and only permanent plutonium pit production site. The
draft SWEIS violates National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations since no new
Notice of Intent was published once the decision was made to expand plutonium pit production,
which should have triggered a new round of scoping hearings and consideration of public
scoping comments.

2.  The Public Comment Period Should Be Extended

The minimal statutory requirement under NEPA for any ordinary environmental impact
statement is 45 days. The DSWEIS is voluminous, some five inches high, in all comprising
approximately 2,000 pages of often-dense material. Yet NNSA granted only a 60-day comment
period (later extended by 15 days because of public pressure). This is not sufficient time for the
public to make informed comments. There should be a minimum of an additional 180 days to
make comments on the current and any future documents required due to an ameliorated SWEIS
process.

Moreover, the draft SWEIS has 59 pages of lists of approximately 700 reference documents that
largely act as the backbone of the SWEIS. NNSA expected interested citizens from around the
country to travel to three controlled “reading rooms” in order to review these documents. NNSA
should make all of the DSWEIS’s reference documents available online and then restart the
public comment period.

3.  The DSWEIS itself is seriously deficient and should be redone.

In numerous instances, the DSWEIS relies on invalid, incomplete or future studies. An example
of an invalid study is the Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National Laboratory by the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services. The DSWEIS relies on that assessment’s conclusion that there is nothing to
link environmental factors with the observed incidence of any cancer in Los Alamos County.
However, that assessment was rejected by the Environmental Protection Agency who said,
“ATSDR should redo their risk assessment to reduce conservatism and not assume that there is
no risk.” That assessment has not been redone, yet the DSWEIS relies upon the previous ATSDR
risk assessment to assert that Laboratory operations have no appreciable negative effects on
public health. Some of the highest rates of brain cancers in the nation occur in the project
vicinity. This alone suggests that “no appreciable negative effects on public health” is an absurd
conclusion. The significant impact to the locality, vicinity, State of New Mexico, the United
States of Americas and the entire world community of this project must be addressed in the
DSWEIS.

In other examples, the draft SWEIS was released before either, the risk assessment for LANL’s
“low-level” radioactive waste dump at Area G or the 2006 seismic hazard study by the Lab’s
Seismic Hazards Geology Team were completed. The 2003 Modern Pit Iacility Environmental
Impact Statement, so heavily used and quoted in the DSWEIS as the bounding analysis for the
risks of increased plutonium pit production, remains a draft document. Additionally, a word
search of the reference documents shows that 16 other documents used as references are still
drafts, The DSWEIS cannot honestly and completely inform the northern New Mexicans of

Conunents on the Draft LANL SWEISe Page 2
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285-5
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NNSA believes that the LANL SWEIS presents appropriate and

adequate analysis of LANL operations that are expected to occur through
2011. NNSA prepared this SWEIS in accordance with the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and DOE
implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021). NNSA did originally
announce its intent to prepare a supplement to the 1999 LANL SWEIS,
which included all operations at LANL as well as newly proposed projects
as part of an expanded operations alternative. Consistent with some of the
comments received during the scoping period, NNSA decided to prepare a
new SWEIS instead of the originally planned supplement. Please refer to
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this
CRD for more information.

NNSA published a Federal Register notice announcing the availability
of the Draft LANL SWEIS on July 7, 2006. Responding to requests for
additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period from the
original 60 days to 75 days. See more discussion on the NEPA process in
Section 2.2, NEPA Process, of this CRD.

The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts
from contaminants in the LANL environment. The Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry is the Federal agency responsible (under
the 1986 amendments to the Superfund law) for conducting Public Health
Assessments at each site on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
National Priorities List. The Public Health Assessment is a relevant
Federal agency study and it is therefore appropriate that the SWEIS
acknowledge its conclusions. The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Public Health Assessment in any
specific way for its conclusions. The Public Health Assessment examined
data from 1980 through 2001 whereas the SWEIS includes and evaluates
health data through 2005 and projects impacts from operations over the
next 5 years. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency did not reject
the draft Public Health Assessment; however, it did submit comments.
The Public Health Assessment was finalized and released August 31, 2006
(ATSDR 2006). As detailed in Appendix | to the final Public Health
Assessment, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency comments on the
draft were addressed by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry in the final document.
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

LANL’s potential impacts until the draft ATSDR public health assessment, the Area G
Documented Safety Analysis and the report of the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team have
all been finalized. References to these and all draft and outdated documents in this draft SWEIS
need to be qualified at a minimum. This DSWEIS process itself is invalid until these deficiencies
are corrected.

The body of the reference documents itself is deficient by omissions, One example is that NNSA
describes Ten Year Comprehensive Site Plans from its individual sites as the key planning
documents for the future “intended” nuclear weapons complex. Yet, the DSWEIS lists only the
LANL Plans for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001, which are obviously outdated. The FY 2006 LANL
Ten Year Comprehensive Site Plan, which was released to the public under Freedom of
Information Act litigation, should be incorporated into the body of reference documents and
made publicly available (as well as the pending FY 2007 Plan).

Finally, given its Notice of Intent in January 2005, NNSA was not exactly hurried in releasing
the draft SWEIS by July 2006, but yet mandated an impractical time period in which the public
is supposed to review some 2,000 technical pages and prepare comments. Moreover, to this day
NNSA impedes convenient public access to crucial reference documents and substantially bases
the DSWEIS on invalid and uncompleted studies. Hence, the DSWEIS process is severely
flawed and the DSWEIS must be redone.

4.  LANL should disclose any plans for even greater plutonium pit production above the
80 pits per year considered in the DSWEIS.

The central issue discussed in the DSWEIS is the proposed expansion of plutonium pit
production at LANL from 20 pits per year to 80. Pits are the atomic “triggers’ for today’s nuclear
weapons. Congress has repeatedly rejected funding for a proposed “Modern Pit Facility” (MPF)
to be built at one of five candidate sites, capable of producing up to 450 pits per year. Through
the DSWEIS the Lab may be laying the groundwork for a "MPF-lite.”

In one reference document an aerial photograph of LANL’s plutonium complex at Technical
Area (TA)-55 is superimposed with speculative “Modern Pit Annexes” and “Additional Facility
Sites” contiguous to the existing pit production facility. Moreover, the Radiological Sciences
Institute, the single largest construction proposed in the DSWEIS (up to 13 new buildings) and
also contiguous to TA-55, could directly support future plutonium pit production. Additionally,
Senator Domenici’s appropriations subcommittee recently noted the financial unlikelihood of
locating nuclear weapons-related plutonium facilities elsewhere. His subcommittee further
directed NNSA to study expanding the mission of an advanced plutonium lab now being built
next to the existing plutonium pit production facility. All of these factors converge to create a
plutonium-manufacturing infrastructure that likely would enable future pit production levels
above the 80 pits per year considered in the DSWEIS. The Final SWEIS should disclose any
such plans. The danger is that LANL may be incrementally slipping into becoming the nation’s
permanent site for plutonium pit production.

5.  Expanding pit production now is premature and must await pit lifetime studies and
national review of “transformation” of the nuclear weapons complex, all of which are
pending. NNSA is required by legislation to complete “pit lifetime studies” and have
independent senior nuclear weapons scientists review the results by the end of this year. Those
senior scientists have repeatedly stated that operational plutonium pit lifetimes are more

Conunents on the Draft LANL SWEISe Page 3
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To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including

a current version of the Area G performance assessment have been
considered in the Final SWEIS analyses. The seismic hazard analysis
report was completed in June 2007 and incorporated into Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.2.3, Chapter 5, Section 5.12, and Appendix D, Section D.4.
Information currently under development that is not available for use

in the Final SWEIS will be considered as it becomes available and,

in accordance with the NEPA compliance process, the SWEIS impact
analyses will be reviewed and supplemented as necessary based on the
newly available information. As the commentor observes, a number of
documents referred to in the SWEIS are drafts. These include a number of
DOE EISs, other EISs or related information from other Federal agencies,
a Los Alamos County comprehensive plan, a LANL wildfire management
plan, and a borrow source survey. For the most part, these documents
have been used in the cumulative impacts analysis and are the best
information available to reflect reasonably foreseeable future actions. The
documents are clearly identified as being drafts.

With regard to the Draft Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for

a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2), NNSA announced its
cancellation in October 2006 in the Notice of Intent to prepare a
Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement — Complex 2030 (now called the
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4)
(71 FR 61731). Regarding the Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plans, much
of the information contained in the prior versions from fiscal years 2000
and 2001 is still relevant. The data in the SWEIS has been compared to
that in more recent revisions of the Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plan

to ensure that it is consistent; however, the Plan is not a reference in the
SWEIS because as an Official Use Only document it is not generally
available to the public although it has been released under a specific
Freedom of Information Act request.

NNSA originally established a 60-day comment period. In response to
requests for additional time, the comment period was extended to 75 days.
NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now available,
commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet. For
security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions about
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

approximately 60 to 90 years without any declared expiration date, in contrast to NNSA’s
currently accepted 45 years. This means that plutonium pits could well last more than a hundred
years. The implications could be enormous, strongly undermining the need for the production of
80 pits per year. A new draft SWEIS must fully incorporate the findings of the NNSA pit
lifetime studies and their independent review. Even outside of the SWEIS process, any NNSA
decision to increase plutonium pit production is premature before those results are reached.

NNSA has recently announced the process will soon start for national programmatic review of
the nuclear weapons complex intended for the year 2030, and has clearly indicated that much of
that review will center on future plutonium pit production. That review may also involve
consolidation of special nuclear materials, particularly plutonium, at a site other than LANL.
This draft LANL SWEIS, which proposes to dramatically expand pit production and plutonium
storage at the Lab, could be in conflict with the pending programmatic environmental impact
statement of “Complex 2030.” The LANL SWEIS process must be halted until that broader
review is completed and LANL’s role in the future nuclear weapons complex is better defined.
To do otherwise defies logic.

6. A new draft SWEIS should fully analyze the programmatic, infrastructure,
production and nonproliferation implications of the Reliable Replacement Warhead.

The RRW program is a program for new designs of nuclear weapons. U.S. nuclear weapons have
already been proven reliable through extensive full-scale testing and subsequent certification
since the testing moratorium began in 1992, To introduce new, untested designs will undermine
stockpile confidence and could well lead to resumed full-scale testing in the future, which would
have disastrous non-proliferation implications. Further, RRW is likely a Trojan Horse whose real
purpose is to introduce new-design nuclear weapons with different military characteristics for
new purposes, again with potentially disastrous nonproliferation implications. Finally, RRW is
becoming a means unto itself, justifying the resurgence and revitalization of a nuclear weapons
complex that should be ramping down under the framework of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. A
new draft LANL SWEIS should fully analyze the programmatic, infrastructure, production and
nonproliferation implications of the RRW Program.

7. The Non-Proliferation Treaty’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles must be
honored.

The 1970 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) obliged all nuclear weapons states signatories to
Article VI, which states “Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in
good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date
and to nuclear disarmament...” The DSWEIS’s preferred “Expanded Operations Alternative” of
increased nuclear weapons research and production at LANL directly contradicts that Treaty
obligation, especially given NNSA plans to increase nuclear weapons production, including new
designs under the so-called Reliable Replacement Warhead Program. The final SWEIS for
Continued Operations at LANL should comport not only with the NPT’s mandate to disarm
nuclear stockpiles, but also with the critical need for the U.S. to lead by example in ridding the
world of weapons of mass destruction. Nuclear weapons are simultaneously the most militarily
useful and destructive weapons of mass destruction. Nuclear weapons have been declared a
Crime Against Humanity by the World Court.

Conmuments on the Draft LANL SWEISe Page 4
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posting documents on its website. Consistent with established practice,
NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference material available
for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in the general vicinity
of LANL. Those reading rooms are located in Los Alamos, Santa Fe,

and Albuquerque. The Draft LANL SWEIS also referred to a publicly
available draft study by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry; this study has since been finalized and the final version is
referenced in the Final SWEIS. See the response to Comment nos. 285-3
and 285-4 above for more information.

On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Complex Transformation SPEIS
(DOE/EIS-0236-5S4) (73 FR 2023), which analyzes the environmental
impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons
complex. This includes evaluating a production level of up to 125 pits per
year at a number of alternate sites including LANL. This LANL SWEIS
evaluates pit production up to a level of 80 pits per year consistent with
the earlier analysis in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236)
(DOE 1996), which led to a decision to establish an interim pit production
capability at LANL.

If the missions assigned to LANL change as a result of the Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD, additional site-specific NEPA compliance
reviews will be conducted as necessary. Results of the plutonium pit
lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD. While the studies show that
degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would not
impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 85 years, the analyses in

this SWEIS are still valid. The analyses provide a bounding impact of
annually producing up to 80 pits, consistent with LANL’s current mission.
NNSA can decide to operate at a lower production rate, but this analysis
provides NNSA flexibility in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission
based on changing geopolitical conditions. See the response to Comment
no. 285-7 for further information.

The Reliable Replacement Warhead Program, if funded by the Congress,
is being conducted as part of studies that would support modernization
of nuclear weapons. The impacts of these modernization efforts on

the nuclear weapons complex have yet to be determined; therefore it is
premature to consider the environmental implications of the Reliable
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

8.  The Risks of Potential Terrorist Acts Must Be Analyzed In this DSWEIS.

NNSA should follow a recent court decision (San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace v. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission) and fully analyze and consider the effects of potential terrorist act at
the Los Alamos National Laboratory in a new DSWEIS.

9. Other alternative Laboratory missions, such as attaining national clean energy
independence and addressing the threat of global climate change, must be considered.
There are three alternatives analyzed in this DSWEIS:

1) No Action Alternative: Operations would continue at current levels consistent with
previous decisions made in the Record of Decision for the previous 1999 LANL SWEIS.

2) Reduced Operations Alternative: Operations would be reduced at High Explosive Facilities
and eliminated at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center and Pajarito Site.

3)  Expanded Operations Alternative: Actions would be implemented to upgrade or replace
aging facilities and systems, improve security, and remediate obsolete buildings and
contaminated lands. Selected operations would increase, including the production of plutonium
pits. This is the preferred alternative.

Two additional alternatives need analysis:

1) Onsite Aboveground Waste Storage Alternative: LANL should develop an aboveground
waste storage site where radioactive low-level waste is stored in engineered mounds. This
monitored waste storage site would be large enough to receive all of the Lab’s legacy waste after
it is exhumed, all of the debris from future demolished buildings, and all future waste from future
operations. This alternative would protect the regional aquifer while the waste would be easily
retrievable when future advanced technologies can actually make radioactive waste safe. As an
example, an analogous, albeit smaller-scale, program was recently completed at the Fernald,
Ohio, Department of Energy site.

2)  Energy Security Alternative: LANL should initiate a Manhattan-Project-like effort to solve
the world's global-warming and clean, sustainable energy problems. This would do more for
true, long-term national security than expanded nuclear weapons operations will ever do.

10. Cleanup must not include “cap and cover” of unlined waste dumps.

The DSWEIS analyzed two options for LANL’s legacy buried waste. The Capping Option would
leave all radioactive and chemical wastes in place in the major disposal areas and cover them
with a surface rain barrier. The Removal Option would remove all legacy waste from the ground.
The DSWEIS correctly notes that future cleanup decisions will be largely driven by the New
Mexico Environment Department (NMED). However, internal Lab documents already point to
predetermination, saying “Many contaminated sites will be remediated to industrial use
standards, in part because cleaning up to residential or unrestricted use standards is prohibitively
expensive.” Cleanup that will protect ongoing generations who should not be dictated by today’s
short-term fiscal considerations. If more money is needed for comprehensive cleanup, take it
from the ever-expanding budget for the Lab’s nuclear weapons programs. Don’t generate more
radioactive and chemical wastes when cleanup costs are already “prohibitively expensive.”

LANL is still burying its radioactive wastes in unlined dumps, in contrast to all new State-

regulated landfills in New Mexico. The 1999 LANL SWEIS allowed more unlined waste pits,
called Zone 4, near the existing unlined waste pits that NMED may require exhumation. The
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Replacement Warhead Program. The Complex Transformation SPEIS is
being prepared to evaluate the activities associated with the continuing
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex. Refer to Section 2.4,
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more
information.

NNSA is not expanding nuclear weapons production, that is, the United
States is not increasing the number of nuclear weapons in its stockpile.
The United States is currently reducing its nuclear weapons stockpile.
NNSA is performing activities to ensure the safety and reliability of the
current stockpile, which includes replacing the plutonium pits using
existing designs and possible future designs, including the Reliable
Replacement Warhead (if authorized by the Congress). Operations at
LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear
stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, and Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of all its facilities.
Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral considerations

in the designs and operating procedures for new and existing DOE
facilities. DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack to be real and has
an established safeguards and security process it undertakes to assess
facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including those from intentional
destructive acts, such as acts of terrorism. Chapter 4, Section 4.6.5, of
the SWEIS has been revised to include a description of the systems in
place at LANL to provide the safeguards and security necessary to prevent
a terrorist attack. Additional information has been added to Chapter 5,
Section 5.12.6, regarding potential impacts of terrorism and a separate
classified appendix has been developed.

Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a “Greener Alternative” in
the SWEIS. A “Greener Alternative” was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS

but was not selected for implementation. NNSA does not believe,

7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is reasonable for the future
operation of LANL to meet its mission as directed by the Congress and the
President, and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative as its
Preferred Alternative. NNSA is not currently considering an alternative

00IXa\| M3N ‘Sowe|y SO ‘AlojeloqeT [euolfeN Sowey S0 Jo uonesadQ panunuod 10j 13 apip-als feulq



109-€

Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

whole concept of Zone 4 requires reexamination because waste volumes are substantially higher
than in the 1999 SWEIS. A new DSWEIS must consider the benefits of lining Lab dumps.

11. LANL must not allow contaminants to reach the groundwater aquifer or the Rio
Grande. Recharge 1o the regional aquifer from the shallow contaminated perched groundwater
bodies occurs slowly because the perched water is separated from the regional aquifer by
hundreds of feet of dry rock. (DSWLIS, p. 463) Ts the DSWEIS suggesting, because the
contaminants reach the aquifer slowly, that everything is OK? The fact is that tritium,
perchlorates, chromium, and high explosives contaminants from Lab operations have already
reached the regional aquifer. Lab computer models show a five-year travel time from the surface
to the aquifer in some areas. LANL must prioritize protecting our precious aquifer.

Sadly, the interpretation of groundwater data is complicated by problems that affect the sampling
wells. Specifically, the bentonite clay used in well drilling can mask many radionuclides and
other contaminants. The use of circulating muds and other drilling fluids can have a similar
effect by more complex mechanisms. The groundwater data in the DSWEIS could represent
systematic underestimates of the actual contamination, and cannot be relied upon in the SWEIS,

Lab analysis of stormwater runoff and surface water also shows high contamination. Americium-
241, strontium-90 and plutonium-238 & 239 in particular have been measured at levels up to ten
times the drinking water standard. There is a witch’s brew of hundreds of other contaminants in
the soil at the bottom of the canyons. Contaminated stormwater either seeps into the ground,
posing a threat to groundwater, or, in intense storm events, drains to the Rio Grande. During
every storm event, these contaminants migrate closer to the Rio Grande. LANL must publish its
raw data, including storm-by-storm migration reports and the totals and locations of all the
contaminants released. The Lab was self-serving in its choice of references that it used for this
DSWEIS. Independent, outside research by experts such as Bob Gilkeson and George Rice were
not included.

12, LANL must stringently minimize the use of our precious water.

Estimated water usage for the expanded alternative will exceed LANL’s current capacity. Many
DOE nuclear weapons facilities have been historically located next to abundant water sources,
but LANL was not. When it was primarily a design laboratory, lack of water was not quite a
problem. Now that the Lab is poised to become the nation’s plutonium pit production center,
LANL is starting to covet the scarce water resources of the desert Southwest. The Lab plans to
obtain more water rights, but what about the future? Will the Lab start buying up ever-increasing
water rights, perhaps depriving others northern New Mexicans of their most precious resource?

13. Construction of new nuclear weapons facilities should cease until seismic risks are
fully understood.

A report in preparation by the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team will document a
comprehensive review and re-evaluation of...activity in the Pajarito Fault system. This study is
being prepared to recalculate the probabilistic seismic hazard at LANI. The reanalysis of the
seismic hazard will incorporate data from studies completed since the 1999 SWEIS (LANL
2004¢). Both the comprehensive review and reanalysis of seismic hazard are planned for
completion in the fourth quarter of 2006. (DSWEIS, p.4-23)
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waste storage arrangement at LANL such as the use of above ground
waste storage mounds for the storage of low-level or mixed low-level
radioactive wastes. DOE’s Record(s) of Decision for low-level and mixed
low-level radioactive wastes supported by the 1997 Waste Management
Programmatic EIS (DOE/EIS-0200) (DOE 1997a) state DOE’s decisions
for the management and disposal of these waste types for DOE operations,
including LANL operations. LANL was identified as a facility that would
continue to dispose of its low-level radioactive wastes onsite. Additional
environmental impact analysis was provided through the 1999 SWEIS

for the expansion of the Area G low-level radioactive waste disposal site.
DOE decided to expand into Zones 4 and 6 of Area G and announced

this decision in a 1999 LANL SWEIS Record of Decision (64 FR 50797).
Mixed waste generated by LANL is currently disposed of offsite, primarily
at licensed commercial facilities. The commentor’s recommendation for
future LANL operations is noted. In addition to LANL’s primary mission
of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted

in areas promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the
No Action Alternative. These activities would continue to be conducted
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3,
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities
of the U.S. government; funding decisions are not within the scope of
the SWEIS, which evaluates the environmental impacts of proposed
actions and alternatives. NNSA intends to conduct operations at
LANL in accordance with its assigned missions while continuing the
LANL environmental restoration program summarized in Chapter 2,
Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS. Appendix | evaluates the environmental
impacts associated with potential remedial action alternatives, however,
decisions about remediating a site will be made in accordance with
established regulatory standards and processes, including those of the
State of New Mexico for the Consent Order. To arrive at a decision
about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative remedies
may be considered such as containment in place, treatment, or removal.
Any selected remediation remedy must meet several criteria including
protection of human health and the environment, and attainment of
applicable cleanup standards including those for ground and surface
waters. If the site is to remain under DOE ownership, then cleanup
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

The previous 1999 SWEIS stated that the last seismic activity occurred 45,000 years ago, and
now this DSWEIS states it was less than 8,000 years ago. Will the next SWEIS, due in 2011,
find even less time? The mapping of the fault lines and fracture zones under the Lab is presently
incomplete, yet many new nuclear weapons facilities are being planned. The fact is that LANL is
located in a severely fractured fault zone between a rift valley and an extinct volcano. This draft
SWEIS is premature in its consideration of seismic risks without the new report that is to be
completed by the end of the year. There should be a new DSWEIS that fully incorporates the
implications of the new seismic report.

14. LANL’s ec ic benefits should be more widely distributed across northern New
Mexico. Three counties, Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, and Santa Fe, were analyzed for
socioeconomic effects in the DSWEIS. Please state if Los Alamos County is expected to
continue to receive a disproportionably large percentage of the economic benefits from the Lab
and remain the richest county in the U.S. The DSWEIS must analyze whether alternative
missions would be of greater economic benefit to all of northern New Mexico.

15. LANL Impacts On Tourism Must Be Analyzed. Tourism is a major contributor to Santa
Fe’s and northern New Mexico’s economy. Please analyze the effects of a major accident at the
Lab on tourism.

16. The DWSEIS must be more specific in all its data and risk analyses.

The DSWEIS is full of vague and general terms. For instance, the words “likely” and “unlikely”
are used over 300 times. One example, from page S-63: “In the event of a wildfire that would
impact LANL, and if the fire were to burn the waste storage domes at TA-54... Should such an
accident scenario occur in which the contents of the waste storage domes actually caught on fire
and burned, the MET [maximally exposed individual] would likely develop a fatal cancer during
his or her lifetime and an additional 55 “Latent Cancer Fatalities” could be expected in the
general area population. Any onsite worker located within about 110 yards (100 meters) of the
facility during such an accident would likely develop a fatal cancer during his or her lifetime.”
The word “could” is used over 1200 times. “May” is used over 1100 times. In order to better
understand the impacts of operations at the Lab, ratios should be used, for example, “A worker
would have a 99% chance of developing a fatal cancer.”

17.  LANL should not generate or import more radioactive and chemical wastes until it
cleans up what it already has. Another component of the Expanded Operations Alternative is
the increased onsite storage of highly radioactive sealed sources. A sealed radioactive source is a
radioisotope that is fully encapsulated in metal or other container such that the radioactive
material cannot be contacted. Sealed sources have medical and well-drilling applications. It has
been estimated that 21,000 sealed sources within the commercial sector will become excess and
need to be managed in this Off-Site Source Recovery Project. Except for those containers of
defense-related sealed sources that would be eligible for shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, this waste has no disposal path. The waste containers are placed in storage and held until
an appropriate waste disposal facility becomes available. The total volume of actinide sources
with no disposal path is expected to be approximately 260 cubic yards. Is there a plan to research
technologies to dispose of these safely, or is the plan to bury these? Where?

Conunents on the Draft LANL SWEISe Page 7
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standards commensurate with a restricted type of land use may be used,
provided that offsite areas are protected. If the site is to be released for
unrestricted access by the public, then the site would need to meet cleanup
standards for unrestricted access. Decisions about the appropriate levels
of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be made by the New
Mexico Environment Department using cleanup criteria documented in
Section V111 of the Consent Order. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance
Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration
Activities, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to waste disposal in unlined

pits at LANL. Except for low-level radioactive waste, all radioactive and
chemical wastes generated at LANL are transported offsite for disposal in
regulated disposal facilities authorized for the types of wastes each facility
may receive. The future use of lined rather than unlined pits for low-
level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through the Area G
Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis required by DOE

Order 435.1 that is periodically reviewed and updated. The Performance
Assessment and Composite Analysis will guide decisions regarding
operational procedures and waste disposal. The SWEIS considers impacts
from the use of unlined pits as its No Action Alternative baseline; this
impact analysis thereby bounds the long-term environmental consequences
that could result from the use of lined disposal pits.

Much of the low-level radioactive waste projected for the Expanded
Operations Alternative is attributable to remediation actions. Waste
volumes generated from environmental restoration will depend
significantly on future cleanup decisions made by the State of New
Mexico pursuant to the Consent Order. The analysis in Appendix | of the
SWEIS bounds the volumes that could be generated if all buried wastes
in material disposal areas covered under the Consent Order are removed
and disposed of elsewhere. In this case, offsite disposal of low-level
radioactive waste would be used to supplement onsite disposal. Refer to
Sections 2.7, Waste Management, and 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent
(Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD
for more information.

Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to
comments regarding well construction, chromium contamination, and
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

Further, the DSWEIS estimates that if the Lab were to be fully cleaned up, 100,000 offsite
shipments would be required. Why make or import more chemical and radioactive wastes when
the legacy waste inventory is already so immense?

18. The DSWEIS must incorporate the numerous, serious safety issues raised by the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. Risk analyses in this DSWEIS are based on normal
operations at the Lab. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB), an independent
safety board chartered by Congress to oversee the nuclear weapons complex, has often reported
that operations at the Lab are chronically unsafe. The Safety Board has repeatedly declared that
federal safety oversight at LANL has deteriorated over recent years and that many safety issues
at the Lab remain unresolved. Instead of the bland assurances that all is well, the DSWEIS
should fully incorporate, analyze, consider and resolve the serious safety issues raised by the
DNFSB.

19. The Radiological Sciences Institute should not proceed until it has a separate
environmental impact statement.

The information and data on this proposal is insufficient and the project itself is too preliminary.
A complex of this size, with up to 13 new major buildings, and multi-purpose missions,
including “support for weapons manufacturing, material property evaluations for stockpile
stewardship... and nuclear-weapons-related research,” should have a unique environmental
impact statement when the reference data are complete.

NNSA’s preferred alternative of Expanded Operations requires the decontamination,
decommissioning, and demolition (DD&D) of 52, or 80 percent, of LANL’s existing radiological
facilities and consolidating their missions in the RS1. This massive overhaul will involve
handling and disposing of contaminated structures, contaminated equipment and adjacent soil
contaminated from 40 to 60 years of nuclear weapons work. The DSWEIS states this DD&D
“would result in some release of radionuclides”, but amounts are not given. How can this lack of
detail constitute a credible environmental impact statement? Operations at the new RSI, like
many other nuclear weapons facilities at LANL, have so much potential for environmental
impact that they should be analyzed in much greater detail than is done in this DSWEIS.

These comments are respectfully submitted on behalf of my children, their children, and their
children’s, children’s, great grandchildren.

Emile Sawyer

1012 Camino Anasazi
Santa Fe, New Mexico
87505
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radionuclide contamination. The SWEIS presents a summary description
of the environmental conditions near LANL. The reports cited by the
commentor did not present new data but used data that can also be

found in the SWEIS. Gilkeson and Rice presented their interpretations
of that data. NNSA and the LANL contractor are aware of concerns

Bob Gilkeson and George Rice have expressed regarding groundwater
characterization at LANL; actions to address some of these concerns are
part of the monitoring program underway at LANL.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding projected water use

and existing and future water rights. LANL’s projected water demands
under the Expanded Operations Alternative would remain within

LANL’s water use target ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, of the SWEIS.
DOE transferred 70 percent of its water rights for LANL and leases the
remaining 30 percent to Los Alamos County. DOE is now a County water
customer and is billed and pays for the water LANL uses. DOE has no
plans to otherwise obtain or purchase more water rights for LANL. Refer
to Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information. Regarding
pit production, the LANL SWEIS alternatives addressing the next 5 years
limit the level of pit production to up to 80 pits per year (Expanded
Operations Alternative) consistent with earlier decisions supported by the
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996). The Complex
Transformation SPEIS includes evaluating alternative locations for a
consolidated plutonium center or a consolidated nuclear production center
that would have plutonium pit production as one of its functions. See the
response to Comment no. 285-7 above.

This SWEIS does not propose new nuclear weapons facilities under
any of the alternatives. NNSA completed the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos,
New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c) in November 2003 and in
February 2004 issued a Record of Decision (69 FR 6967) announcing
its decision to construct a new facility. This decision is included in
the No Action Alternative and the Expanded Operations Alternative of
this SWEIS. On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex
Transformation SPEIS (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

evaluates the environmental impacts from the continued transformation
of the nuclear weapons complex, referred to as Complex Transformation.
The Reduced Operations Alternative in the Final SWEIS was revised to
reflect continued use of the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building in the event that NNSA, in conjunction with its plans for
Complex Transformation, decides not to construct the nuclear facility
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of
this CRD for more information.

The seismic risks associated with the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement Facility have been studied and are part of the updated
LANL probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (LANL 2007a). Similarly,
the seismic accident analysis was updated in the Final SWEIS to reflect
the recent information in the updated seismic hazards analysis. Work
performed at LANL, and new construction, are both subject to existing
DOE orders and standards for seismic concerns. Different construction
requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance with the site
locations relative to known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned
future use of the structure. An update to the seismic hazard analysis

was completed in June 2007. Seismic activity at LANL is described in
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report
(LANL 2007a). The estimated human health impacts from postulated
facility accidents at LANL, including earthquakes, are described in
Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and Appendix D, Section D.4. These sections
also include a discussion of the significance of the updated understanding
of seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report.

The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis
report (LANL 2007a) has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic
hazard at LANL is greater than previously understood. The relevance

of the seismic hazard to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and
thoughtful evaluation to determine what, if any, changes are needed for
planned and existing facilities. In the interim, the LANL contractor has
developed and NNSA has accepted a justification for continued operation
which addresses controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard
operations that mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b,
NNSA 2007h).

Following the NEPA process but prior to the design and operation of
specific facilities, safety studies in the form of Hazard Assessment
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Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that include seismic concerns and
take into account the most current seismic information would be prepared
to address a comprehensive set of accident risks. The results of these
safety studies would be incorporated into facility design and operations to
ensure protection of the health and safety of workers and the public.

Because the largest concentration of LANL employees is expected to
continue to reside in Los Alamos County, this county is expected to
continue to receive a large share of the economic benefits in terms of
wages associated with LANL employment. However, as more LANL
employees move into adjoining counties as has been the case in recent
years, it is expected that these counties will receive a greater share of the
wages associated with LANL employment. Also, the recent change in the
LANL management contract will result in the payment of gross receipts
taxes to the State of New Mexico for the first time. The use of these
additional tax revenues will be decided upon by the State legislature and
the Governor. Analyzing alternative missions that would be of greater
economic benefit to northern New Mexico is not within the scope of the
SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns related to the effect a major
accident would have on New Mexico’s economy as a result of reduced
tourism. The SWEIS impact analysis considers socioeconomic impacts of
operating LANL on the general New Mexico economy of which tourism
is a part. Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS analyzes the potential
impacts from a variety of accident scenarios on members of the public,
which would include visitors to the area.

The SWEIS is specific in presenting the consequences and risks of
accidents. The terms, “likely”, “unlikely”, “could”, and “may” are used
to convey the degree of certainty of a specific accident consequence or
risk. As discussed in Appendix C, Section C.1.2.1, all health impacts
from radiological accidents are expressed in terms of radiation dose,
number of latent cancer fatalities, and then using the frequency of such
an accident, the risk to an individual or the population from this accident.
This risk is expressed in terms of the annual chance of a latent cancer
fatality in the Summary as well as in Chapter 5 and Appendix D. For
example, in the “Facility Accidents” subsection of Section S.9.1 of the
Summary, and Table S-5, the annual risk of a latent cancer fatality to the
maximally exposed individual due to the wildfire accident referred to in
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

285-21

the comment is presented as 0.05 or 1 chance in 20. This is equivalent to
5 percent. The use of latent cancer fatality, latent cancer fatality risk, and
the expression as “a chance in...” is common nomenclature used in many
ElSs.

As addressed and analyzed in the SWEIS, NNSA plans to continue to
perform environmental restoration at LANL, and dispose of newly-
generated and legacy radioactive and chemical wastes, as it continues its
Congressionally-mandated national security missions. In March 2005,
the State of New Mexico, NNSA, and the University of California, as the
management and operating contractor, entered into a “Compliance Order
on Consent” (Consent Order) that is currently being implemented to
address the investigation and remediation of environmental contamination
at LANL. The volumes of waste generated from compliance with the
Consent Order, and the associated shipments of waste to on- and offsite
disposal facilities, will depend on regulatory decisions made by the

New Mexico Environment Department pursuant to the Consent Order.
NNSA has the responsibility for safely storing unwanted radioactive
sealed sources for safety and national security purposes. In addition,
DOE is responsible under Public Law 99-240 for ensuring safe disposal
of commercially-generated Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive
waste (see below). Over a number of years, NNSA has been recovering
and storing actinide-bearing sealed sources at LANL under its Off-

Site Source Recovery Project, and proposes to store additional sources
containing other isotopes, if appropriate and safe commercial or other
Federal management options cannot be identified. Stored sources
containing transuranic isotopes that are determined to be defense-related
are eligible for disposal at WIPP. This includes all the plutonium-239
sources that have been collected, and, as stated in the SWEIS, 132 drums
of plutonium-239 sealed sources have already been shipped to WIPP.
Recently, some of the americium-241 and plutonium-238 sealed sources
have been determined to be defense-related and eligible for disposal

at WIPP. Stored sources containing these and other isotopes that are
determined to be not defense-related may be considered Greater-Than-
Class C or similar DOE waste. At this time, there is no disposal path for
Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive waste; however, DOE has
issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
for the Disposal of Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste
(72 FR 40135). Several options for disposal of Greater-Than-Class C
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Commentor No. 285 (cont’d): Emile Sawyer

285-22

285-23

waste, as well as DOE waste having similar characteristics, are being
considered. Clarifying language has been added to Appendix J of the
SWEIS.

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board does not regulate nor
authorize operation of facilities at LANL. Its function, as mandated by
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA
nuclear weapons complex. As in the case of all NNSA nuclear weapons
complex sites, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reviews safety
issues and prepares reports regarding the safety of nuclear weapons
complex facilities, which are submitted to NNSA. NNSA and the LANL
contractor have reviewed Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

reports and responded with commitments to update and improve safety
basis documentation. The Los Alamos Site Office Safety Authorization
Basis Team assures the development and approval of adequate controls

in support of safe operations at LANL. All LANL facility operations

are based on authorization and approval by NNSA from evaluation of

the acceptability of existing relevant safety documentation. Reports

and recommendations made by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board that are relevant to NEPA are taken into account in analyses in the
SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.

The LANL SWEIS evaluates the potential impacts of constructing and
operating a new Radiological Sciences Institute in Appendix G based

on the functions such a facility would be expected to fulfill and the
estimated number of structures required. As described in Appendix G,
Section G.3, of the SWEIS, phase 1 of this Radiological Sciences
Institute, construction of the Institute for Nuclear Nonproliferation
Science and Technology, is expected to start within the time frame
covered by the SWEIS. Subsequent phases of the project will be
evaluated as they are further planned and more fully defined. Based on
these evaluations, NNSA will make a determination whether additional
NEPA analysis and documentation are needed. Radiological air emissions
and associated radiological doses to workers and the public are quantified
in Section G.3.3.2. Projected annual radiological air emissions from the
Radiological Sciences Institute were estimated to be the combined total
of the projected emissions from the individual facilities whose functions
would be moved to the Radiological Sciences Institute.
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Commentor No. 286: Grace Clearsen

From: lightenupnj@aol.com [mailto:lightenupnj@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 6:22 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: No to increased plutonium pit.....

To whom it may concern:

Please note my vigorous protest against depositing any additional nuclear waste in

the ground, or indeed, CREATING additional nuclear waste. Please understand that

this earth is our mother and we are, step by step, destroying her ability to nurture us. 286-1
We cannot continue to take actions which do not consider the long term effects of our

actions on future generations.

Thank you for NOT increasing your plutonium output. | know you will do the right
thing.

Sincerely,
Grace Clearsen

286-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the generation and disposal of
nuclear waste. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.
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Commentor No. 287: Daniel Gibson

COMMENTS RE: LANL DRAFT SWEIS
September 19, 2006

To: Ms, Elizabeth Withers, SWEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office

528 35th St., Los Alamos, NM 87544

E-mail: LANL_SWEIS(@doeal.gov, Fax: 505.667.5948

From: Daniel Gibson

518 Juniper Drive

Santa Fe NM 87501
505-986-6124
dbgibson@newmexico.com

The Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Los Alamos Laboratory, now in
Draft form, reveals a terribly flawed process and set of conclusions for this vital national
science laboratory

Instead of a facility that could bring great weight to bear and solutions to hand on
immense problems facing the nation and the world—from global warming and the need
for renewable fuels, to mass starvation, pending pandemics, loss of oceanic resources,
desertification, etc., etc. Instead, the powers that be want another high tech weapons
factory to produce more weapons that the United States should never, ever, put to use,
especially offensive-style tactical nukes now under development.

Nor have we paid for nor cleaned up the horrific pollution and contamination issues
associated with our earlier nuclear weapons building binge

1 call for a SWEIS that would study the potential benefits LANL research could bring to
bear on any number of pressing problems, and a plan that calls for our public resources to
be put to good use, versus more death and destruction!

Specifically, I point to the following flaws in the SWEIS:

It seems that the expanded pit production infrastructure being planned at Los Alamos is
an attempt to replace, under a different name, the “Modern Pit Facility” that has been
rejected by Congress and the public.

In order to justify this lopsided emphasis on plutonium pit manufacturing capabilities, it
has been necessary for DOE to completely overlook a mounting body of recent evidence
concerning viable pit lifetimes, now widely conceded to be decades longer than once
thought. Expanding pit production now is premature and must await pit lifetime studies
and national review of “transformation” of the nuclear weapons complex, all of which are
pending. The SWEIS must address this issue; first and foremost.

287-1

287-2

287-3

287-2
cont'd

287-4

287-5

287-1

287-2

287-3

287-4

NNSA believes that the LANL SWEIS presents appropriate and
adequate analysis of LANL operations that are expected to occur through
2011. NNSA prepared this SWEIS in accordance with the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and the
DOE implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to nuclear
weapons production. Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President.
In addition to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL
in areas promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the
No Action Alternative. These activities would continue to be conducted
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3,
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress that DOE
has made in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.
Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites
potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress has been
made (and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be
addressed. Decisions about environmental remediation will be made in
accordance with established regulatory standards and processes, including
those of the New Mexico Environment Department for the Compliance
Order on Consent (Consent Order) that was entered into in March 2005.
Appendix | of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses
for conducting remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the
Consent Order. These analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and
other contaminated areas, and provide environmental impact information
to facilitate environmental remediation decisions that will be made by
DOE and the New Mexico Environment Department. NNSA intends

to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.
Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft LANL SWEIS was in
the context of ensuring that reasonably foreseeable future actions were
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Commentor No. 287 (cont'd): Daniel Gibson

We have on-going revelations about on- and off-site releases at Los Alamos. Moreover,
the consumption of enormous quantities of water to build and run the CMRR and other
new facilities and the exposure of our groundwater to illegal levels of contamination pose
a two-fold threat to the region’s most precious resource. The SWEIS needs to address the
outcomes to regional water supplies should the groundwater beneath Pajarito Plateau is
found to be massively contaminated in 10 years

A new draft SWEIS should fully analyze the programmatic, infrastructure, production
and nonproliferation implications of the Reliable Replacement Warhead Program.

The NonProliferation Treaty’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles must be honored

Other alternative Laboratory missions, such as attaining national clean energy
independence and addressing the threat of global climate change, must be considered.

Cleanup must not include “cap and cover” of unlined waste dumps

LANL’s economic benefits should be more widely distributed across northern New
Mexico. THE SWEIS should study the potential job creation from transforming LANL
into a center for research and development center for addressing the national and global
problems noted above

1 grew up in New Mexico and am a nearly lifetime resident. I attended the University of
New Mexico and today am the editor of a national magazine. Personally and
professionally, I am opposed to the plans of making LANL the de facto nuclear weapons
production factory for the nation. T am almost sickened by the thought of the wasted
resources and money and brainpower evident at LANL, and the production of new
mountains of highly dangerous wastes and toxins this plan would entail.

Sincerely,

Daniel Gibson

287-6

287-7

287-2
cont'd

287-8

287-9

287-10

287-5

287-6

addressed in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality
NEPA regulations addressing cumulative impacts. The LANL SWEIS
alternatives addressing operational levels for the next 5 years limit the
level of pit production to up to 80 pits per year (Expanded Operations
Alternative). In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to
prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement — Complex 2030

(now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS])

(71 FR 61731). In addition to announcing its intent to prepare the
Complex Transformation SPEIS to assess the environmental impacts
from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex,
NNSA announced cancellation of the previously planned Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship
and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2). The Final
LANL SWEIS does not include reference to a modern pit facility. Please
refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process
and Section 2.4 Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this
CRD for more discussion.

If the missions assigned to LANL change as a result of the Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD, additional site-specific NEPA compliance
reviews will be conducted as necessary. Results of the plutonium pit
lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD. While the studies show that
degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would not
impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 85 years, the analyses in

this SWEIS are still valid. The analyses provide a bounding impact of
annually producing up to 80 pits, consistent with LANL’s current mission.
NNSA can decide to operate at a lower production rate, but this analysis
provides NNSA flexibility in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission
based on changing geopolitical conditions. See the response to Comment
no. 287-4 above for further information.

Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2, of the SWEIS describes the impacts to the
groundwater from the alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS. As described
in Section 5.3.2.1, groundwater modeling performed for the Area G
performance assessment indicated that groundwater ingestion doses
330 feet (100 meters) downgradient from Area G at 4,000 years and
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Commentor No. 287 (cont'd): Daniel Gibson

287-7

287-8

in Pajarito Canyon at 700 years would be a very small fraction of the
4 millirem per year standard for groundwater protection.

Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more
information.

The Reliable Replacement Warhead Program, if funded by the Congress,
is being conducted as part of studies that would support modernization
of nuclear weapons. The impacts of these modernization efforts on

the nuclear weapons complex have yet to be determined; therefore it is
premature to consider the environmental implications of the Reliable
Replacement Warhead Program. The Complex Transformation SPEIS is
being prepared to evaluate the activities associated with the continuing
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex. Refer to Section 2.4,
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more
information.

Operations at LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe and
reliable nuclear stockpile do not violate the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

Decisions about remediation measures at LANL will be made in the
future in accordance with established regulatory standards and processes,
including those of the New Mexico Environment Department for the
Consent Order. The intent of the SWEIS is not to prejudge these decisions
but to provide environmental impact information to be used for the
decision-making process, and for the benefit of the reader regarding
potential remediation action options. Several alternative remedies may

be considered for a contaminated site or waste disposal area, including
containment in place, treatment, removal, or other remedies. Any selected
remedy, or combination of remedies, must meet several criteria including
protection of human health and the environment and attainment of
applicable cleanup standards considering the designated future use of the
site. Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject

to the Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico Environment
Department considering cleanup standards for groundwater, surface

water, and soils as documented in Section V111 of the Consent Order.
Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 287 (cont'd): Daniel Gibson

287-9

287-10

Because the largest concentration of LANL employees is expected to
continue to reside in Los Alamos County, this county is expected to
continue to receive a large share of the economic benefits in terms of
wages received by LANL employees associated with LANL operations.
However, as more LANL employees move into adjoining counties as has
been the case in recent years, it is expected that these counties will receive
a greater share of the wages associated with LANL employment. Also,
the recent change in the LANL management contract will result in the
payment of gross receipts taxes to the State of New Mexico for the first
time. The use of these additional tax revenues will be decided upon by
the State legislature and the Governor. Analyzing alternative missions
that would be of greater economic benefit to northern New Mexico is not
within the scope of the SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL. See
the response to Comment nos. 287-4 and 287-5 above and to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, and Section 2.4,
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more
information related to the concerns voiced in this comment. Chapter 5 of
the SWEIS evaluates the impacts, including waste generation, of all three
alternatives including the Expanded Operations Alternative. Increasing pit
production up to an 80 pit per year production rate would not significantly
increase waste generation, as shown in Section 5.9.3; however, if selected,
the Complete Removal Option evaluated in Appendix | would potentially
generate a significant amount of waste as a result of removing buried
legacy waste from existing material disposal areas at LANL.
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Commentor No. 288: Jamie Chase

From: j.chase2754 [mailto:j.chase2754@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 8:35 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Citizen Comments regarding LANL draft SWEIS

> Now that America is widely viewed as a destabilizing force by both

> friend and foe, a new arms race would seem the worst path to choose
> and the worst signal to send the world.

> As a 25 year resident artist of Santa Fe, | believe that the life’s

> blood of New Mexico's economy is

its culture and natural beauty, both of which are continually 288-1
jeopardized by the ever encroaching ambitions of nuclear industries
which have made our state both a potential terrorist target and/or an

environmental sacrifice zone.

For a more technical breakdown of risks involved in proposed expansions
of pit production programs, | would refer you to a detailed analysis
provided by Nukewatch.org

> |implore you, as architects of our collective futures, to seek

> wisdom over profit, to harness the great scientific talent and

> financial wealth of our nation toward positive solutions; alternative

> energy strategies, water purification, transportation, rather than 288-2
> violate non-proliferation treaties pursuing a dark and dangerous

> future of new nuclear weapons systems.

> | consider this proposed misuse of public resources a threat to
> global security, and another tragedy of missed opportunity.

> Jamie Chase

> Santa Fe, NM

>

>>

>

288-1

288-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear-related activities
within the State of New Mexico. With regard to the terrorism concern
raised in this comment, DOE gives high priority to the safety and security
of all its facilities. Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral
considerations in the designs and operating procedures for new and
existing DOE facilities. DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack to be
real and has an established safeguards and security process it undertakes
to assess facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including those

from intentional destructive acts, such as acts of terrorism. Chapter 4,
Section 4.6, of the SWEIS has been revised to include additional
discussion of the measures taken to protect assets at LANL from terrorist
activities. As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12.6, the impacts of
terrorist action have been considered in a separate classified appendix to
the SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for research to be conducted in

areas not related to nuclear weapons production and concern that current
activities violate nonproliferation treaties. U.S. efforts to ensure a safe
and reliable nuclear stockpile, including activities conducted at LANL,
violate none of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. Cessation of these activities at LANL would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President.
In addition to these stockpile stewardship activities, however, research is
conducted at LANL in areas promoted by the commentor. These research
areas are part of current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS
as part of the No Action Alternative. These activities would continue to
be conducted at LANL regardless of the alternative selected. Refer to
Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 289: Hollis C. Wood

From: Hollis wood [mailto:hollydotwood @earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 6:32 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comments on DSWEIS

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of
the Los Alamos National Laboratory

September xxxx, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, SWEIS Document Manager NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
528 35th St., Los Alamos, NM 87544

E-mail: HYPERLINK “mailto:LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov” LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov,
Fax: 505.667.5948

Dear Ms. Withers:

| respectfully submit these comments on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact
(“DSWEIS") Statement for Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL). Through its preferred “Expanded Operations Alternative” LANL
plans to expand nuclear weapons research and production. | join with hundreds of
fellow citizens and the Santa Fe City Council in opposing these plans.

In summary:

1. The draft SWEIS process is seriously flawed and the DSWEIS must be
reissued.

2. The public comment period should be extended.

3. The DSWEIS itself is seriously deficient and should be redone, which is
primary. Should NNSA refuse, the rest of my comments should be nevertheless be
considered and incorporated into the Final SWEIS.

4. LANL should disclose any plans for even greater plutonium pit production
above the 80 pits per year considered in the DSWEIS.

5. Expanding pit production now is premature and must await pit lifetime studies
and national review of “transformation” of the nuclear weapons complex, all of which
are pending.

6. Anew draft SWEIS should fully analyze the programmatic, infrastructure,
production and nonproliferation implications of the Reliable Replacement Warhead
Program.

7. The NonProliferation Treaty’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles must be
honored.

289-1

289-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information. As discussed in Chapter 1,
Section 1.4, decisions on the level of operations at LANL will be made by
the Administrator based on the environmental analyses in this SWEIS and
other factors such as programmatic need and costs. NNSA will publish
these decisions in one or more Records of Decision.
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Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

8.  Therisks of potential terrorist acts must be analyzed in this DSWEIS.

9.  Other alternative Laboratory missions, such as attaining national clean
energy independence and addressing the threat of global climate change, must be
considered.

10.  Cleanup must not include “cap and cover” of unlined waste dumps.

11.  LANL must not allow contaminants to reach the groundwater aquifer or the Rio
Grande.

12.  LANL must stringently minimize the use of our precious water.

13.  Construction of new nuclear weapons facilities should stop until seismic risks
are fully understood.

14.  LANL's economic benefits should be more widely distributed across northern
New Mexico.

15. LANL's potential negative impacts on tourism must be analyzed.
16. The DWSEIS must be more specific in all its data and risk analyses.

17.  LANL should not generate or import more radioactive and chemical wastes
until it cleans up what it already has.

18. The DSWEIS must incorporate the numerous, serious safety issues raised by
the independent Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.

19. The “Radiological Sciences Institute”, the single biggest construction project in
the DSWEIS, is premature for consideration given its size and lack of information. It
must have its own separate and independent environmental impact statement.

1. The draft SWEIS process is seriously flawed and the DSWEIS must be
reissued.

This DSWEIS started as a “supplemental” SWEIS focusing on short term
environmental and cleanup actions. It then morphed into a completely new SWEIS
that lays the groundwork for LANL to become the nation’s permanent plutonium pit
production site. It violates National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations to
not have published a new Notice of Intent once the decision was made to expand
plutonium pit production, which would have triggered a new round of scoping
hearings and consideration of public scoping comments.

2. The Public Comment Period Should Be Extended

The minimal statutory requirement under NEPA for any run-of-the-mill environmental
impact statement is 45 days. The DSWEIS is voluminous, some five inches high,
in all comprising approximately 2,000 pages of often-dense material. Yet NNSA

289-2

289-3

289-2

289-3

NNSA believes that the LANL SWEIS presents appropriate and

adequate analysis of LANL operations that are expected to occur through
2011. NNSA prepared this SWEIS in accordance with the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and DOE
implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021). NNSA did originally
announce its intent to prepare a supplement to the 1999 LANL SWEIS,
which included all operations at LANL as well as newly proposed projects
as part of an expanded operations alternative. Consistent with some of the
comments received during the scoping period, NNSA decided to prepare
a new SWEIS instead of the originally planned supplement. Refer to
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this
CRD for more information.

NNSA published a Federal Register notice announcing the availability
of the Draft LANL SWEIS on July 7, 2006. Responding to requests
for additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period from
the original 60 days to 75 days. See additional discussion on the NEPA
process in Section 2.2 of this CRD.

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



9719-€

Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

granted only a 60-day comment period (later extended by 15 days because of public
pressure). This is not sufficient time for the public to make informed comments.

Moreover, the draft SWEIS has 59 pages of lists of approximately 700 reference
documents that largely act as the backbone of the SWEIS. NNSA expected
interested citizens from around the country to travel to three controlled “reading
rooms” in order to review these documents. NNSA should make all of the DSWEIS’s
reference documents available online and then restart the public comment period.

3. The DSWEIS itself is seriously deficient and should be redone. In numerous
instances the DSWEIS relies on invalid, incomplete or future studies. An example

of an invalid study is the Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National
Laboratory by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The DSWEIS relies on that
assessment’s conclusion that there is nothing to link environmental factors with the
observed incidence of any cancer in Los Alamos County. However, that assessment
was rejected by the Environmental Protection Agency who said, “ATSDR should redo
their risk assessment to reduce conservatism and not assume that there is no risk.”
That assessment has not been redone, but yet the DSWEIS relies upon it to assert
that Laboratory operations have no appreciable negative effects on public health.

In other examples, the draft SWEIS was released before either the risk assessment
for LANL's “low-level” radioactive waste dump at Area G or the 2006 seismic hazard
study by the Lab’s Seismic Hazards Geology Team were completed. The 2003
Modern Pit Facility Environmental Impact Statement, so heavily used and quoted

in the DSWEIS as the bounding analysis for the risks of increased plutonium pit
production, remains a draft document. Additionally, a word search of the reference
documents shows that 16 other documents used as references are still drafts.

The DSWEIS cannot honestly and completely inform the northern New Mexicans
of LANL's potential impacts until the draft ATSDR public health assessment, the
Area G Documented Safety Analysis and the report of the LANL Seismic Hazards
Geology Team have all been finalized. References to these and all draft and outdated
documents in this draft SWEIS need to be qualified. This DSWEIS process itself is
invalid until those deficiencies are corrected.

The body of the reference documents itself is deficient by omissions. One example is
that NNSA describes Ten Year Comprehensive Site Plans from its individual sites as
the key planning documents for the future “intended” nuclear weapons complex. Yet,
the DSWEIS lists only the LANL Plans for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001, which are
obviously outdated. The FY 2006 LANL Ten Year Comprehensive Site Plan, which
has already been released to the public under Freedom of Information Act litigation,
should be incorporated into the body of reference documents and made publicly
available (as well as the pending FY 2007 Plan).

289-3
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The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts
from contaminants in the LANL environment. The SWEIS does not

rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Public
Health Assessment in any specific way for its conclusions. The Public
Health Assessment examined data from 1980 through 2001 whereas the
SWEIS includes and evaluates health data through 2005 and projects
impacts from operations over the next 5 years. The Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry is the Federal agency responsible

(under the 1986 amendments to the Superfund law) for conducting Public
Health Assessments at each site on the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency National Priorities List. The Public Health Assessment is a
relevant Federal agency study and it is therefore appropriate that the
SWEIS acknowledge its conclusions. The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency did not reject the draft Public Health Assessment; however, it

did submit comments. The Public Health Assessment was finalized and
released August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006). As detailed in Appendix | to the
final Public Health Assessment, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
comments on the draft were addressed by the Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry in the final document.

To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including
a current version of the Area G performance assessment, have been
considered in the Final SWEIS analyses. The seismic hazard analysis
report was completed in June 2007 and incorporated into Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.2.3, Chapter 5, Section 5.12, and Appendix D, Section D.4.
Information under development that is not available for use in the Final
SWEIS will be considered as it becomes available and, in accordance
with the NEPA compliance process, the SWEIS impact analyses will be
reviewed and supplemented as necessary based on the newly available
information. See Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Process, of this CRD for more information.

As the commentor observes, a number of documents referred to in

the SWEIS are drafts. These include a number of DOE EISs, EISs or
related information from other Federal agencies, a Los Alamos County
comprehensive plan, a LANL wildfire management plan, and a borrow
source survey. For the most part, these documents have been used in
the cumulative impacts analysis and are the best information available
to reflect reasonably foreseeable future actions. The documents are
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Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

In closing, given its Notice of Intent in January 2005, NNSA was not exactly hurried
in releasing the draft SWEIS by July 2006, but yet mandated an impractical time
period in which the public is supposed to review some 2,000 technical pages and
prepare comments. Moreover, to this day NNSA impedes convenient public access
to crucial reference documents and substantially bases the DSWEIS on invalid
and uncompleted studies. Hence the DSWEIS process is severely flawed and the
DSWEIS should be redone.

4. LANL should disclose any plans for even greater plutonium pit production
above the 80 pits per year considered in the DSWEIS.

The central issue discussed in the DSWEIS is the proposed expansion of plutonium
pit production at LANL from 20 pits per year to 80. Pits are the atomic “triggers’ for
today’s nuclear weapons. Congress has repeatedly rejected funding for a proposed
“Modern Pit Facility” (MPF) to be built at one of five candidate sites, capable of
producing up to 450 pits per year. Through the DSWEIS the Lab may be laying the
groundwork for a “MPF-lite.”

In one reference document an aerial photograph of LANL's plutonium complex at
Technical Area (TA)-55 is superimposed with speculative “Modern Pit Annexes” and
“Additional Facility Sites” contiguous to the existing pit production facility. Moreover,
the Radiological Sciences Institute, the single biggest construction proposed

in the DSWEIS (up to 13 new buildings) and also contiguous to TA-55, could
directly support future plutonium pit production. Additionally, Senator Domenici’s
appropriations subcommittee recently noted the financial unlikelihood of constructing
nuclear weapons-related plutonium facilities other than at LANL. His subcommittee
further directed NNSA to study expanding the mission of an advanced plutonium
lab now being built next to the existing plutonium pit production facility. All of these
factors seem to converge to create a plutonium-manufacturing infrastructure that
would enable future pit production levels above the 80 pits per year considered in
the DSWEIS. The Final SWEIS should disclose any such plans. The danger is that
LANL may be incrementally slipping into becoming the nation’s permanent site for
plutonium pit production.

5. Expanding pit production now is premature and must await pit lifetime studies
and national review of “transformation” of the nuclear weapons complex, all of which
are pending. NNSA is required by legislation to complete “pit lifetime studies” and
have independent senior nuclear weapons scientists review the results by the end of
this year. Those senior scientists have repeatedly stated that operational plutonium
pit lifetimes are more on the order of 60 to 90 years without any declared expiration
date, in contrast to NNSA's currently accepted 45 years. This means that plutonium
pits could well last more than a hundred years. The implications could be enormous,
strongly undermining the need for the production of 80 pits per year. A new draft

289-6

289-7

289-8

289-6

clearly identified as being drafts. With regard to the Draft Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship
and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2), NNSA
announced its cancellation in October 2006 in the Notice of Intent to
prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement — Complex 2030

(now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS])
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (71 FR 61731). Regarding the Ten-Year
Comprehensive Site Plan, much of the information contained in the prior
versions from fiscal years 2000 and 2001 is still relevant. The data in the
SWEIS has been compared to that in more recent revisions of the Ten-Year
Comprehensive Site Plan to ensure that it is consistent; however, the Plan
is not a reference in the SWEIS because as an Official Use Only document
it is not generally available to the public although it has been released
under a specific Freedom of Information Act request.

NNSA originally established a 60-day comment period. In response to
requests for additional time, the comment period was extended to 75 days.
NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now available,
that commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet.
For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions
about posting documents on its website. Consistent with established
practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference material
available for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in the general
vicinity of LANL. Those reading rooms are located in Los Alamos,
Santa Fe, and Albuquerque. In the Draft LANL SWEIS, reference is
made to an update to the performance assessment for Area G. Until

this update has been completely developed, thoroughly reviewed, and
released, the existing document that they will eventually replace remain
valid; therefore, it is entirely appropriate to use the current approved
version of this document as a reference in the LANL SWEIS. The Draft
LANL SWEIS also referred to a publicly available draft study by the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry and a seismic hazard
analysis report under development; these reports have been finalized and
the final versions are referenced in the Final SWEIS. See Section 2.2,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

SWEIS must fully incorporate the findings of the NNSA pit lifetime studies and their
independent review. Even outside of the SWEIS process, any NNSA decision to
increase plutonium pit production is premature before those results are reached.

NNSA has recently announced the process will soon start for national programmatic
review of the nuclear weapons complex intended for the year 2030, and has clearly
indicated that much of that review will center on future plutonium pit production.
That review may also involve consolidation of special nuclear materials, particularly
plutonium, at a site other than LANL. This draft LANL SWEIS, which proposes to
dramatically expand pit production and plutonium storage at the Lab, could be in
conflict with the pending programmatic environmental impact statement of “Complex
2030.” The LANL SWEIS process must be halted until that broader review is
completed and LANL's role in the future nuclear weapons complex is better defined.
To do otherwise defies logic.

6. Anew draft SWEIS should fully analyze the programmatic, infrastructure,
production and nonproliferation implications of the Reliable Replacement Warhead.
The RRW program is a program for new designs of nuclear weapons. U.S. nuclear
weapons have already been proven reliable through extensive full-scale testing and
subsequent certification since the testing moratorium began in 1992. To introduce
new, untested designs will undermine stockpile confidence and could well lead

to resumed full-scale testing in the future, which would have disastrous non-
proliferation implications. Further, RRW is likely a Trojan Horse whose real purpose
is to introduce new-design nuclear weapons with different military characteristics for
new purposes, again with potentially disastrous nonproliferation implications. Finally,
RRW is becoming a means unto itself, justifying the resurgence and revitalization
of a nuclear weapons complex that should be ramping down under the framework
of the NonProliferation Treaty. A new draft LANL SWEIS should fully analyze the
programmatic, infrastructure, production and nonproliferation implications of the
RRW Program.

7. The NonProliferation Treaty’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles must be
honored.

The 1970 NonProliferation Treaty (NPT) obliged all nuclear weapons states
signatories to Article VI, which states “Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament...” The DSWEIS'’s
preferred “Expanded Operations Alternative” of increased nuclear weapons research
and production at LANL directly contradicts that Treaty obligation, especially given
NNSA plans to increase nuclear weapons production, including new designs

under the so-called Reliable Replacement Warhead Program. The final SWEIS for
Continued Operations at LANL should comport not only with the NPT's mandate
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On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex Transformation
SPEIS (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which analyzes the
environmental impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear
weapons complex. This includes evaluating a production level of up

to 125 pits per year at a number of alternate sites including LANL.

This LANL SWEIS evaluates pit production up to a level of 80 pits

per year consistent with the earlier analysis in the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996), which led to a decision to
establish interim pit production capability at LANL.

DOE prepared the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996)
in 1996 to address the configuration of the weapons complex. In
accordance with the ensuing ROD, LANL is to provide a limited pit
production capability. This LANL SWEIS evaluates the environmental
impacts of continuing to operate LANL to fulfill the mission established
in the ROD. As discussed in Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear
Weapons Complex, of this CRD, the proposed Complex Transformation
is being evaluated in a supplement to the above-referenced programmatic
environmental impact statement (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (DOE 2007). If
the missions assigned to LANL change as a result of the Complex
Transformation SPEIS ROD, additional site-specific NEPA compliance
reviews will be conducted as necessary. Results of the plutonium pit
lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD. While the studies show that
degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would not
impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 85 years, the analyses in

this SWEIS are still valid. The analyses provide a bounding impact of
annually producing up to 80 pits, consistent with LANL’s current mission.
NNSA can decide to operate at a lower production rate, but this analysis
provides NNSA flexibility in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission
based on changing geopolitical conditions.

The Reliable Replacement Warhead Program, if funded by the Congress,
is being conducted as part of studies that would support modernization
of nuclear weapons. The impacts of these modernization efforts on

the nuclear weapons complex have yet to be determined; therefore it is
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Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

to disarm nuclear stockpiles, but also with the critical need for the U.S. to lead by
example in ridding the world of weapons of mass destruction. Nuclear weapons
are simultaneously the most militarily useful and destructive weapons of mass
destruction.

8.  The Risks of Potential Terrorist Acts Must Be Analyzed In this DSWEIS.

NNSA should follow a recent court decision (San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace
v. Nuclear Regulatory Commission) and fully analyze and consider the effects of
potential terrorist act at the Los Alamos National Laboratory in a new DSWEIS.

9.  Other alternative Laboratory missions, such as attaining national clean
energy independence and addressing the threat of global climate change, must be
considered.

There are three alternatives analyzed in this DSWEIS:

1)  NoAction Alternative: Operations would continue at current levels consistent
with previous decisions made in the Record of Decision for the previous 1999 LANL
SWEIS.

2)  Reduced Operations Alternative: Operations would be reduced at High
Explosive Facilities and eliminated at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center and
Pajarito Site.

3)  Expanded Operations Alternative: Actions would be implemented to upgrade
or replace aging facilities and systems, improve security, and remediate obsolete
buildings and contaminated lands. Selected operations would increase, including the
production of plutonium pits.

This is the preferred alternative.
Two additional alternatives must be analyzed:

1)  Onsite Aboveground Waste Storage Alternative: LANL should develop an
aboveground waste storage site where radioactive low-level waste is stored in
engineered mounds. This monitored waste storage site would be large enough to
receive all of the Lab’s legacy waste after it is exhumed, all of the debris from future
demolished buildings, and all future waste from future operations. This alternative
would protect the regional aquifer while the waste would be easily retrievable for
when future advanced technologies can actually make radioactive waste safe.

As an example, an analogous, albeit smaller-scale, program was recently completed
at the Fernald, Ohio, Department of Energy site.

2)  Energy Security Alternative: LANL should initiate a Manhattan-Project-like effort
to solve the world’s global-warming and clean, sustainable energy problems. This
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premature to consider the environmental implications of the Reliable
Replacement Warhead Program. The Complex Transformation SPEIS is
being prepared to evaluate the activities associated with the continuing
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex. Refer to Section 2.4,
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more
information.

NNSA is not expanding nuclear weapons production, that is, the United
States is not increasing the number of nuclear weapons in its stockpile.
The United States is currently reducing its nuclear weapons stockpile.
NNSA is performing activities to ensure the safety, security, and reliability
of the current stockpile, which includes replacing the plutonium pits
using existing designs and possible future designs, including the Reliable
Replacement Warhead (if authorized by the Congress). Operations at
LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear
stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, and Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of all its facilities.
Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral considerations

in the designs and operating procedures for new and existing DOE
facilities. DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack to be real and has
an established safeguards and security process it undertakes to assess
facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including those from intentional
destructive acts, such as acts of terrorism. Chapter 4, Section 4.6.5, of
the SWEIS has been revised to include a description of the systems in
place at LANL to provide the safeguards and security necessary to prevent
a terrorist attack. Additional information has been added to Chapter 5,
Section 5.12.6, regarding potential impacts of terrorism and a separate
classified appendix has been developed.

Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a “Greener Alternative” in
the SWEIS. A “Greener Alternative” was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS

but was not selected for implementation. NNSA does not believe,

7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is reasonable for the future
operation of LANL to meet its mission as directed by the Congress and the
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Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

would do more for true, long-term national security than expanded nuclear weapons
operations will ever do.

10.  Cleanup must not include “cap and cover” of unlined waste dumps.

The DSWEIS analyzed two options for LANL's legacy buried waste. The Capping
Option would leave all radioactive and chemical wastes in place in the major disposal
areas and cover them with a surface rain barrier. The Removal Option would remove
all legacy waste from the ground. The DSWEIS correctly notes that future cleanup

decisions will be largely driven by the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED).

However, internal Lab documents already point to predetermination, saying “Many
contaminated sites will be remediated to industrial use standards, in part because
cleaning up to residential or unrestricted use standards is prohibitively expensive.”
Cleanup that will protect ongoing generations cannot be dictated today’s short-term
fiscal considerations. If more money is needed for comprehensive cleanup, take

it from the ever-expanding budget for the Lab’s nuclear weapons programs. Don't
generate more radioactive and chemical wastes when cleanup costs are already
“prohibitively expensive.”

LANL still is burying its radioactive wastes in unlined dumps, in contrast to all new
State-regulated landfills in New Mexico. The 1999 LANL SWEIS allowed more
unlined waste pits, called Zone 4, near the existing unlined waste pits that NMED
may require to be exhumed. The whole concept of Zone 4 should be reexamined
because waste volumes are substantially higher than in the 1999 SWEIS. A new
DSWEIS must consider the benefits of lining Lab dumps.

11.  LANL must not allow contaminants to reach the groundwater aquifer or the Rio
Grande. Recharge to the regional aquifer from the shallow contaminated perched
groundwater bodies occurs slowly because the perched water is separated from

the regional aquifer by hundreds of feet of dry rock. Is the DSWEIS suggesting,
because the contaminants reach the aquifer slowly, that everything is OK? The fact
is that tritium, perchlorates, chromium, and high explosives contaminants from Lab
operations have already reached the regional aquifer. Lab computer models show

a five-year travel time from the surface to the aquifer in some areas. LANL must
prioritize protecting our precious aquifer.

Sadly, the interpretation of groundwater data is complicated by problems that affect
the sampling wells. Specifically, the bentonite clay used in well drilling can mask
many radionuclides and other contaminants. The use of circulating muds and

other drilling fluids can have a similar effect by more complex mechanisms. The
groundwater data in the DSWEIS could represent systematic underestimates of the
actual contamination, and cannot be relied upon in the SWEIS.

Lab analysis of stormwater runoff and surface water also shows high contamination.
Americium-241, strontium-90 and plutonium-238 & 239 in particular have been
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President, and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative as its
Preferred Alternative. NNSA is not currently considering an alternative
waste storage arrangement at LANL such as the use of above ground
waste storage mounds for the storage of low-level or mixed low-level
radioactive wastes. DOE’s Record(s) of Decision for low-level and mixed
low-level radioactive wastes supported by the 1997 Waste Management
Programmatic EIS (DOE/EIS-0200) (DOE 1997a) state DOE’s decisions
for the management and disposal of these waste types for DOE operations,
including LANL operations. LANL was identified as a facility that would
continue to dispose of its low-level radioactive wastes onsite. Additional
environmental impact analysis was provided through the 1999 SWEIS

for the expansion of the Area G low-level radioactive waste disposal site.
DOE decided to expand into Zones 4 and 6 of Area G and announced this
decision in 1999 LANL SWEIS Record of Decision (64 FR 50797). Mixed
waste generated by LANL is currently disposed of offsite, primarily at
licensed commercial facilities. The commentor’s recommendation for
future LANL operations is noted. In addition to LANL’s primary mission
of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted
in areas promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the
No Action Alternative. These activities would continue to be conducted at
LANL regardless of the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3 of this
CRD, Alternative Missions, for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities

of the U.S. government; funding decisions are not within the scope of
this SWEIS, which evaluates the environmental impacts of proposed
actions and alternatives. NNSA intends to conduct operations at

LANL in accordance with its assigned missions while continuing the
LANL environmental restoration program summarized in Chapter 2,
Section 2.2.6. Although Appendix | evaluates the environmental impacts
associated with potential remedial action alternatives, decisions about
remediating a site will be made in accordance with established regulatory
standards and processes, including those of the State of New Mexico

for the Consent Order. To arrive at a decision about remediating a
contaminated site, several alternative remedies may be considered such
as containment in place, treatment, or removal. Any selected remediation
remedy must meet several criteria including protection of human health
and the environment, and attainment of applicable cleanup standards
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measured at levels up to ten times the drinking water standard. There is a witch’'s
brew of hundreds of other contaminants in the soil at the bottom of the canyons.
Contaminated stormwater either seeps into the ground, posing a threat to
groundwater, or, in intense storm events, drains to the Rio Grande. During every
storm event, these contaminants migrate closer to the Rio Grande. LANL must
publish its raw data, including storm-by-storm migration reports and the totals and
locations of all the contaminants released. The Lab was self-serving in its choice of
references that it used for this DSWEIS. Independent, outside research by experts
such as Bob Gilkeson and George Rice were not included.

12, LANL must stringently minimize the use of our precious water.

Estimated water usage for the expanded alternative will exceed LANL's current
capacity. Many DOE nuclear weapons facilities have been historically located next
to abundant water sources, but LANL was not. When it was primarily a design
laboratory, lack of water was not quite a problem. But now that the Lab is poised

to become the nation’s plutonium pit production center, LANL is starting to covet

the scarce water resources of the desert Southwest. The Lab plans to obtain more
water rights, but what about the future? Will the Lab start buying up ever-increasing
water rights, perhaps depriving others northern New Mexicans of their most precious
resource?

13.  Construction of new nuclear weapons facilities should cease until seismic risks
are fully understood.

Areport in preparation by the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team will document
a comprehensive review and re-evaluation of...activity in the Pajarito Fault system.
This study is being prepared to recalculate the probabilistic seismic hazard at LANL.
The reanalysis of the seismic hazard will incorporate data from studies completed
since the 1999 SWEIS (LANL 2004¢e). Both the comprehensive review and
reanalysis of seismic hazard are planned for completion in the fourth quarter of 2006.
(DSWEIS, p.4-25) The previous 1999 SWEIS stated that the last seismic activity
occurred 45,000 years ago, and now this DSWEIS states it was less than 8,000
years ago. Will the next SWEIS, due in 2011, find even less time? The mapping of
the fault lines and fracture zones under the Lab is presently incomplete, yet many
new nuclear weapons facilities are being planned. The fact is that LANL is located in
a severely fractured fault zone between a rift valley and an extinct volcano. This draft
SWEIS is premature in its consideration of seismic risks without the new report that
is to be completed by the end of the year. There should be a new DSWEIS that fully
incorporates the implications of the new seismic report.

14.  LANL's economic benefits should be more widely distributed across northern
New Mexico. Three counties, Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, and Santa Fe, were analyzed
for socioeconomic effects in the DSWEIS. Please state if Los Alamos County
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including those for ground and surface waters. If the site is to remain
under DOE ownership, then cleanup standards commensurate with a
restricted type of land use may be used, provided that offsite areas are
protected. If the site is to be released for unrestricted access by the public,
then the site would need to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access.
Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the
Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico Environment Department
using cleanup criteria documented in Section V111 of the Consent Order.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to waste disposal in unlined

pits at LANL. Except for low-level radioactive waste, all radioactive and
chemical wastes generated at LANL are transported offsite for disposal

in regulated disposal facilities authorized for the types of wastes each
facility may receive. The future use of lined rather than unlined pits

for low-level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through the
Area G performance assessment and composite analysis required by DOE
Order 435.1 which is periodically reviewed and updated. The updated
performance assessment and composite analysis will guide decisions
regarding operational procedures and waste disposal. This SWEIS
considers impacts from the use of unlined pits as its No Action Alternative
baseline; this impact analysis thereby bounds the long-term environmental
consequences that could result from the use of lined disposal pits. Much
of the low-level radioactive waste projected for the Expanded Operations
Alternative is attributable to remediation actions. Waste volumes
generated from environmental restoration will depend significantly on
future cleanup decisions made by the State of New Mexico pursuant to
the Consent Order. The analysis in Appendix | of the SWEIS bounds the
volumes that could be generated if all buried wastes in material disposal
areas covered under the Consent Order are removed and disposed of
elsewhere. In this case, offsite disposal of low-level radioactive waste
would be used to supplement onsite disposal. Refer to Sections 2.7, Waste
Management, and 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to
comments regarding well construction, chromium contamination, and
radionuclide contamination. The SWEIS presents a summary description
of the environmental conditions near LANL. Because of the large volume
of information characterizing the environment near LANL, the detailed
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is expected to continue to receive a disproportionably large percentage of the
economic benefits from the Lab and remain the richest county in the U.S. The
DSWEIS must analyze whether alternative missions would be of greater economic
benefit to all of northern New Mexico.

15.  LANL Impacts On Tourism Must Be Analyzed. Tourism is a major contributor
to Santa Fe’s and northern New Mexico’s economy. Please analyze the effects of a
major accident at the Lab on tourism.

16. The DWSEIS must be more specific in all its data and risk analyses.

The DSWEIS is too full of vague and general terms. For instance, the words “likely”
and “unlikely” are used over 300 times. One example, from page S-63: “In the event
of a wildfire that would impact LANL, and if the fire were to burn the waste storage
domes at TA-54... Should such an accident scenario occur in which the contents of
the waste storage domes actually caught on fire and burned, the MEI [maximally
exposed individual] would likely develop a fatal cancer during his or her lifetime and
an additional 55 “Latent Cancer Fatalities” could be expected in the general area
population. Any onsite worker located about 110 yards (100 meters) of the facility
during such an accident would likely develop a fatal cancer during his or her lifetime.”
The word “could” is used over 1200 times. “May” is used over 1100 times. In order
to better understand the impacts of operations at the Lab, ratios should be used, for
example, “A worker would have a 99% chance of developing a fatal cancer.”

17.  LANL should not generate or import more radioactive and chemical wastes
until it cleans up what it already has. Another component of the Expanded
Operations Alternative is the increased onsite storage of highly radioactive sealed
sources. A sealed radioactive source is a radioisotope that is fully encapsulated in
metal or other container such that the radioactive material cannot be contacted.
Sealed sources have medical and well-drilling applications. It has been estimated
that 21,000 sealed sources within the commercial sector will become excess and
need to be managed in this Off-Site Source Recovery Project. Except for those
containers of defense-related sealed sources that would be eligible for shipment
to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, this waste has no disposal path. The waste
containers are placed in storage and held until an appropriate waste disposal
facility becomes available. The total volume of actinide sources with no disposal
path is expected to be approximately 260 cubic yards. Is there a plan to research
technologies to dispose of these safely, or is the plan to bury these? Where? Further,
the DSWEIS estimates that if the Lab were to be fully cleaned up, 100,000 offsite
shipments would be required. Why make or import more chemical and radioactive
wastes when the legacy waste inventory is already so immense?

18. The DSWEIS must incorporate the numerous, serious safety issues raised
by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. Risk analyses in this DSWEIS
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information contained in the reference documents is not presented.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding projected water use and
existing and future water rights. LANL’s projected water demands under
the Expanded Operations Alternative would remain within LANL’s water
use target ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year

as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8 of the SWEIS. DOE transferred

70 percent of its water rights for LANL and leases the remaining

30 percent to Los Alamos County. DOE is now a Los Alamos County
water customer and is billed and pays for the water LANL uses. DOE has

no plans to otherwise obtain or purchase additional water rights for LANL.

Refer to Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding pit production, the LANL SWEIS alternatives addressing the
next 5 years limit the level of pit production to up to 80 pits per year
(Expanded Operations Alternative) consistent with earlier decisions
supported by the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996). In
January 2008, NNSA issued a Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4), which assesses the environmental impacts from the
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex. This includes
evaluating alternative locations for a consolidated plutonium center or

a consolidated nuclear production center that would have plutonium pit
production as one of its functions.

This SWEIS does not propose new nuclear weapons facilities under

any of the alternatives. NNSA completed the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos,
New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c) in November 2003 and in
February 2004 issued a Record of Decision (69 FR 6967) announcing
its decision to construct a new facility. This decision is included in

the No Action Alternative and the Expanded Operations Alternative of
this SWEIS. On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex
Transformation SPEIS (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which
evaluates the environmental impacts from the continued transformation
of the nuclear weapons complex, referred to as Complex Transformation.
The Reduced Operations Alternative in the Final SWEIS was revised to
reflect continued use of the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building in the event that NNSA, in conjunction with its plans for
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Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

are based on normal operations at the Lab. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board (DNFSB), an independent safety board chartered by Congress to oversee
the nuclear weapons complex, has often reported that operations at the Lab are
chronically unsafe. The Safety Board has repeatedly declared that federal safety
oversight at LANL has deteriorated over recent years and that many safety issues
at the Lab remain unresolved. Instead of the bland assurances that all is well, the
DSWEIS should fully incorporate, analyze, consider and resolve the serious safety
issues raised by the DNFSB.

19. The Radiological Sciences Institute should not proceed until it has a separate
environmental impact statement.

The information and data on this proposal is insufficient and the project itself is too
preliminary. A complex of this size, with up to 13 new major buildings, and multi-
purpose missions, including “support for weapons manufacturing, material property
evaluations for stockpile stewardship... and nuclear-weapons-related research,”
should have it's own environmental impact statement when the reference data are
complete.

NNSA's preferred alternative of Expanded Operations requires the decontamination,
decommissioning, and demolition (DD&D) of 52, or 80 percent, of LANL's

existing radiological facilities and consolidating their missions in the RSI. This
massive overhaul will involve handling and disposing of contaminated structures,
contaminated equipment and adjacent soil contaminated from 40 to 60 years of
nuclear weapons work.

The DSWEIS states this DD&D “would result in some release of radionuclides”, but
amounts are not given. How can this lack of detail constitute a credible environmental
impact statement? Operations at the new RSI, like many other nuclear weapons
facilities at LANL, have so much potential for environmental impact that they should
be analyzed far more closely than is done in this DSWEIS.

These comments respectfully submitted,
Name: Hollis C. Wood

Address: 706 Sosaya St.
Santa Fe, NM 87505

289-22
cont'd

289-23

Complex Transformation, decides not to construct the nuclear facility
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of
this CRD for more information.

The seismic risks associated with the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement Facility have been studied and are part of the updated
LANL probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (LANL 2007a). Similarly,
the seismic accident analysis was updated in the Final SWEIS to reflect
the recent information in the updated seismic hazards analysis. Work
performed at LANL, and new construction, are both subject to existing
DOE orders and standards for seismic concerns. Different construction
requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance with the

site locations relative to known fault lines, and in accordance with the
planned future use of the structure. To the extent possible, the most
recent technical documents have been considered in the Final SWEIS
analysis. Information under development that is not available for use

in the Final SWEIS will be considered as it becomes available and,

in accordance with the NEPA compliance process, the SWEIS impact
analyses will be reviewed and supplemented as necessary based on the
newly available information. An update to the seismic hazard analysis
was completed in June 2007. Seismic activity at LANL is described in
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report
(LANL 2007a). The estimated human health impacts from postulated
facility accidents at LANL, including earthquakes, are described in
Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and Appendix D, Section D.4. These sections also
include a discussion of the significance of the updated understanding of
seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report.

The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report
has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL is
greater than previously understood. The relevance of the seismic hazard
to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation

to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing
facilities. In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).
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Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

289-18

289-19

289-20

Following the NEPA process but prior to the design and operation of
specific facilities, safety studies in the form of Hazard Assessment
Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that include seismic concerns and
take into account the most current seismic information would be prepared
to address a comprehensive set of accident risks. The results of these
safety studies would be incorporated into facility design and operations to
ensure protection of the health and safety of workers and the public.

Los Alamos County is likely to continue to receive the largest share of the
economic benefits from LANL because the largest concentration of LANL
employees is expected to continue to reside in this county. However, as
more LANL employees move into adjoining counties as has been the case
in recent years, it is expected that these counties will receive a greater
share of the benefits. Analyzing alternative missions that would be of
greater economic benefit to northern New Mexico is not within the scope
of this SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns related to the effect a major
accident would have on New Mexico’s economy as a result of reduced
tourism. The SWEIS impact analysis considers socioeconomic impacts of
operating LANL on the general New Mexico economy of which tourism
is a part. Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS analyzes the potential
impacts from a variety of accident scenarios on members of the public,
which would include visitors to the area.

The SWEIS is specific in presenting the consequences and risks of
accidents. The terms, “likely”, “unlikely”, "could”, and “may” are used to
convey the degree of certainty of a specific accident consequence or risk.
As discussed in SWEIS Appendix C, Section C.1.2.1, all health impacts
from radiological accidents are expressed in terms of radiation dose,
number of latent cancer fatalities, and then using the frequency of such

an accident, the risk to an individual or the population from this accident.
This risk is expressed in terms of the annual chance of a latent cancer
fatality in SWEIS summary section on accidents as well as in Chapter 5
and Appendix D. For example, in the “Facility Accidents” subsection

of Section S.9.1 of the Summary, and in Table S-5, the annual risk of a
latent cancer fatality to the maximally exposed individual due to a wildfire
accident is presented as 0.05 or 1 chance in 20. This is the equivalent to

5 percent. The use of latent cancer fatality risk and the expression as “a
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Commentor No. 289 (cont'd): Hollis C. Wood

289-21

chance in...” is common nomenclature used in many EISs.

As addressed and analyzed in the SWEIS, NNSA plans to continue to
perform environmental restoration at LANL, and dispose of newly-
generated and legacy radioactive and chemical wastes, as it continues its
Congressionally-mandated national security missions. In March 2005,
the State of New Mexico, DOE, and the University of California, as the
management and operating contractor, entered into a Compliance Order
on Consent (Consent Order) that is currently being implemented to
address the investigation and remediation of environmental contamination
at LANL. The volumes of waste generated from compliance with the
Consent Order, and the associated shipments of waste to on- and offsite
disposal facilities, will depend on regulatory decisions made by the New
Mexico Environment Department pursuant to the Consent Order.

NNSA has the responsibility for safely storing unwanted radioactive
sealed sources for safety and national security purposes. In addition,
DOE is responsible under Public Law 99-240 for ensuring safe disposal of
commercially-generated Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive waste
(see below). Over a number of years, NNSA has been recovering and
storing actinide-bearing sealed sources at LANL under its Off-Site Source
Recovery Project, and proposes to store additional sources containing
other isotopes, if appropriate and safe commercial or other management
options cannot be identified. Stored sources containing transuranic
isotopes that are determined to be defense-related are eligible for disposal
at WIPP. This includes all the plutonium-239 sources that have been
collected, and, as stated in the SWEIS, 132 drums of plutonium-239
sealed sources have already been shipped to WIPP. Recently, some of the
americium-241 and plutonium-238 sealed sources have been determined
to be defense-related and eligible for disposal at WIPP. Stored sources
containing these and other isotopes that are determined to be not defense-
related may be considered Greater-Than-Class C or similar DOE waste.
At this time, there is no disposal facility for Greater-Than-Class C low-
level radioactive waste; however, DOE has issued a Notice of Intent to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste (72 FR 40135). Several
options for disposal of Greater-Than-Class C waste, as well as DOE waste
having similar characteristics, are being considered. Clarifying language
has been added to Appendix J of this SWEIS.
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289-22

289-23

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board does not regulate nor
authorize operation of facilities at LANL. Its function, as mandated by
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA
nuclear weapons complex. As in the case of all NNSA nuclear weapons
complex sites, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reviews safety
issues and prepares reports regarding the safety of nuclear weapons
complex facilities, which are submitted to NNSA. NNSA and the LANL
contractor have reviewed Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reports
and responded with commitments to update and improve safety basis
documentation. The Los Alamos Site Office Safety Authorization Basis
Team assures the development and approval of adequate controls in
support of safe operations at LANL. All LANL facility operations are
based on authorization and approval by NNSA from evaluation of the
acceptability of existing relevant safety documentation. Reports and
recommendations made by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
that are relevant to NEPA are taken into account in analyses in the SWEIS.
Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.

The LANL SWEIS evaluates the potential impacts of constructing and
operating a new Radiological Sciences Institute in Appendix G based on
the functions such a facility would be expected to fulfill and the estimated
number of structures required. As described in Section G.3, phase 1 of this
Radiological Sciences Institute, construction of the Institute for Nuclear
Nonproliferation Science and Technology, is expected to start within the
time frame covered by the SWEIS. Subsequent phases of the project will
be evaluated as they are further planned and more fully defined. Based

on these evaluations, NNSA will make a determination whether additional
NEPA analysis and documentation are needed. Radiological air emissions
and associated radiological doses to workers and the public are quantified
in Section G.3.3.2. Projected annual radiological air emissions from the
Radiological Sciences Institute were estimated to be the combined total

of the projected emissions from the individual facilities whose functions
would be moved to the Radiological Sciences Institute.
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Commentor No. 290: Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs

From: Loulena Miles [mailto:loulena@trivalleycares.org]
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 5:59 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comment on the SWEIS

September 20, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration

US Department of Energy

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201

E-mail: LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov

Fax: 505.667.5948

RE: Comment on the Draft Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement for
Los Alamos National Laboratory

Dear Ms. Withers:

Tri-Valley CARES is a non-profit organization located in Livermore, California. On
behalf of our 4,500 members, we have undertaken an analysis of the Department
of Energy (DOE)/National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) Draft Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for LANL. We urge you to reissue the
draft SWEIS due to gaps in the analysis that render it insufficient. | also urge you
to extend the public comment period so that more of the public may weigh in on this
decision.

First | would like to state that we are very concerned that the character of the overall
LANL enterprise seems to be shifting even farther away from science and toward a
manufacturing “pit production” future. LANL has an opportunity to become a world
class laboratory in the benefit of humanity rather than just another weapons plant.
We urge you to withdraw the plans to quadruple plutonium pit production, double
the generation of radioactive wastes, and more than double storage capacity of
special nuclear materials to 7.3 tons. Instead, evaluate a future where you can find
new ways to reduce carbon dependence and give the world options for a renewable
future.

Purpose and Need Statement

According to the SWEIS, LANL's future will continue to include production of war
reserve products, assessment and certification of the nuclear weapons stockpile,
surveillance of war reserve components and weapons systems, ensuring safe

and secure storage of strategic materials, and management of excess plutonium

290-1

290-2

290-3

290-1

290-2

290-3

Responding to requests for additional review time, NNSA extended the
public comment period from the original 60 days to 75 days. Refer to
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this
CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the continued operation of
LANL and perceptions about its future direction. U.S. efforts to ensure

a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile, including activities conducted at
LANL, violate none of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons. Cessation of these activities at LANL would be counter
to national security policy as established by the Congress and the President
and is not being considered in the SWEIS. In addition to stockpile
stewardship activities, however, research is conducted at LANL in areas
promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of current
operations; as such, they are included in the SWEIS under the No Action
Alternative. These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL
regardless of the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information.

As stated in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD, the United States is not in violation of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons by performing
stockpile stewardship activities. Article VI of the Treaty does not prevent
maintaining a safe and secure nuclear weapons stockpile, and any nuclear
weapons state can perform activities to ensure its stockpile is safe and
secure. The United States is currently reducing the size of its stockpile

to meet its obligations to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons and the most recent nonproliferation treaty signed by the
President, the Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions, as discussed in
Chapter 2, Section 2.1, of the SWEIS. NNSA is analyzing alternatives for
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex in the Complex
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]), (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) as
discussed in Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex,
of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 290 (cont'd): Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs

inventories. It also states that nuclear weapons pit production work takes place at

LANL on a limited scale. 290.3
How do the above mentioned “purposes and needs” fulfill US obligation to Article cont'd

VI of the NPT? How do they serve DOE's own mission of preventing the use and
spread of nuclear weapons worldwide?

The US disarmament obligations under the Article VI of the NPT states that:

“Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date
and to nuclear disarmament, and on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control.”

Is DOE supporting a long-term commitment to a complete US nuclear arsenal,
despite US disarmament requirements? To sustain the nuclear weapons arsenal in
the U.S. means we are not working toward disarmament. How does DOE explain
this violation of Article VI? How does DOE reconcile the internal contradiction in its
own mission and needs section?

Need for an Expanded Alternatives Analysis

This section of the NEPA document allows you to envision a different future for the
laboratory. With our severe weather patterns and other effects of global warming, it
would make perfect sense to take a look at how LANL could be a more significant
scientific player in providing society with alternative to fossil fuels. We believe that a
future in nuclear weapons is an antiquated path that should be sidelined and phased
out for much more lucrative work to help the planet.

Given the internal contradiction in the DOE’s purpose and need section we believe it
is reasonable to consider an alternative in the SWEIS that does not commit the vast
majority of the lab’s resources to a nearly exclusive weapons research future. This 290-2
would serve DOE'’s purpose of reducing global proliferation. A revised purpose and cont'd
need statement could accurately reflect the lab’s legal responsibility with regard to
US law under the NPT. This omission in the purpose and need statement has fatally
flawed the alternatives analysis by neglecting to consider the expanded role that
civilian science programs at the LANL could play in the next decade. The alternatives
analysis should be revised to consider a complete phasing out of nuclear weapons
development and design activities at LANL. The alternative should expand work

in civilian sciences and clean-up looking toward long term solutions for the legacy
waste and current waste created by nuclear weapons activities.

In fact, at the US Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) review conference, the US
contended that plans for modernization of the US arsenal were purely “conceptual’. 290-3
However, the SWEIS provides for empirical modernization. This violates the US cont'd
commitments under the NPT. Modernization is likely to ignite a new arms race

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 290 (cont'd): Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs

and is not necessary for maintaining the current stockpile. The purpose and need

statement in the SWEIS should be amended to include a discussion of the US 290-3
obligations under the NPT, the highest law of the land. Please incorporate the NPT cont'd
for consideration in the SWEIS.

Pit Production

There is no demonstrated need for a pit production capability at this time. All the
evidence that has been put forward to support this need has been naked conjecture
and is generally not based upon science. If there is truly a need for pit production

at this time, taking into the account the drastic downsizing of the US arsenal that is 290-4
the stated policy, then the Pit Lifetime Studies should be released and the details
of how the US stockpile will be transformed should be released. At that point it will
be possible to evaluate the need and parameters for such a facility and meaningful
public comment could follow.

Reliable Replacement Warhead Program

According to the Department of Energy, the RRW will transform the US stockpile.
Parts of this program are slated to be “operationalized” at LANL. We believe the
DOE is remiss in its responsibility to do a stand alone NEPA document on this 290-5
program, rather than doing a piecemeal evaluation of the program through NEPA
documents at different sites where different aspects of the program will be realized.

Need Security / Terrorism Analysis

NEPA has the twin aims of obligating a federal agency to consider environmental
impacts before undertaking or approving a proposed action, and ensuring that the
public is informed. The draft SWEIS is inadequate under the National Environmental
Policy Act because it lacks a “hard look” at the impacts of a possible terrorist

attack. There is no “national security” exemption from NEPA. Allowing a “security
exemption” from NEPA would be inconsistent with one of NEPA's purposes: to
ensure that the public can contribute to the body of information being considered 290-6
by the agency. The recent Mother’s for Peace decision in the 9th Circuit Court

of Appeals held that if the risk of a terrorist attack is significant (which it is at Los
Alamos) then NEPA requires taking a “hard look” at the environmental consequences
of a terrorist attack. Please revise your draft SWEIS and re-release it so that that
public will have an opportunity to comment on this important aspect of the required
NEPA analysis.

BSL-3 and/or BSL-4 Laboratory Space

The Department of Energy is going full speed ahead in building more and more
biodefense labs and facilities, including the one being reviewed at the Los Alamos 290-7
National Lab. All of this work is going forward without a national plan that assesses

where these labs should be, what their role is, how many are really needed, methods

290-4

290-5

290-6

290-7

Results of the plutonium pit lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD. While
the studies show that degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear
weapons would not impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 85 years,
the analyses in this SWEIS are still valid. The SWEIS analyses provide a
bounding impact of annually producing up to 80 pits, the same production
rate analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS. NNSA can decide to operate at a lower
production rate, but this analysis provides NNSA with flexibility in
meeting its stockpile stewardship mission based on changing geopolitical
conditions. If the missions assigned to LANL change as a result of
decisions made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD, additional
site-specific NEPA compliance reviews will be conducted as necessary.

Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of
this CRD for information regarding the Reliable Replacement Warhead
Program.

NNSA revised the SWEIS to consider the potential impacts of terrorism
consistent with the decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the

Ninth Circuit. DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of

all its facilities. Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral
considerations in the designs and operating procedures of new and
existing DOE facilities. DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack to
be real and has an established safeguards and security process to assess
facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including those from intentional
destructive acts such as terrorism. Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the SWEIS
was revised to include additional discussion of the measures taken to
protect assets at LANL from terrorist activities. As discussed in Chapter 5,
Section 5.12.6, the impacts of terrorist action were considered in a
separate, classified appendix to the SWEIS.

When considering preparation of a programmatic NEPA analysis,

a Federal agency must determine whether the program in question
meets the definition of a major Federal action according to the
Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA Implementing Regulations
(40 CFR 1508.18(b)(3)), which includes “Adoption of programs,

such as a group of concerted actions to implement a specific policy

or plan; systematic and connected agency decisions allocating agency
resources to implement a specific statutory program or executive
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Commentor No. 290 (cont'd): Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs

of oversight, transparency, and reporting requirements. A NEPA document is
urgently needed to assess these issues in a forum where the public can comment.
We believe Homeland Security should not be locating these advanced biodefense
facilities inside nuclear weapons labs because it cloaks this work in a veil of secrecy
and creates a “perception problem” whereas other countries could assume we're
conducting offensive research and / or may choose to collocate their advance
biodefense research inside their nuclear weapons facilities.

Nonproliferation Study

The Department of Energy should look at the potential proliferation impacts of
LANL's work on the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and the Biological Weapons
Convention. The movement toward a greatly expanded nuclear weapons core
production mission and a greatly expanded biodefense mission should be evaluated
for treaty compliance. An important paper could inform your analysis on whether the
bio-defense work at the lab could broach treaty obligations. Please incorporate as a
reference in the SWEIS the paper entitled: Biodefense Crossing the Line, authored
by Milton Leitenberg, a Senior Research Scholar at the Center for International and
Security Studies at Maryland School of Public Policy; Ambassador James Leonard,
the Head of the United States Delegation to the Biological Weapons Convention
Negotiations, 1972; and Dr. Richard Spertzel Former Deputy Director, USAMRIID,
and Senior Biologist on the Staff of the United Nations Special Commission
(UNSCOM), 1994-1998. (Paper is attached to this email).

Groundwater Contamination

We would also like to echo the concerns about the groundwater contamination that
are outlined in the local nonprofit groups comments that you will receive. Please do
not allow contamination to reach the aquifer or the Rio Grande. The West's precious
water supplies must be protected — particularly in the fragile New Mexico desert

290-7
cont'd

290-8

290-9

environment. Also — “Cap and Cover” methods of disposal may be inappropriate as I| 290-10

a cleanup option at the LANL site.

Sincerely,
Loulena Miles
Staff Attorney
Tri-Valley CAREs

(P) (925) 443-7148
(F) (925) 443-0177
www.trivalleycares.org

290-8

directive.” The regulations also address when an agency must prepare

a programmatic analysis. A programmatic analysis is necessary when
the proposals for Federal action “are related to each other closely

enough to be, in effect, a single course of action.” Additionally, the
Council on Environmental Quality regulations speak to the scope of
NEPA EISs (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)) and to connected actions such as
those that “automatically trigger other actions which may require EISs”;
“cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously

or simultaneously”; or “are interdependent parts of a larger action and
depend on the larger action for their jurisdiction.” At this time, NNSA
believes that the research efforts of various DOE laboratories include
projects too diverse and discrete to constitute either a “major Federal
action” or activities sufficiently “systematic and connected” to require a
programmatic NEPA analysis. While NNSA’s biological research projects
all pertain to biota and are ultimately directed toward support of NNSA’s
national security mission, these rudimentary similarities are not sufficient
to bind the universe of research projects conducted by DOE and NNSA
into a program as identified by the Council on Environmental Quality’s
NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR 1508.18(b)(3)). Therefore,
NNSA believes that no programmatic NEPA analysis is necessary at this
time for biological research conducted at its facilities. While a number of
biosafety laboratories are located on DOE property, they are not located
inside nuclear weapons laboratories. They do benefit, however, from the
security provided to DOE sites.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that activities related to pit
production or biological safety research should be viewed in terms of
treaty compliance. LANL operations that support NNSA’s mission to
ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile do not violate the Treaty

on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Stockpile stewardship
capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means
to further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives, and confidence in its
stockpile stewardship capabilities is likely to remain important in future
arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to further reduce its overall
stockpile size. The United States is a signatory to the Biological and
Toxins Weapons Convention Treaty and thus has agreed not to perform
actual development and production of bioweapons. The United States

is meeting its obligations in accordance with all currently recognized
nonproliferation and biological treaties to which it is a signatory.
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Commentor No. 290 (cont'd): Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs

290-9

290-10

Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to
comments regarding groundwater contamination, PCB contamination in
the Rio Grande, and groundwater monitoring.

Decisions about environmental restoration of any contaminated site

will be made in accordance with established regulatory standards and
processes, including those related to the March 2006 Consent Order.

To arrive at a decision about remediating a contaminated site, several
alternative remedies such as containment in place, treatment, or removal
may be considered as needed. Any selected remediation remedy must
meet several criteria, including protection of human health and the
environment and attainment of applicable cleanup standards such as those
for groundwater and surface water. If the site is to remain under DOE
ownership, then cleanup standards commensurate with a restricted type

of land use may be used, provided that offsite areas are protected. If the
site is to be released for unrestricted public access, then it would need

to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access. Decisions about the
appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be
made by the New Mexico Environment Department. Refer to Section 2.9,
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 291: Anna L. Maggiore

From: Anna Maggiore [mailto:anna_maggiore@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 5:28 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: No More Nuclear Weapons

Dear DOE and LANL,

| absolutely, positively oppose expanded plutonioum pit production at LANL.
Quadrupling pit production will turn LANL into a nuclear materials storage and
radioactive waste dump facility, and a NUCLEAR BOMB FACTORY.

1) | oppose the increased toxic and radioactive waste generated by expanded
operations.

2) | oppose LANL's continuing pollution of our precious water resources.

3) | oppose the Lab’s continuing burial of radioactive and chemical wastes in unlined
dumps.

4) | oppose the construction of new nuclear weapons facilities near earthquake fault
lines

THE US SHOULD LEAD BY EXAMPLE IN THE GLOBAL ELIMINATION OF
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION.

LOS ALAMOS SHOULD SUPPORT THAT NEED INSTEAD OF DESIGNING AND
PRODUCING NEW NUCLEAR WEAPONS.

THERE IS NO NEED FOR NEW NUCLEAER WEAPONS. IT WILL ACCOMPLISH
NOTHING.

Anna L. Maggiore
19September06

291-1

291-2

291-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL for
the reasons enumerated. Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President,
and is therefore not being considered in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more
information.

The environmental impacts of waste generation and disposal are
addressed in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS. While increased waste generation
would occur as a result of expanded pit production, not all waste would
be disposed of at LANL. Chemical waste and low-level radioactive
mixed waste from LANL operations are sent offsite for treatment and
disposal; transuranic waste is stored until shipped to WIPP for disposal,
and low-level radioactive waste is either disposed of onsite at Area G or
shipped offsite for disposal. The future use of lined rather than unlined
pits for low-level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through
the Area G Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis required
by DOE Order 435.1, which is periodically reviewed and updated.

The Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis will guide
decisions regarding operational procedures and waste disposal. This
SWEIS considers impacts from the use of unlined pits as its No Action
Alternative baseline; this impact analysis therefore bounds the long-
term environmental consequences that could result from the use of lined
disposal pits. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge. As discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL has
had a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are
set to protect health and safety. It is expected that LANL would continue
to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources under all
alternatives. As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal
practices at LANL (conducted in a manner consistent with standards in
effect at that time) have contaminated the shallow groundwater, which in
turn has the potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under
the Pajarito Plateau. As standards have evolved, waste disposal practices
have also evolved to be more protective of the environment. As described
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Commentor No. 291 (cont'd): Anna L. Maggiore

in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2.1, groundwater modeling performed for the
Area G performance assessment indicates that groundwater ingestion
doses 330 feet (100 meters) down gradient from Area G at 4,000 years
and in Pajarito Canyon at 700 years would be a very small fraction of
the 4 millirem per year standard for groundwater protection. NNSA is
required to follow the Consent Order that stipulates that groundwater
will be protected and that groundwater cleanup levels will be protective
of human health. In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program
(described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted
from past practices. LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action
for occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters in
accordance with applicable regulations and agreements. NNSA intends to
continue to safely manage waste and conduct environmental restoration
activities at LANL as it carries out its missions. Refer to Section 2.5,
Water Resources, of this CRD for more information.

No new nuclear weapons facilities are proposed under any of the
alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS. NNSA completed the Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c)

in November 2003 and in February 2004 issued a Record of Decision
(69 FR 6967) announcing its decision to construct a new facility. This
decision is included in the No Action Alternative and the Expanded
Operations Alternative of this SWEIS. On January 11, 2008, NNSA
issued the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which evaluates the environmental
impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons
complex. The Reduced Operations Alternative in the Final SWEIS was
revised to reflect continued use of the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building in the event that NNSA, in conjunction with its plans
for Complex Transformation, decides not to construct the nuclear facility
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of
this CRD for more information.

New construction at LANL is subject to existing DOE orders and
standards for seismic concerns. Different construction requirements are
imposed for new structures in accordance with site locations relative to

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



7€9-€

Commentor No. 291 (cont'd): Anna L. Maggiore

291-2

known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned future use of the
structure.

NNSA notes the commentor’s preference that activities at LANL be
focused on areas other than nuclear weapons technology. Stockpile
stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by the United
States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and
are likely to remain important in future arms control negotiations as the
Nation moves to further reduce its overall stockpile size. In addition

to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship
Program, research is conducted in areas promoted by the commentor,
including nuclear nonproliferation. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 292: Janet Urian

From: J. URIAN [mailto:J_Urian@msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 5:10 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: Dianna Woods; Brinda Ramanathan; Elizabeth Holmes-de Forest;
Karen Strickholm; David Herzog

Subject: INCREASED NUCLEAR WEAPONS PRODUCTION

SEPT. 19, 2006
DEAR DOE AND LANL:

| absolutely oppose expanded plutonium pit production at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory, which would turn the Lab into a nuclear materials storage and radioactive
waste dump facility, and a nuclear bomb factory. | also oppose:

The increased toxic and radioactive waste generated by expanded operations;
LANL's continuing pollution of our precious water resources; the Lab’s continuing
burial of radioactive and chemical wastes in unlined dumps; the construction of new
nuclear weapons facilities near earthquake fault lines.

LANL's long history of safety violations compromises worker and public protection
and should be corrected before the Lab even considers expanded nuclear weapons
operations.

The Lab should prioritize cleanup and the development of improved cleanup
technologies.

The lab should prioritize renewable energy programs such as wind and solar energy,
instead of building MORE nuclear weapons.

The U.S. should lead by example in the global elimination of weapons of mass
destruction.

LOS ALAMOS SHOULD SUPPORT THAT NEED INSTEAD OF DESIGNING AND
PRODUCING NEW NUCLEAR WEAPONS.

SIGNED: JANET URIAN, 551 CORDOVARD., #169, SANTAFE, NM 87505

292-1

292-2

292-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL for
the reasons enumerated. Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President,
and is therefore not being considered in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more
information.

The environmental impacts of waste generation and disposal are
addressed in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS. While increased waste generation
would occur as a result of expanded pit production, not all waste would
be disposed of at LANL. Chemical waste and low-level radioactive
mixed waste from LANL operations are sent offsite for treatment and
disposal; transuranic waste is stored until shipped to WIPP for disposal,
and low-level radioactive waste is either disposed of onsite at Area G or
shipped offsite for disposal. The future use of lined rather than unlined
pits for low-level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through
the Area G Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis required
by DOE Order 435.1, which is periodically reviewed and updated.

The Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis will guide
decisions regarding operational procedures and waste disposal. This
SWEIS considers impacts from the use of unlined pits as its No Action
Alternative baseline; this impact analysis therefore bounds the long-
term environmental consequences that could result from the use of lined
disposal pits. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge. As discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL has
had a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are
set to protect health and safety. It is expected that LANL would continue
to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources under all
alternatives. As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal
practices at LANL (conducted in a manner consistent with standards in
effect at that time) have contaminated the shallow groundwater, which in
turn has the potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under
the Pajarito Plateau. As standards have evolved, waste disposal practices
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Commentor No. 292 (cont'd): Janet Urian

have also evolved to be more protective of the environment. As described
in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2.1, groundwater modeling performed for the
Area G performance assessment indicates that groundwater ingestion
doses 330 feet (100 meters) down gradient from Area G at 4,000 years
and in Pajarito Canyon at 700 years would be a very small fraction of

the 4 millirem per year standard for groundwater protection. NNSA is
required to follow the Consent Order that stipulates that groundwater

will be protected and that groundwater cleanup levels will be protective
of human health. In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program
(described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted
from past practices. LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action

for occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters in
accordance with applicable regulations and agreements. NNSA intends to
continue to safely manage waste and conduct environmental restoration
activities at LANL as it carries out its missions. Refer to Section 2.5,
Water Resources, of this CRD for more information.

No new nuclear weapons facilities are proposed under any of the
alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS. NNSA completed the Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c)

in November 2003 and in February 2004 issued a Record of Decision
(69 FR 6967) announcing its decision to construct a new facility. This
decision is included in the No Action Alternative and the Expanded
Operations Alternative of this SWEIS. On January 11, 2008, NNSA
issued the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which evaluates the environmental
impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons
complex. The Reduced Operations Alternative in the Final SWEIS was
revised to reflect continued use of the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Building in the event that NNSA, in conjunction with its plans
for Complex Transformation, decides not to construct the nuclear facility
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility.
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of
this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 292 (cont'd): Janet Urian

292-2

New construction at LANL is subject to existing DOE orders and
standards for seismic concerns. Different construction requirements are
imposed for new structures in accordance with site locations relative to
known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned future use of the
structure.

Internal NNSA and contractor organizations area dedicated to safe
operation of their nuclear facilities. DOE has issued regulations,
standards, and guidance for nuclear facility operations including
requirements for performance of safety evaluations and risk assessments
which become the basis for facility operating parameters. The NNSA goal
is to eliminate accidents. These regulations and standards of operations
reduce the likelihood of accidents, but cannot eliminate them completely.
Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3 contains a discussion of accidents and safety

at LANL facilities. The LANL contractor applies lessons learned from
past accidents to improve overall safety performance. LANL staff takes
actions in the areas of procedures, training, inspection, and component
upgrading and replacement in order to address the root causes of accidents
and to preclude their recurrence.

NNSA notes the commentor’s preference that activities at LANL be
focused on cleanup of the site and areas other than nuclear weapons
technology. Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently
viewed by the United States as a means to further the Nation’s
nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain important in future
arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to further reduce its overall
stockpile size. In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting

the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas
promoted by the commentor, including nuclear nonproliferation. Refer to
Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

For many years, DOE has been working to implement and improve
technologies for environmental restoration. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6
describes the progress that NNSA has made in conducting its
environmental restoration program at LANL. Since the early 1990s, when
LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental
remediation, progress has been made (and sites consolidated) such that
only about 800 remain to be addressed. Appendix | presents options

and environmental analyses for conducting remediation activities at
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Commentor No. 292 (cont'd): Janet Urian

LANL, primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered into

in March 2005. Appendix | also summarizes several technologies for
cleanup of soil, water, and air, and references additional information
about existing and emerging cleanup technologies. NNSA intends to
implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless
of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS. Refer

to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 293: Sylvia Ginder

293-1

293-1

NNSA has recently completed a series of pit lifetime studies and has
concluded that degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear
weapons will not affect warhead reliability for a minimum of 85 years.
The weapons laboratories, including LANL, will annually re-assess
plutonium in nuclear weapons. Since LANL has the only operational
capabilities in the DOE complex for producing certified pits, LANL
must have, at least in the near term, the responsibility of producing
these pits in limited quantities so that the Nation can maintain a safe,
secure, and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. The LANL SWEIS
analyzes a production rate of 80 pits per year as a bounding scenario to
provide NNSA flexibility in being able to meet its stockpile stewardship
obligations and to give the United States future flexibility to meet
changing global geopolitical threats. Operations at LANL are not in
violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
Continuing to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile violates none
of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by

the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation
objectives. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 294: Kathleen O'Malley

294-1

294-1

NNSA has recently completed a series of pit lifetime studies and has
concluded that degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear
weapons will not affect warhead reliability for a minimum of 85 years.
The weapons laboratories, including LANL, will annually re-assess
plutonium in nuclear weapons. Since LANL has the only operational
capabilities in the DOE complex for producing certified pits, LANL
must have, at least in the near term, the responsibility of producing
these pits in limited quantities so that the Nation can maintain a safe,
secure, and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile. The LANL SWEIS
analyzes a production rate of 80 pits per year as a bounding scenario to
provide NNSA flexibility in being able to meet its stockpile stewardship
obligations and to give the United States future flexibility to meet
changing global geopolitical threats. Operations at LANL are not in
violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
Continuing to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile violates none
of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by

the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation
objectives. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 295: William F. Santelmann, Jr.

From: Bill Santelmann [mailto:nlau@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 11:52 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: marylia@trivalleycares.org

Subject: | oppose expanded nuclear weapons production at Los Alamos

| understand that NNSA is proposing that LANL's production of plutonium pits be
quadrupled to 80 per year.

| strongly oppose any such increase on the grounds that such production is not only

unnecessary but illegal! 2051

First, we already have far more nuclear weapons than are needed, so we should
be dismantling rather than assembling new ones. None, zero, have been used
since Nagasaki despite the many wars and conflicts we have been engaged in.
The reason is that nuclear weapons are too indiscriminately destructive to be of
any military value. They are useless! How can they possibly help us in the “War On
Terror"?

Secondly, it is illegal, since we are bound by the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), I| 295-1
which we signed on July 1, 1969, (37 years ago) to nuclear disarmament as cont’d
specified in its Article VI:

“ Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith
on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date
and to nuclear disarmament, and on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control.”

For this pledge, the non-nuclear states agreed in the NPT not to develop their own
nuclear weapons. Every day that we ignore our solemn promise “in good faith” to
disarm our nuclear weapons encourages others such as Iran and North Korea to
develop their own!

| recommend that every member of the NNSA be given a copy of the NPT and
required to take a closed-book exam on its meaning.

This exam must also require a listing of proposed targets for each of our 5,500
nuclear weapons now deployed, with a detailed justification for the destruction of
each target and an estimate of collateral deaths.

Humans and nuclear weapons cannot coexist forever!

William F. Santelmann, Jr.
304 Brooksby Village Drive
Apt 415

Peabody, MA 01960-8585
XXX-XXX-XXXX
nlau@comcast.net

295-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increased pit production.
Continuing to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile violates none
of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by

the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation
objectives. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 296: Chrysa Wikstrom
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NNSA notes the commentor’s support for nuclear disarmament. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 297: Daniel Craig, DOM

From: Daniel Craig [mailto:domdanc@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 2:43 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: against plutonium pit production

To Whom It May Concern,

| oppose the pit production. | also oppose LANL's existence. Nuclear weapons
production is an affront to peace. You create weapons not energy production for
this country. That little george’s stance against Iran is what it is stands as hypocrisy
given your work. This country murdered hundreds of thousands of innocent
Japanese civilians for no

good reason. You continue to do so today through the use of Depleted Uranium.
Stop. Your children also have to live in this toxic waste you produce.

Daniel Craig, DOM
A healthy human being is an explorer of boundaries, of limits, and of possibilities.

A healthy human being seeks ideas not only to confirm his beliefs, but to risk the
possibility of discovering information that shakes those beliefs to their foundations.

297-1

297-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 298: John Stroud

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory

September 20, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, SWEIS Document Manager
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office

528 35th St,, Los Alamos, NM 87544

E-mail: LANL_SWEIS(@doeal gov, Fax: 505.667.5948

Dear Ms. Withers:

I offer the following comments on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact (“DSWEIS™)
Statement for Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)

First, 1 am aware of, and agree with, the detailed comments made by Nuclear Watch of New
Mexico, and 1 request that you register my agreement with those comments as if they had been
fully reproduced here.

Second, DOE has initiated a fundamentally unfair and flawed process for public comment on this
document. It is disingenuous to rely, as you have done, upon hundreds of undisclosed reference
documents. I say “undisclosed” because that is the practical effect of your failure to make those
reference documents available on-line. Instead, you have cynically limited public access to them
by unfairly restricting their availability to a very few locations, inadequately noticed and staffed,
with cumbersome electronic access and inadequate printing and copying capability. Further, you
have, in the case of the LANL Ten Year Comprehensive Site Plans, referred only to the 2000 and
2001 documents, even though those documents for the years through 2006 have already been
released to the public (through legal action, not through your cooperation). 1 conclude, as any
objective observer would, that you are not making a good faith effort to fulfill your obligation of
informing the public of these matters. [ further conclude that it evidences institutional disdain
for the public, for its role, and a desire to shield your decisionmaking from any effective public
review. These deficiencies should be remedied and the comment period extended. Shame on
you

Third, it is clear from your direct statements and the context that this five-year SWEIS is
intended to lay the foundation for expansion of LANL’s pit production capability from some 20
to 80 or more pits per year. [ strongly object that such a plan is even under consideration, given
that: a) a substantial increase in waste production will occur, even though you claim that lands
already contaminated are “economically impractical” to cleanup to residential standards, and b)
this action would go a long way to making LANL the de facto Modern Pit Facility site, even
though that project has been rejected by Congress.

Fourth, the fact that LANL hid from State regulators its discovery of very high rates of
chromium contamination in wells monitoring the regional aquifer confirms that: a} all your
decades of assurances that contaminant transport to the regional aquifer would take “millennia”
are shown to be falsehoods — i.e., assurances offered to the public for your own gain without
regard to the truth of the matter; and b) LANL “science” is still as tendentious as ever: you have
no credibility and you deserve none

Comments on the Draft LANL Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement « Page [

208-1
|| 208-2
|| 208-3
” 208.4

298-1

298-2

NNSA prepared the SWEIS in accordance with the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and the
DOE implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021). NNSA recognizes
that in light of electronic capabilities now available, that commentors
would like the references to be available on the Internet. For security
reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions about posting
documents on its website. Consistent with established practice, NNSA
made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference material available for
public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in the general vicinity

of LANL. Those reading rooms are located in Los Alamos, Santa Fe,

and Albuquerque. See Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional discussion of the NEPA
Process. Regarding the Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plan, much of the
information contained in the prior versions from fiscal years 2000 and
2001 is still relevant. The data in the SWEIS has been compared to that in
more recent revisions of the Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plan to ensure
that it is consistent; however, the Plan is not a reference in the SWEIS
because as an official use only document it is not generally available to the
public.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded pit production based
on concerns about increased waste generation and proposed remediation
activities. Additional waste would be generated under the Expanded
Operations Alternative. Chapter 5, Section 5.9, of the SWEIS evaluates
the impacts of increased waste generation and demonstrates that all

waste would be properly and safely managed under all three alternatives.
Decisions about environmental restoration will be made in accordance
with established regulatory standards and processes, including those of
the State of New Mexico in the Consent Order. To arrive at a decision
about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative remedies may
be considered such as containment in place, treatment, or removal. Any
remedy selected for a site requiring environmental restoration must meet
several criteria including protection of human health and the environment,
and attainment of applicable cleanup standards including those for ground
and surface waters and soil. If a site is to remain under DOE ownership,
cleanup standards commensurate with a restricted type of land use may
be used, provided that offsite areas are protected. If the site is to be
released for unrestricted access by the public, then the site would need
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Commentor No. 298 (cont'd): John Stroud

Tlook forward to finding that these comments, and those incorporated by reference to Nuclear
Watch of New Mexico’s submissions, are properly counted and displayed in your formal
response to comments. It is little to ask, but probably even that is beyond your ability to perform
honestly.

With regret that you are the way you are, I am

Sincerely,

John Stroud
815 Don Diego Ave.
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Comments on the Draft LANL SWEISe Page 2

298-3

298-4

to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access. Decisions about the
appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be
made by the New Mexico Environment Department using cleanup criteria
documented in Section V111 of the Consent Order. Refer to Section 2.9,
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA is analyzing the same level of pit production that was analyzed
in the 1999 LANL SWEIS. The Modern Pit Facility, which is no longer
being pursued, had a production capacity much greater than what is
being analyzed in this LANL SWEIS. As presented in Section 2.4,
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD,

NNSA is currently analyzing a possible consolidated plutonium

center or consolidated nuclear production center in the Draft Complex
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS). The Draft Complex
Transformation SPEIS was issued on January 11, 2008 (73 FR 2023).

Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses

to comments regarding chromium contamination and groundwater
monitoring. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2, natural infiltration
rates on the mesa tops at LANL are very low. In areas where large
quantities of liquid wastes were disposed of, enhanced infiltration has
occurred.
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Commentor No. 299: Jim Bock
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NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding pit production and
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 300: Anonymous

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)
Cominent Form

ou for your input

8 por su participacion Date/Fecha:

PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE
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ANTES DEL DIA 5 DE SEPTIEMBRE DE 2006 A:

M, Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Energy + 528 35th Street + Los Alamos, NM 67544-2201

Los Alamos Site Cffice + National i ion  US.
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300-1
cont'd

300-1

300-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about nuclear and hazardous waste
and preference that activities at LANL be focused on cleanup. For many
years, NNSA has been working to implement and improve technologies
for environmental restoration. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 describes the
progress that NNSA has made in conducting its environmental restoration
program at LANL. Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified
over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress
has been made (and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain
to be addressed. Appendix | presents options and environmental analyses
for conducting remediation activities at LANL, primarily related to the
Consent Order that was entered into in March 2005. Appendix | also
summarizes several technologies for cleanup of soil, water, and air, and
references additional information about existing and emerging cleanup
technologies. NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities
analyzed in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this
CRD for additional information.

Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to
comments regarding groundwater contamination, PCB contamination in
the Rio Grande, and groundwater monitoring.
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Commentor No. 301: Roxanne Swentzell

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)
Comment Form
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Gracias por su participacion Date/Fecha: 7/ (7’/ d 7

PLfAﬁE PRINT/FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

ff;l. What comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
{Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

(ommedls oy sheels alfackéd

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

- Blaine/Nom Foranne Swentzell
Adaveseiseccion: 0ok 415
€ 8, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: )%{/‘I\V/’fw NM &7 g 3 3
: PLEASE HAND THIS FORM IN OR MAIL BEFORE SEPTEMBER 5, 2006 to:

FAVOR DE ENTREGAR ESTA FORMA O ENVIARLA POR CORREQ
ANTES DEL DIA 5 DE SEPTIEMBRE DE 2006 A:

Ms. Elizabreth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los ite Office + National ity Administration + U.S. Energy + 528 35th Strect + Los Alamos, NM 875442201

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

00IXa\| M3N ‘Sowe|y SO ‘AlojeloqeT [euolfeN Sowey S0 Jo uonesadQ panunuod 10j 13 apip-als feulq



679-€

Commentor No. 301 (cont’d): Roxanne Swentzell

Comments on the expansion of Los Alamos Labs

When the damaging effects of the wastes products for the Labs is no

secret, then why is there even a consideration for expansion when 301-1
the obvious energies should be directed to finding ways fo “clean

up” the mess already made?

As a Santa Clara person who sees this valley, mountains, and
rivers...as “home”, it is vitally important that we protect it. Where do
we go if our “home” is wasted? This is it, and if we don’t protect her
from people that would use her to dump their toxic wastes, then we
do not love our children or ourselves.

We are living in a time that we have fo make some very important
choices for our future. | see these choices as a matter of life or
death. These are serious life threatening things they are doing up on
the hill and we need them to be responsible to the world around
them.

Los Alamos does affect us. We are down hill from them and buried
waste seeps into the ground water and runs downhill into all the
different water sheds until they reach the Rio Grande and continue
polluting down stream. The wind currents travel right over Santa
Clara Pueblo from Los Alamos right over Picuris and up into Taos
Canyon carrying air bom toxins that are extremely hazardous fo our 301-2
heaith (do we not breath or drink our water?) And what about all the
animals roaming the hills and valleys that we then eat, also the fish
in the rivers and the birds in the air that travel far and wide?

How many health issues are connected to radiation and other waste
products of the Labs? Our glands are highly susceptible to these

301-1

301-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about prioritizing cleanup

before contemplating an expansion of LANL activities. Since the

early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and sites
consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS). Appendix | of the SWEIS
presents options and environmental analyses for conducting future
remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the Consent Order
that was entered into in March 2005. Appendix | also summarizes several
technologies for cleanup of soil, water, and air, and references additional
information about existing and emerging cleanup technologies. NNSA
intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.

Chapter 5 of the SWEIS describes the environmental impacts of each

of the three alternatives for continuing to operate LANL and includes
the effects on surface waters, groundwater, and air. Section 5.13

states that contamination from LANL or changes in Rio Grande flows
are not likely to affect water quality. In addition, a special pathways
analysis has been added to Appendix C to address concerns expressed
regarding contamination of the Rio Grande. The analysis shows that
drinking Rio Grande water that could potentially be impacted by

LANL activities is comparable to drinking water from the Jemez River,
which is not downstream of LANL. The health impacts analysis uses
projected air emissions data to estimate dose to the population within

a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of LANL. The maximum projected
annual population dose would be 36 person-rem under the Expanded
Operations Alternative. This dose would not be expected to result in any
additional latent cancer fatalities in the affected population. Efforts to
consider LANL operational impacts with respect to “special pathways”
were initiated in the 1990s through the LANL environmental cleanup
project and the 1999 SWEIS. The “special pathways” receptor was
developed to represent Native Americans, Hispanics, and other residents
whose traditional living habits and diets could cause greater exposure to
environmental contaminants than those experienced by the hypothetical
“offsite resident.” Foodstuffs and pathways of specific interest include
ingestion of game animals, including consumption of some organ meats,
nongame fish, native vegetation through use of Indian Tea (cota), surface
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Commentor No. 301 (cont’d): Roxanne Swentzell

sorts of poisons. How is your thyroid? How is your immune system
or lymphatic system doing? How many people in your family do you
know have or had cancer? These are all good signs of the effects we
are seeing. These will continue or get worse if something isn't done
fostop it

Because we are the first people of this land, we are deeply
connected to her. All our songs and dances are about this place.
When someone is disrespectful of what gives them life and love,
then we let them know it is not alright. Let us not be intimidated by
Los Alamos. Let us let them know how they are disrespecting the
Earth, which is our life. We have that right because we learned how
to live in relative harmony with our environment and they have not.
We have been here for thousands of years and in the short 50 years
they have been up on that hill, they have damage the air, water and
land to such a degree, we don’t’ know if we can even clean it up yet.
Lets think of all that is important to us and measure what they are
doing to this love. If it does not Jove us back it is not right. And they
need fo stop. WE are that important!

Ask questions. | don’t know a lot of technical terms. I'm nota
scientist, but | know that all things affect each other. We pray to
many things because we know they are all connected. If takes not
Jjust the water fo make things all right...it takes the air and the trees
and the animals, efc... to come together and dance well. If takes
everyone feeling good and healthy and happy fo do their jobs well,
When things aren’t going well, something is hurting, something is
wrong and we look around fo see what it is. We ask questions and
see why something is hurting so we can put it straight again, | want
fo ask Los Alamos why they continue fo hurt the world around them
in the name of progress(is it progress to destroy the world?), or
“helping with defense of our country”(by poisoning it?). Why has

301-3

301-4

301-3

301-4

water and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments in surface water and
from swallowing inhaled dust, these pathways are in addition to the meat,
milk, produce, water, and sediment consumption reflected in the “offsite
resident” pathway assumption. These pathways are described in detail in
Appendix C of the SWEIS.

This special pathways analysis was performed again for this SWEIS.
Based on this analysis, it was determined that a person subsisting on such
a diet would receive a higher dose than someone who subsisted on a less
traditional diet, but that the increase in risk as a result of these special
pathways is not considered significant. The annual dose to an individual
who participated in all of the special pathways shown in Appendix C,
Section C.1.4.2, would be between 4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year
from these special pathways. For comparison, the average resident of
northern New Mexico receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per
year from background radiation sources. Therefore, the average annual
dose to those individuals subsisting on all of the special pathways would
increase by between approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent due to these special
pathways. Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for
more information related to this comment.

Past operation of LANL was conducted in a manner consistent with
contemporary standards. As standards have evolved, operational
practices including waste disposal and discharge of effluents have also
evolved. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress
DOE has made in conducting the environmental restoration program at
LANL. Environmental restoration at LANL is currently being conducted
primarily in accordance with the Consent Order discussed above. Criteria
for cleanup of sites subject to the Consent Order are documented in
Section V11 of the Consent Order and include standards for soil, surface
water, and groundwater as well as standards for screening for ecological
risks. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent
Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more
information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the impacts of continued
operation of LANL. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluates the potential
environmental, health and safety impacts of continued operation of

LANL under the three proposed alternatives. These analyses demonstrate
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Commentor No. 301 (cont’d): Roxanne Swentzell

“help” turned into a lie? They say they are “creating energy for our

use”(there is very well known renewable energy resources that don’t

hurt the environment, why create ones that destroy?), or “We are 301-4
creating jobs”(imagine all the jobs they could create fo do “good” cont’d
things, like cleaning up the mess already made, finding ways fo take

good care of our land, animals, air and water),

As Santa Clara People, we have a responsibility to our home and

families to make sure they are safe and healthy. Letting Los Alamos

do whatever they want without respect to our world, is not right.

Lets be strong fogether for this mutual cause (to question and do

zhat r)mds fo be done to protect our home so that we even have a
ture).

that NNSA can continue to operate LANL safely under any of the three
alternatives. Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD

for more information on the potential impacts to the air, water, and other
environmental media. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS summarizes
the progress made in the LANL environmental restoration program since
1999: while LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites in the early 1990s
potentially requiring environmental restoration, due to remediation

and consolidation, only about 800 remain to be addressed. In addition

to LANL’s primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s Stockpile
Stewardship Program, research is conducted at LANL in areas promoted
by the commentor. These research areas are part of current operations and
as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action Alternative.
These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of
the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this
CRD for more information.

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



259-€

Commentor No. 302: Gilbert L. Naranjo

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)
* Cominent Form
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NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding potential environmental
impacts on the Santa Clara Pueblo from commuter traffic. Impacts

from radiological and non-radiological air pollution are addressed in
Chapter 5, Sections 5.4.1,5.4.2, 5.6.1, and 5.6.2. Text has been added

to Section 5.4.1.3 discussing the potential increase in emissions from
increases in commuter traffic to LANL. The increase in employee
vehicles and the increase in other vehicles resulting from the population
increase that the State projects will occur would result in increases

in vehicle emissions along routes used to access the site. Increased
employment of 2.2 percent per year under the Expanded Operations
Alternative could result in similar increases in LANL commuter-specific
vehicle emissions from additional employee vehicles commuting from
Santa Fe and Rio Arriba County and other locations. The cumulative
increase in traffic flow associated with LANL is discussed in Section 5.13
under Transportation. Similar increases in accidents (see Chapter 4,
Section 4.10.2 for existing accident rates by county) would be expected.
The primary pollutants from commuter vehicles are hydrocarbons, carbon
monoxide, and nitrogen oxides. As discussed in Section 4.4.2.1 the area
around Los Alamos and most of New Mexico is designated as attaining the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides, ozone, and the other criteria pollutants. Even with the continuing
growth in population there has been a decreasing or steady trend in
concentrations in the region for carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and
ozone. Carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and 0zone concentrations

are below the ambient standards and are expected to remain below these
standards. The ambient standards are set to protect the public health and
welfare.

NNSA recognizes the presence of seismic and geologic features in and
around LANL, as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the 2007
seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a). NNSA is also aware of

the estimated human health impacts from postulated facility accidents at
LANL, including earthquakes, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, and
Appendix D, Section D.4. These sections also include a discussion of the
significance of the updated understanding of seismic hazard.

NNSA has used previous seismic analysis as a basis to review operations
and planned alternatives. The results have required relocation of some
missions and have been used to set the construction standards for new
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Commentor No. 302 (cont’d): Gilbert L. Naranjo

September 6, 2006
Comments by: Gilbert L. Naranjo, Santa Clara Pueblo

To whom this may concern,

1 am a tribal member of the Santa Clara Pueblo. I appreciate this opportunity to
comment on the draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for continued
Operations of Los Alamos National Laboratory.

My first comment is the commuter traffic that comes though our Pueblo, twice a
day, five days a week, for the past sixty years.

1) I am a traditional farmer, my home is approx. 50 ft. from the Los Alamos
highway. Because of the exhaust from the commuters, I can not dry my food naturally
outside in the sun.

2) Our ancestors taught us how to care for traditional seeds that have been passed
down for over a hundred years. These seeds are not producing in the soil like they are
supposed to.

3) Our ancestors also taught us how to gather certain wild plants and herbs that
grow along the highway. Again, my concern is the contamination by commuters and air
pathways from the lab to Santa Clara.

4) 1 also see that certain viable insects have been and are being disrupted. These
insects are the food supply for some species of migratory birds. There are at least three
species that I know of, that don’t come any more.

5) Members of our community including myself and children, have experienced
some of the rudeness and disrespectful behavior from lab workers who are in a hurry
going or coming from work, they even make obscene gestures. This too has been going
on for over 60 years.

6) The noise is mentally disturbing.

When I was young, sometimes we could tell when the lab was doing testing or
something, because explosions were felt in the household. The windows would shake and
dirt would fall from the ceiling of our adobe house. Sometimes we would have to cover
our food when we were having a meal. I was also told by some tribal elders that what
ever they were doing at Los Alamos was causing damage to our ancestral homes at Puye
Cliffs.

The area in which the lab is located is on lands that have been and continue to be
sacred to pueblo people and other tribes. This was once pristine land, air and water. And
not that long ago. Within these sacred places are known faults, and known seismic
activity. Not a very safe place for making nuclear weapons or storing nuclear waste.

1 feel that as a taxpayer and neighbor to Los Alamos National Laboratory, that the
lab should concentrate on research to clean up the contamination that has threatened
many aspects of our lives as a people. It’s only common sense that this should happen
first before the lab talks about expansion. [ understand that the lab provides jobs for our
neighbors in Espanola and a few for people from Santa Clara. What I don’t understand is
why the labs mission of making components to Weapons of Mass Destruction is located
in a place whete the people are known as “The Peace Keepers™.

302-1
Il 3022
” 302-3

302-3

buildings and upgrades. Similarly, the updated seismic hazard analysis
for LANL will provide a basis for a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation
to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing
facilities. In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about focusing on cleanup

before contemplating an expansion of LANL activities. Since the

early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and

sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.
Appendix | of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses for
conducting future remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the
Consent Order that was entered into on March 1, 2005. Appendix | also
summarizes several technologies for cleanup of soil, water, and air and
references additional information about existing and emerging cleanup
technologies. NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities
analyzed in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 303: Mr. and Mrs. Raymond Naranjo

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS
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Efforts to consider LANL operational impacts with respect to “special
pathways” were initiated in the 1990s through the LANL environmental
cleanup project and the 1999 SWEIS. The “special pathways” receptor
was developed to represent Native Americans, Hispanics, and other
residents whose traditional living habits and diets could cause greater
exposure to environmental contaminants than those experienced by the
hypothetical “offsite resident.” Foodstuffs and pathways of specific
interest include ingestion of game animals, including consumption of
some organ meats, nongame fish, native vegetation through use of Indian
Tea (cota), surface water and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments
in surface water and from swallowing inhaled dust, these pathways are
in addition to the meat, milk, produce, water, and sediment consumption
reflected in the “offsite resident” pathway assumption. These pathways
are described in detail in Appendix C of the SWEIS.

This special pathways analysis was performed again for this SWEIS.
Based on this analysis, it was determined that a person subsisting on such
a diet would receive a higher dose than someone who subsisted on a less
traditional diet but that the increase in risk as a result of these special
pathways is not considered significant. The annual dose to an individual
who participated in all of the special pathways shown in Appendix C,
Section C.1.4.2 would be between 4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year
from these special pathways. For comparison, the average resident of
northern New Mexico receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per
year from background radiation sources. Therefore, the average annual
dose to those individuals subsisting on all of the special pathways would
increase by between approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent due to these special
pathways.

LANL’s environmental monitoring program includes sampling vegetation
and soils onsite and around LANL. The results, reported in the annual
environmental surveillance reports that are available to the public, do not
indicate contamination from LANL operations in offsite vegetation and
soils.

Vehicles coming and going from LANL do not carry contamination
with them. Vehicles are not allowed to drive through radiation areas on
the site and then exit the site without first ensuring that they are free of
contamination.
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Commentor No. 303 (cont’d): Mr. and Mrs. Raymond Naranjo

August 7, 2006
Comments by Mr. & Mrs. Raymond Naranjo

T o whom this may concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to make comments on the draft Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement. We are a married couple, and Elders of the community
of Santa Clara Pueblo. We are unknowledgeable to the operations at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, and can only assume that some of the illnesses that are occurring is
caused by those operations. We have raised eight children and are grandparents and
great-grandparents. One of our children is suffering from a rare type of muscle disorder
that is a known environmental exposure.

We have received information on water contamination that is leaving the lab
property. Our concern is the wild game that is known to migrate all through the 303-1
mountains including LANL property. They drink the water and eat the plants. We in turn
eat this meat. This has been part of the native diet since ancestral times.

‘What about the airborne contamination from LANL operations. We use
evergreens and wood for ceremonial purposes. Are these things contaminated? And what
about our clay, sand and wood used for pottery making? Pottery making is a major source
of income and ceremonial purposes for many people at Santa Clara.

Another comment is the traffic that passes through the pueblo. Do the vehicles I | 303-2
carry sorts of contamination? Has anyone checked this?

When it rains and snows contamination must flow downstream and eventually go

into the Rio Grande. Even though we are at Santa Clara, we go to other pueblos for feast 303-1
days, religious ceremonies and we also have relatives and friends at other pueblos. WE cont’d
DRINK THE WATER.

What do we do if there’s an accident of hazardous waste or a terrorist attack?
Who's going to let us know what kind of contamination? Where do we go? How do we I | 303-3
protect ourselves?

Los Alamos National Laboratory needs to clean up the mess that already exists. If
the lab wishes to expand their operations, they should consider doing it somewhere else. I | 303-4

303-3

303-4

Vehicles carrying radioactive materials are checked prior to leaving
the site to ensure that the materials are packaged in accordance with
U.S. Department of Transportation regulations and that radiation and
contamination levels are below U.S. Department of Transportation
requirements.

Emergency response facilities and equipment, trained staff, and effective
interface and integration with offsite emergency response authorities and
organizations support LANL’s emergency management system. LANL
staff maintains the necessary equipment and an Emergency Operations
Center to respond to virtually any type of emergency, not only on the
LANL site, but throughout the local community. Chapter 4, Section 4.6.4,
of the SWEIS describes the Los Alamos National Laboratory Emergency
Management and Response Program.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about prioritizing cleanup
before contemplating an expansion of LANL activities. Since the

early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and sites
consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed (see
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS). Appendix | of the SWEIS
presents options and environmental analyses for conducting future
remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the Consent Order
that was entered into in March 2005. NNSA intends to implement actions
necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless of decisions
made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.9,
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 304: Anonymous

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)

Thank'you for your input 77
Gracias por su participacién Date/Fecha:

PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

{7 What comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
v ¥
+Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
“* CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

N/ Nomt
" AddressjBireccion: /~7 Phoror el

Gty Skite, Zip Code/Cindad, Estado, Zona Postal: 45322

PLEASE HAND THIS FORM IN OR MAIL BEFORE SEPTEMBER 5, 2006 to:
FAVOR DE ENTREGAR ESTA FORMA O ENVIARLA POR CORREO
ANTES DEL DIA 5 DE SEPTIEMBRE DE 2006 A:

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager

Los Alamos Site Office « National Nuclear Security Administration + 11.5. Department of Energy + 528 35th Street » Los Alamos, NM §7544-2201

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 304 (cont’d): Anonymous

We appreciate the work that has been done at Los Alamos National Laboratory. Asa
person who has lived through World War II; and 9/11 we appreciate the necessity of
weapons which will deter terrorists from our land.

The iab has brought many changes to Santa Clara Pueblo. Many people are employed by
the lab allowing them a means to support their families. Many lab employees have
worked as tutors for our children to help with homework, especially in math and science.
The tutors have volunteered their time, they are kind and charismatic people. The Los
Alamos National Laboratory has provided grants to help us with language programs to
address Native language loss.

Having our people work away from home has also resulted in the loss of traditional
farming, families working her; loss of 1 and traditions has Ited
Technology has brought further division to our traditional way of life in a manner that the
oppression of the Spanish and the boarding schools of the American government did not
accomplish. Children are occupied with TV and video games so their parents can rest
after a day away from home. Our traditional form of government of not campaigning
against each other but selecting our leaders in a traditional manner is constantly under
threat. Rather than helping people to come to a peaceful and prayerful resolution in
conflict our tribal courts encourage representation that urge people to try to win the judge
over to their point of view.

I digress. The concern of the day is to find solutions to pollution. We want to know that
our land which has been contaminated by radiation can be cleaned up. We want to know
that the lab is working on solutions. We want to know that the water is good to drink, the
air is good to breathe, and land that we are encouraging people to plant on is safe. We
want to know that we can trust our government to be honest about contamination. We
want to know that technology and expertise is directed toward solutions.

304-1

304-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about environmental
contamination. Waste minimization and pollution prevention efforts at
LANL are summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS. Chapter 2,
Section 2.2.6 describes the progress that has been made in conducting
environmental restoration at LANL. Since the early 1990s, when LANL
staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental
remediation, progress has been made (and sites consolidated) such that
only about 800 remain to be addressed. Appendix | of the SWEIS presents
options and environmental analyses for conducting future remediation
activities at LANL, primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered
into in March 2005. Appendix | also summarizes several technologies

for cleanup of soil, water, and air and references additional information
about existing and emerging cleanup technologies. Decisions about the
appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be
made by the New Mexico Environment Department using cleanup criteria
documented in Section V111 of the Consent Order. These criteria include
standards for cleanup of soil, surface water, and groundwater, as well as
standards for screening for ecological risks. NNSA intends to implement
actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless of decisions
made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 305: Ray Naranjo

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)
Comment Form
ara comentarios

Thank you for your input — _
. G:q;jﬂs por su participacién Date/Fecha: q “.0 O[,ﬂ

PL[’ASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

: w}m comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
;Que ébmentarios nene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

AL Oaglen and Diniad £as //‘IAV_I_ Hha

)
dinstandaids m
[1cn N _AAvo d L X0aNng10 i Al Of s '/
haepiun V)l BY ousent omPuld udh a issions
3 € M
aNgd XA P AN ARG 1160 —Hiar ast] ey e KA
- Lam oy

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

Name/No : f‘ﬁ /{/ar o
Addifs Direccion: ok L ARkl

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal:

PLEASE HAND THIS FORM IN OR MAIL BEFORE SEPTEMBER 5, 2006 to:
FAVOR DE ENTREGAR ESTA FORMA O ENVIARLA POR CORREO
ANTES DEL DIA 5 DE SEPTIEMBRE DE 2006 A:

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
of Energy « 528 35th Street » Los Alamos, NM §7544-2201

Los Alamos Site Office + National ity istration + U.S.

I‘ 305-1

305-2

305-1

305-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire to have public health studies
distributed by the local news media. While it is not possible for NNSA

to ensure that such reports are published in the local newspapers or
written in easy to understand language, in the past, the LANL contractor
has placed public health studies on its website to allow increased access
to such reports. For example, the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry released a public health assessment of LANL dated
April 26, 2005. This document is available on the LANL website at www.
lanl.gov/orgs/pa/newsbulletin/documents/LANL_PHA_042605.pdf.

NNSA notes that the commentor is not in favor of the expansion of LANL
operations. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS addresses the environmental impacts
of LANL operations, including air and water quality. LANL operations
are in compliance with the air and water regulations that protect public
health and the environment and, based on the SWEIS analysis, would
continue to be in compliance under all proposed alternatives including the
Expanded Operations Alternative. There are areas of known or suspected
contamination due to historical site operations at LANL. In 2005, the
State of New Mexico, NNSA and the University of California, as the
LANL management and operating contractor, entered into a “Compliance
Order on Consent” (Consent Order) that is currently being implemented
to address the investigation and remediation of legacy environmental
contamination at LANL.
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Commentor No. 306: Marian Naranjo

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)

-Fhank you for your input
Gracias por su participacién Date/Fecha: %M&LL&_M
PLEASE PRINT/ FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

i~ What.comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
Qe comentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

Jhy Comme) TS are adFach et T2 F4is
3y 7 7

2.0
=2

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

Address/Difeccion: 4 (a) i sod ‘/0

’ G*y, sm@p Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: @%Mm&b_m

PLEASE HAND THIS FORM IN OR MAIL BEFORE SEPTEMBER 5, 2006 to:
FAVOR DE ENTREGAR ESTA FORMA O ENVIARLA POR CORREO
ANTES DEL DIA 5 DE SEPTIEMBRE DE 2006 A:

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager

Los Alamos Site Office * National ity Administeation » US. Energy 526 35h Street « Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 306 (cont’d): Marian Naranjo

September 18, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

528 35% Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory.

1 am a tribal member and reside at the Pueblo of Santa Clara. I took the time to read and
research some of the material in the draft document. This was a major task and I feel that
there was not enough time to fully research all the material. Part of this feeling is due to
the fact that Pueblo feast days and other events are held during this time of the year. I feel
that to achieve better documentation and response to the draft SWEIS, the Department of
Energy must make every effort to educate the public and be aware of the scheduling of
annual events in the surrounding communities.

So, my comments are on those issues which I feel are pertinent and the priority. My first
comment is that this draft document should have included alternative independent
scientific studies, the final SWEIS must do so. This draft document should have included
more than Alternative and Expanded Operations focusing on nuclear weapons
production. The final SWEIS must include activities that support life.

1 would have liked to have seen more aggressive and ambitious promotion of clean up
efforts in all three Operation Alternatives, not just in the Expanded Operations. Many
times the draft document said there were no impacts to health or environment. After 60+
years of operations, during many of which there were no environmental laws to protect
the land, air and water, it’s only common sense that there has been and will continue to
be impacts to the environment and the health of people in surrounding communities.
After doing research and learning that in it’s analysis of risks to human health, the draft
SWEIS uses the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) public
health assessment for impact analyses. I know this to be true. The ATSDR assessment
was criticized by the Environment Protection Agency (EPA). EPA recommended that
the risk assessment be redone. This leaves me to question the validity of other
assessments in this draft document. What is the true risk?

306-1

306-2

306-3

306-4

306-1

306-2

306-3

306-4

NNSA understands that there are events unique to the Pueblos that could
interfere with their participation in a public comment process. NNSA
believes that the process implemented for public input on the Draft

LANL SWEIS provided reasonable accommodation for such events. The
comment period was extended from 60 to 75 days and people of northern
New Mexico Pueblos, including the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, were invited
to a special briefing on the Draft LANL SWEIS about 3 weeks after it was
made available. Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA included the analyses of studies not sponsored by NNSA or DOE
when appropriate and available. For example, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.1
includes discussion of the Public Health Assessment prepared by the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry and the Analysis of
Exposure and Risks to the Public from Radionuclides and Chemicals
Released by the Cerro Grande Fire at Los Alamos that was sponsored by
the State of New Mexico.

NNSA notes the commentor’s desires regarding the mission of LANL.
LANL scientists currently conduct research in areas such as renewable
energy and global climate change, and support nonproliferation programs
in addition to their efforts in support of LANL’s Stockpile Stewardship
mission. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more
information. NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order
to be optional, and is not linking Consent Order compliance with decisions
about pit production; proposed new projects or activities; increased
operational levels; or waste generated from other LANL activities.
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the SWEIS defines the three alternatives and
explains why activities to comply with the Consent Order are included
only in the Expanded Operations Alternative. Section 1.4 states that
NNSA could choose to implement the alternatives either in whole or in
part and that NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities
analyzed in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this
CRD for more information.

The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts
from contaminants in the LANL environment. The Agency for Toxic
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Commentor No. 306 (cont’d): Marian Naranjo

{Comments continued)

It is & known fact that the Jemez Mountain, sacred 1o the Pueblo people and other tribes,
is an ancient dormant volcano and there are major faults within and around this mountain.
Volcanic activity and earthquakes are not controlled by man and are unpredictable. Doing
research and learning that there were ten (10) recorded earthquakes in the Pajarito Fault
System since 2002, the latest on August 7, 2006, makes me question the risk LANL
Operations pose to the environment and human health even more. I also learned that a
seismic hazard study was being done, but not included in this document. Which confirms
my doubt about the assessments in this draft document.

Not much was discussed in this document as far as Environmental Justice. It seems to me
that the existence of Area G which borders a sacred site, and located a couple miles from
the baseball fields where many children from the Pueblos and the Espanola Valley play
during the summer months, is a violation of Environmental Justice. After drinking the
water and breathing the air, and learning about the drums of transuranic waste that is
there and the waste that is buried and the method of burial in unlined pits, trenches and
shafts, and the fact that there are fifteen (15) Pueblos within a fifty (50) mile radius of
Area G, it sure seems like the discussion of environmental justice should be elaborated.

Researching information on impacts to water, I learned that on September 15, 2006, a
Notice of Violation was sent to LANL from the State of New Mexico Environment
Department in the amount of $795,620, for not reporting for almost two years, elevated
toxic hexavalent chromium contamination in the groundwater, in the regional aquifer,
where the surrounding Pueblos rely on this water for survival. This document noted the
Consent Order which was made because of previous violations. This practice of
violations is not of merit to LANL. Also looking at the data published in this document
and asking for expert opinions about the data, it is agreed by ail that the data is not clear.
Not to mention the other existing problems caused by the use of drilling fluids in
characterization wells and the many unmonitored contaminated sites.

As [ write these comments and visuatize the hunters that are in our sacred mountain at
this time of the year, bringing down the elk to provide food for the winter months, it
saddens me to realize that the wildlife, especially the Bull ¢lk, which are known to
migrate, drink water and eat the plants in and on LANL property, present health risks
which truly exists upon consumption.

To my understanding, the Expanded Operations will utilize more regional water, which is
supposed to be for future generations, and increase hazardous waste without ensuring
proper clean up. There is also the concern of increased air emissions.

I realize that some of the buildings are old and contamination in the workplace is
unacceptable. LANL should take them down , and clean up the areas. It is important to
provide better and safer workplaces. 1 also realize that LANL provides much needed
funds to the surrounding communities for education and programs. This should be
commended.

306-5

306-6

306-7

306-8

306-9

306-10

306-5

Substances and Disease Registry is the Federal agency responsible (under
the 1986 amendments to the Superfund law) for conducting Public Health
Assessments at each site on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
National Priorities List. The Public Health Assessment is a relevant
Federal agency study and it is therefore appropriate that the SWEIS
acknowledge its conclusions. The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Public Health Assessment in any
specific way for its conclusions. The Public Health Assessment examined
data from 1980 through 2001 whereas the SWEIS includes and evaluates
health data through 2005, and projects impacts over the next 5 years. The
Public Health Assessment was finalized and released August 31, 2006
(ATSDR 2006). As detailed in Appendix | to the final Public Health
Assessment, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency comments on the
draft were addressed by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry in the final document.

NNSA recognizes the presence of volcanic activity as well as seismic and
geologic features in and around LANL. These are discussed in Chapter 4,
Sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.2.2.3. NNSA is conducting ongoing studies to
update the large base of research in this area, with a focus on continuous
improvement in understanding of the seismic setting at LANL. An update
to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007. Seismic
activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the
2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a). The estimated human
health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL, including
earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and Appendix D,
Section D.4. These sections also include a discussion of the significance
of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic
hazard analysis report.

The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report
has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL is
greater than previously understood. The relevance of the seismic hazard
to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation

to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing
facilities. In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).
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Commentor No. 306 (cont’d): Marian Naranjo

{comments continued)

Because of the above stated comments, I conclude that LANL should NOT expand the
Operations for Plutonium Pit Production or a Modem Pit Facility.

Respectfully Submitted,
) .
oo lese

@rian Naranjo
Rt. 5 Box 474
Espanola New Mexico 87532

306-9
cont’d

306-6

306-7

306-8

Following the NEPA process but prior to the design and operation of
specific facilities, safety studies in the form of Hazard Assessment
Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that include seismic concerns and
take into account the most current seismic information would be prepared
to address a comprehensive set of accident risks. The results of these
safety studies would be incorporated into facility design and operations to
ensure protection of the health and safety of workers and the public.

Chapter 5, Section 5.11, of the SWEIS has been revised to include more
information related to environmental justice concerns and why NNSA
believes that no disproportionately high and adverse environmental
impacts on minority and low-income populations would be expected to
result from LANL operations. Dose calculations were performed for
the area surrounding Area G and the results are presented in Chapter 5,
Tables 5-17 and 5-18, of the SWEIS. As shown in these tables, the
projected doses to the Maximally Exposed Individual and the General
Public from normal LANL operations were very low under all of the
alternatives and would not be expected to present a significant risk to
individuals living nearby. Refer to Section 2.11, Environmental Justice, of
this CRD for more information.

Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to
comments regarding well construction, chromium contamination, and
groundwater monitoring.

Efforts to consider LANL operational impacts with respect to “special
pathways” were initiated in the 1990s through the LANL environmental
cleanup project and the 1999 SWEIS. The “special pathways” receptor
was developed to represent Native Americans, Hispanics, and other
residents whose traditional living habits and diets could cause greater
exposure to environmental contaminants than those experienced by the
hypothetical “offsite resident.” Foodstuffs and pathways of specific
interest include ingestion of game animals, including consumption of
some organ meats, nongame fish, native vegetation through use of Indian
Tea (cota), surface water and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments
in surface water and from swallowing inhaled dust, these pathway are in
addition to the meat, milk, produce, water, and sediment consumption
reflected in the “offsite resident” pathway assumption. These pathways
are described in detail in Appendix C of the SWEIS.

00IXa\| M3N ‘Sowe|y SO ‘AlojeloqeT [euolfeN Sowey S0 Jo uonesadQ panunuod 10j 13 apip-als feulq



€99-€

Commentor No. 306 (cont’d): Marian Naranjo

306-9

This special pathways analysis was performed again for this SWEIS.
Based on this analysis, it was determined that a person subsisting on such
a diet would receive a higher dose than someone who subsisted on a less
traditional diet, but that the increase in risk as a result of these special
pathways is not considered significant. The annual dose to an individual
who participated in all of the special pathways shown in Appendix C,
Section C.1.4.2, would be between 4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year
from these special pathways. For comparison, the average resident of
northern New Mexico receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per
year from background radiation sources. Therefore, the average annual
dose to those individuals subsisting on all of the special pathways would
increase by between approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent due to these special
pathways.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding increased water use,
pollutant emissions, and hazardous waste generation under the Expanded
Operations Alternative, and suggestion that activities related to nuclear
weapons production at LANL are not necessary. Although the Expanded
Operations Alternative would result in increased water usage, amounts of
radioactive and chemical waste, air emissions, and wastewater discharges,
as demonstrated in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS, these increases can be

safely managed. LANL’s projected water demands under the Expanded
Operations Alternative would remain within LANL’s water use target
ceiling as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. Refer to Section 2.8, Water
Use, of this CRD for more information on water use, available water
rights, and water supply planning at LANL.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes progress made by NNSA
in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL. Since

the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and

sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.
Continuation of cleanup activities at a pre-Consent Order level is included
in the No Action Alternative, while actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order are evaluated under the Expanded Operations Alternative.
As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, however, NNSA
intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.
For more information about proposed activities in support of the Consent
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Commentor No. 306 (cont’d): Marian Naranjo

306-10

Order, refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order)
and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD.

Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft SWEIS was in the context
of ensuring that reasonably foreseeable future actions were addressed in
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations
regarding cumulative impacts. In October 2006, NNSA issued a

Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship

and Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

— Complex 2030 (now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation
SPEIS]) (71 FR 61731). In addition to announcing its intent to prepare
the Complex Transformation SPEIS to assess the environmental impacts
from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex,
NNSA announced cancellation of the previously planned Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship
and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2).
Therefore, the Final SWEIS does not include analyses related to a modern
pit facility. Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons
Complex, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA recognizes that some processes, buildings and structures at LANL
should undergo decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition.
Many of the activities proposed in the SWEIS are meant to provide better
and safer workplaces. Appendix H evaluates the environmental impacts
for decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition of processes and
structures in TA-18, TA-21 and TA-54, Area G. Some or all processes
and structures in TA-18 may be relocated or removed from this technical
area. Processes and structures in TA-21 are proposed to be removed to
allow remediation of material disposition areas and potential release sites
in this area in compliance with a Consent Order. Portions of TA-21 are
also designated for conveyance to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos
or to the U.S. Department of the Interior in trust for the Pueblo of San
lldefonso. In TA-54, Area G, processes and structures associated with
waste management operations are proposed to be removed or relocated to
allow closure of MDA G in compliance with the Consent Order, as well as
closure of certain other disposal units not subject to the Consent Order.
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Commentor No. 307: Governor James R. Mountain,

Pueblo San Ildefonso

James R. Mountain
Governor

Pueblo de San Ildefonso
Office of the Governor
S1-GC06-272
September 18, 2006
Ms. Elizabeth Withers
U.S. DOE/NNSA
Los Alamos Site Office
528 35" Street
Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Re: San Ildefonso Comments on Draft SWEIS
Dear Ms. Withers:

The Pueblo de San Ildefonso (the Pucblo) has reviewed the Draft Site Wide Environmental Impact

 for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory Los Alamos New Mexico
(SWEIS) dated June, 2006. Comments are enclosed.
‘We at the Pueblo are disappointed to see that the SWEIS is jall h d from the standpoi

of our previous comments. There has been no apparent effort to address Pueblo issues and concerns.
Granted, in such a massive document there is a chance that a respouse may have been inadvertently
overlooked, but no such responses were to be found in our review. This serves to undermine our faith
in this process, which we understood to be collaborative, with the Pueblo as a partner.

Despite our disappointment, the Pueblo shall continue to be a contributing agency to the SWEIS, and
we shall continue to present our views, concerns and issues, and hope that we are able to make a
meaningful and constructive contribution.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,
Y I Ay

James R. Mouniain, Governor

Pueblo de San Ildefonso

Ce: Neil Weber, DECP Director

Route 5 Box 315-A - Santa Fe, NM 87506 - (505) 455-2273 - (505) 455-4153 Fax

307-1

307-1

NNSA thanks the people of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso for their continued
involvement in the SWEIS preparation process and for the government-to-
government relationship enjoyed by NNSA and the Pueblo. Pueblo issues
and concerns were considered in the process of developing the SWEIS
analysis; however, the NEPA compliance process, particularly as it relates
to the SWEIS preparation effort, is not necessarily the appropriate venue
for addressing Pueblo issues and concerns. NNSA pledges to continue to
work through its government-to-government relationship with the Pueblo
of San Ildefonso to address members’ concerns.
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Commentor No. 307 (cont’d): Governor James R. Mountain,

Pueblo San Ildefonso

Comments on June 2006 Working Draft of the LANL SWEIS
General Comments

1. The time allotted for review of the Draft SWEIS was insufficient. The reviewer struggied
to review the chapters and was unable to review appendices I and J. More time should have been
allowed for review.

2. The SWEIS should present alternatives to expa.usmn of TA-54 Area G into Zones 4 and
6. This expansion into unlined pits i the p | impacts of rek of to
Tribal lands.

3. The SWEIS should clarify the possible or likely fates of waste for the various DD&D
projects. TA-54 Area G seers a likely disposal choice for these wastes. The Pueblo opposes this
option.

Specific Comments by Section

Summary
S.1  Background

Paragraph 3 of  page S-3 states “Another benefit of preparing a new SWEIS is the reevaluation
of i ted with LANL operations.” This is an excellent argument for
including altemauves to expansion of TA-54 Area G into Zone 4 in the SWEIS.

8.9.1 Comparison of Potential Consequences of Alternatives for Continued Operation at Los
Alamos National Laboratory

The previous version of Table S-3 indicated that DD&D of TA-21 might harm wetlands. The
current version does not discuss wetlands. The table should clarify the effect of DD&D of TA-21
on wetlands.

S.9.3 ies of Potential Conseq Jfrom Project-specific Analy

On page S-78, the Summary of Impacts for Los Alamos Neutron Science Center Refurbishment
Project does not address Tribal issues with extending the operating life on LANSCE. This
facility releases radionuclides upwind of Tribal land, and is an insult to the viewshed from Tribal
land.

On page S-78, the S y of Imp for the Radiography Facility Project does not address the

Environmental Justice concem of concentrating several facilities with the potential to release
large of radi 1i p and upwind of Tribal lands.
Table S-11 states; “Accident i are bounded by those analyzed for the TA-55 Plutonium

Facility Complex.” This statemem should clarify what analysis this refers to (i.e. an analysis
done as part of this new SWEIS or an earlier SWEIS/other document). It is counterintuitive that

307-2

307-3

307-4

307-3
cont’d

307-4
cont’d

307-5

307-6

307-7

307-2

307-3

307-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that insufficient time was allowed
for review of the Draft LANL SWEIS. Responding to requests for
additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period from the
original 60 days to 75 days. See additional discussion of the NEPA
process in Section 2.2 of this CRD.

Expansion of low-level radioactive waste disposal into Zones 4 and 6 of
Area G was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS and a decision was issued in the
Record of Decision for the 1999 SWEIS (64 FR 50797). Therefore, use of
Zones 4 and 6 for low-level radioactive waste disposal is included under
the No Action Alternative in the new SWEIS. NNSA is not revisiting that
decision in this SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to disposing of decontamination,
decommissioning, and demolition (DD&D) waste at TA-54, Area G. As
addressed in Chapter 5, Section 5.9.3, and Appendix H, Section H.2.3.2,
low-level radioactive waste and nonradioactive construction debris
would make up the majority of waste generated by TA-21 DD&D
activities. Low-level radioactive waste from DD&D activities may be
disposed of in TA-54 or sent offsite to DOE or commercial facilities.
The Record of Decision for the 1999 LANL SWEIS indicated that waste
disposal operations in Area G would be expanded into Zones 4 and 6
(64 FR 50797). No additional expansion of waste disposal capacity is
addressed in this SWEIS.

As noted by the commentor, neither Section 3.3.2.2 nor Section 3.3.3.5 in
Chapter 3, describes the disposition of DD&D wastes; rather, disposition
of all waste types generated by DD&D activities at TA-21 is addressed in
Section H.2.3.2. Because Section 3.3.2.2 summarizes DD&D activities
of TA-21 under the Expanded Operations Alternative, it does not provide
details on DD&D wastes. Similarly, because Section 3.3.3.5 summarizes
the activities that would occur at the Pajarito Site under the Expanded
Operations Alternative, it does not provide details on DD&D wastes.
Also, the waste management discussion in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2, only
summarizes the cumulative impacts associated with waste generation.
Additional details of the impacts of DD&D waste are provided in
Chapter 5, Sections 5.9 and 5.13.

Solid waste (defined in Appendix H, Section H.1.3.2 as construction,
demolition, and sanitary waste) resulting from DD&D of TA-18 buildings
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Commentor No. 307 (cont’d): Governor James R. Mountain,

Pueblo San Ildefonso

San Ildefonso Comments on June 2006 Draft SWEIS

an accident analysis performed for an earlier SWEIS or other document would apply to TA-SS I |
after the d ct are pl

Pprop )

On page S-90, Summary of Impacts for Increase in Type and Quantity of Sealed Sources
Managed at LANL by the Off-Site Source Recovery Project describes TA-54 Area G as a storage

area for the increased numbers of sealed sources which may be brought to LANL. The SWEIS

should present alternatives to storage of these sources at Area G, which would increase a

possible source of contamination to the Tribal lands which border Area G.

CHAPTER 1

1.3.3 Expanded tions Alternative

This section di the i of pl ium pit prod: for 20 pits per year to 50. The
Tribe has concerns with this increase in the amount of plutonium, and the increased likelihood of
plutonium accidents at TA-55.

Page 1-17 lists the three types of new projects are addressed in the new SWEIS under the
Expanded Operations Alternative, two of which are:

o Projects that maintain existing capabilities at LANL; and
o Projects that add new or expand existing capabilities at LANL.

Tt seems that either of these could reasonably be used as justification for more in depth analysis
of the Area G expansion.

Section 1.3.4

This section di the i of platonium pit prod for 20 pits per year to 50. The
Tribe has concerns with this increase in the amount of plutonium, and the increased likelihood of
plutonium accidents at TA-55.

CHAPTER 2

Section 2.4.1

This section describes the CMR building and the proposed move to TA-55. The Tribe has
concerns with the move of another potentially polluting facility to upstream of our border,
especially one that regularly exceeds NPDES flow projections. The SWEILS should discuss the

possible cumulative effects of siting multiple p ial sources up of our
border.

CHAPTER 3

3.1.3.15 Waste M. O Solid Radi ive and Chemical Waste Facilities

Page 2 of 4

307-7
cont’d

307-8

307-9

307-3
cont’d

307-9
cont’d

307-10

307-5

and structures and all other DD&D activities would be disposed of
offsite. After closure of the Los Alamos County Landfill, as discussed

in Chapter 2, Section 2.3, there will be no onsite capability to dispose of
solid waste. Therefore, the SWEIS assumes that all solid waste would be
transported offsite.

Regarding impacts to wetlands caused by DD&D of TA-21, the SWEIS
does not refer to impacts to wetlands in Table S-5 of the Summary
because there are no wetlands located in the area in which DD&D
activities would be performed (ACE 2005). The reference to potential
impacts to wetlands in the discussion of TA-21 in Section 5.5.3 was
deleted in the Final SWEIS.

The SWEIS addresses the potential for health and safety risks to
populations living in the potentially affected area surrounding LANL,
including those residing on Tribal lands. These environmental impacts,
including those resulting from the LANSCE Refurbishment Project, are
presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.6.1.3. LANSCE operations historically
have accounted for the majority of radioactive air emissions at LANL.
Increased use of these facilities could increase air emissions. An analysis
of doses to minority and low-income populations was performed and it has
been added to Section 5.11 of the SWEIS. It confirmed that the largest
doses under any of the alternatives would be received by the white (non-
Hispanic) population.

Currently, these air emissions are monitored and LANSCE operations are
discontinued when the resulting dose to the maximally exposed individual
at LANL approaches the annual limit. The maximally exposed individual
for LANL is a hypothetical resident at the East Gate, north-northeast of
LANSCE; at a distance of approximately 0.5 miles (800 meters). Impacts
to an individual in the direction of Tribal lands would be smaller than
impacts to the maximally exposed individual because Tribal Lands are
generally further away or located in a different direction. For example, the
closest Tribal Land to LANSCE would be on the San Ildefonso Pueblo due
east of the site.

To minimize the impact on the visual environment, refurbishment occurs
within existing structures; none of the analyzed options included moving
or removing LANSCE. Appendix G, Section G.5.2.3, describes why those
options are not feasible at this time.
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Commentor No. 307 (cont’d): Governor James R. Mountain,

Pueblo San Ildefonso

San Ildefonso Comments on June 2006 Draft SWEIS

This section states; “As evaluated in the 7999 SWEIS and documented in the ROD, as disposal
capacity in MDA G is used up, Zone 4 is being developed for continued low-level radioactive
waste disposal.” Unless the 1999 SWEIS addressed the threat to San Ildefonso lands and culture
from the siting of addmonal unlined disposal pits and possible cumulative effects of siting

SOurces up and/or bordering our land, the current draft
SWEIS should do this..
3.3.2.2 Technical Area 21 Structure D ination, Dx and Demolition
Project

This section should address proposed fates of DD&D wastes.

3.3.3.5 Pajarito Site
This section should address proposed fates of DD&D wastes.

3.6.1 Comparison of Potential Consequences of Alternatives for Continued Operation at Los
Alamos National Laboratory

- Environmental Justice

This section states; “However, a.ualyses show the human health impacts associated with these
special pathways would not present d porti ly high and ad i to minority or
low-income populations.” This section shou]d dlscuss whether DOE/LAN. L has worked with any
local tribes to create a reasonably accurate Native American exposure scenario. Also, this section

should clarify whether an Envi | Justice evaluation included the possible effects of
polluting facilities grouped her near the border between LANL and San

Tidefonso.

3628 y of Cumulative Imp

- Human Health

This section states; “At a collective dose of 1,080 person-rem per year, less than 1 (0.71) LCF
would be expected.” The Human Health subsection in the November draft states; “Collective
worker doses would substantially increase if a 450-pits per year Modem Pit Facility were located
at LANL. There would be an approximately 1 in 2 cumulative chance per year of a fatal worker
cancer after the addition of doses that could be experienced at the modern pit facility. There
would be a 1 in 10 chance per year of a fatal worker cancer under the SWEIS altemauves The
last two sentences have been deleted from the current 1 This ially and p dly
diminishes the impact of the Modern Pit Facility on worker health. This language should be
returned to this section.

3628 y of Cumulative Imp

This section should address proposed fates of DD&D wastes. I |
CHAPTER 5

Section 5.13 I |

Page 3 of 4

307-10
cont’d

307-4
cont’d

307-11

307-12

307-4
cont’d

307-12
cont’d

307-6

307-7

307-8

307-9

The Radiography Facility project would not be expected to result in any
radiation dose to the public or, by extension, to any minority or low-
income populations; therefore, this issue was not addressed. A discussion
was added to Appendix G, Section G.6, of the SWEIS to clarify this
project’s potential health impacts on the public.

The statement in Table S—-11 of the Summary refers to the analyses
included in the current SWEIS. Note that the table is a summary of
impacts associated with the proposal to build a new radiography facility

in TA-55, as analyzed in Appendix G of the SWEIS. The impacts of an
accident at such a facility would be much smaller than the impacts of an
accident at the Plutonium Facility Complex because of the smaller amount
of radioactive material involved at any time.

The noted Summary of Impacts on page S-90 of the Draft Summary
addresses the bounding of potential accident scenarios. The descriptions
in Appendix J, Section J.3.1 and Chapter 3, Section 3.1.1.7, indicate

that the Off-Site Source Recovery Project is responsible for identifying,
recovering, and storing excess and unwanted sealed radiological sources
on behalf of NNSA in cooperation with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. The Off-Site Source Recovery Project intends to use
commercial organizations and facilities for reuse, storage, or disposal
when appropriate, and LANL facilities when commercial storage is not
appropriate, until a final disposal pathway is determined. As noted in the
definition, because sealed sources consist of radioactive material contained
within a sealed capsule, no potential for contamination exists during
normal operations. The sealed sources are stored in TA-54, the Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Building, or other facilities that are designed to
protect public health and the environment in the event of an accident.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that increased pit production would
increase the likelihood of an accident. This SWEIS analyzes a spectrum
of accidents that represents and bounds potential accidents. In the event
of an accident that is not explicitly addressed in the SWEIS, there is
reasonable assurance that the impacts to workers and the public would be
no greater than those that have been analyzed. Due to limitations on the
amount of material allowed to be processed at one time and the amount

of material allowed to be stored in a specific location where it would

be potentially available for release (material at risk), there would be no
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Commentor No. 307 (cont’d): Governor James R. Mountain,

Pueblo San Ildefonso

San Ildefonso Comments on June 2006 Draft SWEIS

This section is remarkably different than the November 28, 2005 draft. The “Human Health”
subsection in the November drafi states; “Collective worker doses would substantially increase if
a 450-pits per year Modern Pit Facility were located at LANL. There would be an approximately
1 in 2 cumulative chance per year of a fatal worker cancer after the addition of doses that cold be
experienced at the modern pit facility. There would be a 1 in 10 chance per year of a fatal worker
cancer under the SWEIS alternatives.”

The last two sentences have been deleted from the current language. This essentially and
profoundly diminishes the impact of the Modern Pit Facility on worker health. This language
should be returned to this section.

APPENDIX H

H.1.3.2 Disposition of Technical Area 18 Buildings and S

Page H-20 states; “The generated solid waste could also be managed at LANL or couid be
transported to a local offsite landfill. For the purposes of analysis, it was assumed that these
wastes would be disposed of at an offsite location.” It would be more conservative to assume that
these wastes would be disposed of onsite.

Page 4 of 4

307-12
cont’d

307-4
cont’d

307-10

307-11

discernable difference in the potential impacts of the bounding accidents
for the two pit production levels. Moreover, increasing the pit production
rate from 20 pits per year to up to 80 would not require development of
any new processes. The estimated human health impacts from postulated
facility accidents, including earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5,
Section 5.12, of the SWEIS.

Replacement of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building with

a new building at TA-55 was addressed in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los

Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c), published in
November 2003. Chapter 4 of that EIS addressed the environmental
impacts of co-locating Chemistry and Metallurgy Research activities

at TA-55 with facilities already operating there. Volume |1 of the 1999
SWEIS addressed the alternatives for expanding low-level waste disposal
capacity in a separate impacts analysis, and the impacts of operating
Zone 4 in TA-54 were included in the main body of the 1999 SWEIS. In
addition, the purpose of a SWEIS is to identify and assess the individual
and cumulative impacts of ongoing and reasonably foreseeable actions
at a DOE site, as required by DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures.
Thus, the impacts analyses in Chapter 5 of the current SWEIS present the
cumulative effects of all ongoing and proposed LANL activities.

Efforts to consider LANL operational impacts with respect to “special
pathways” were initiated in the 1990s through the LANL environmental
cleanup project and the 1999 SWEIS. This special pathways analysis was
performed again for the current SWEIS. The special pathways receptor
was developed to represent Native Americans, Hispanics, and other
residents whose traditional living habits and diets could cause greater
exposure to environmental contaminants than those experienced by the
hypothetical offsite resident. Foodstuffs and pathways of specific interest
include ingestion of game animals, including consumption of some organ
meats, nongame fish, native vegetation through use of Indian Tea (cota),
surface water and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments in surface
water and from swallowing inhaled dust, these pathways are in addition to
the meat, milk, produce, water, and sediment consumption reflected in the
“offsite resident” pathway assumption. These pathways are described in
detail in Appendix C of the SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 307 (cont’d): Governor James R. Mountain,

Pueblo San Ildefonso

Based on the SWEIS analysis, it was determined that a person subsisting
on such a diet would receive a larger dose than someone who subsisted
on a less traditional diet, but that the increase in risk as a result of these
special pathways is not considered significant. The annual dose to an
individual who participated in all of the special pathways shown in
Appendix C, Section C.1.4.2, of the current SWEIS would be between
4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year than the annual dose to the average
offsite resident whose diet did not consist of game and locally grown
produce. For comparison, the average resident of northern New Mexico
receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per year from natural
background radiation sources. Therefore, the average annual dose to

a person subsisting on all of the special pathways would increase by
approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent.

The environmental justice evaluation discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.11,
of the current SWEIS also considered the possible effects on the
population residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL from
additive doses resulting from the grouping of various LANL facilities,
particularly on individuals living closest to the highest dose facility.

For example, the maximally exposed individual for the entire site was
determined to be a hypothetical resident at the East Gate north-northeast
of LANSCE at a distance of 0.5 miles (800 meters) when the dose from
LANSCE was added to the dose from other LANL facilities (refer to
Section 5.6, Table 5-17). An analysis also was done to determine the
dose to a maximally exposed individual near TA-54 resulting from the
waste facilities at TA-54 in combination with the doses from all other
facilities that could contribute to the offsite dose. This analysis concluded
that the estimated dose to a maximally exposed individual near TA-54
was smaller than the estimated dose to the maximally exposed individual
living north of LANSCE. Similarly, the collective dose to the general
population residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-54 was smaller
than the collective dose to the general population residing within 50 miles
(80 kilometers) of LANSCE. For additional information on doses to low-
income and minority populations, see the additions made to Section 5.11
of the SWEIS. Dose calculations were performed for the facilities shown
in Table 5-16, and the results are presented in Section 5.6, Tables 5-17
and 5-18. As shown, the projected doses to the maximally exposed
individual and the public from normal LANL operations were very low
under all of the alternatives and would not be expected to present a
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Commentor No. 307 (cont’d): Governor James R. Mountain,

Pueblo San Ildefonso

307-12

significant risk to the population living nearby, regardless of their income
level or whether they are a minority population.

In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent (71 FR 61731) to
prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement — Complex 2030

(now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS])
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) to assess the environmental impacts of continued
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex. In addition to this
announcement, NNSA announced cancellation of the previously planned
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on
Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/
EIS-236-S2). The Final SWEIS does not include a proposed modern pit
facility at LANL; thus, the potential doses associated with this facility
are no longer included in the cumulative impacts section in Chapter 5. In
January 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS
(73 FR 2023); it includes alternatives in which LANL would be the site
of a new consolidated plutonium center or a new consolidated nuclear
production complex. The impacts from the Draft Complex Transformation
SPEIS are included in Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 308: Mauna W. Richardson

From: Mauna Richardson [mailto:mauna@newmexico.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 1:29 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: increase of plutonium

Sirs:

Who is the enemy? Your neighbors? Why risk the health of our children by
increasing the levels of plutonium? | am not a scientist, but | know that many
people are being made ill by the levels of pollutants that we have to live with now. It
does not make sense to increase any pollutants until we know how to cleanse the
environment with what is present now.

For the sake of your neighbors, the environment, and yes, the generations to follow:
Do NOT Increase the plutonium levels.

Sincerely,

Mauna W. Richardson
P O Box 667
La Madera, NM 87539

308-1

308-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increasing the levels of
plutonium present at LANL. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS addresses the
environmental impacts of LANL operations including impacts on air
and water quality. As reported in the 2005 Annual Site Environmental
Surveillance Report (LANL 2006g), LANL operations are in compliance
with the air and water regulations for protection of public health and the
environment, and, based on the SWEIS analyses, would continue to be
in compliance under all proposed alternatives including the Expanded
Operations Alternative. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of

the SWEIS there are areas of known or suspected contamination due to
historical site operations at LANL. In 2005, the State of New Mexico,
NNSA and the University of California, as the LANL management and
operating contractor, entered into a Consent Order that is currently being
implemented to address the investigation and remediation of legacy
environmental contamination at LANL.
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Commentor No. 309: Bob Kinsey

From: ROBERT KINSEY [mailto:kinsey _65@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 1:27 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comments for the record

to me the DOE and all US Nuclear lab/production entities are incapable of handling 309-1
nuclear materials in a way safe for the environment and human health. The addition
of secrecy to the operation permits both carelessness and a demonic spirit that

comes from inordinate power.

Specifically, | understand that the SWEIS approval will quadruple plutonium pit
production, double the generation of radioactive bomb-making wastes, and more
than double storage capacity of weapons-grade “special nuclear materials,

primarily plutonium”, to 7.3 tons. No one really knows what to do with the mega tons
of plutonium and uranium waste we currently have. Nor do they know how to secure
the collections of it around the world from people who are tempted to use it to level
the power-playing field in terms of either dominance or resistance to dominance.
Plutonium waste from production has shown up in depleted uranium ordinance that
is fired on US battlefields. The US environment is already awash in bomb-grade
plutonium pits that are not degrading and do not need replacement if ever they
needed built in the first place. Our “national defense” budget is so out of control that
DOE managers will find arguments that in order to save money we cannot afford
manage the waste safely. Already cleanup levels are compromised in the interests of
“fiscal restraint” and areas are declared “wildlife” preserves that have high level waste
slightly below very erode-able surfaces. | am told traces of Plutonium escaped in

the forest fires around Los Alamos and have appeared in the Rio Grande. So Right!
We need to approve more of this folly. | don’t think so!!!

Having had lived south and down wind of Rocky Flats for thirty- odd years, it is clear |

309-2

Bob Kinsey

XXX-XXX-XXXX

www.thecoloradocoalition.org

kinsey_65@msn.com

“all human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed
with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of
brotherhood and sisterhood” Art. 1, Universal Declaration of Human Rights

309-1

309-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern with regard to safe handling of
nuclear materials. Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the SWEIS presents detailed
data on public and worker health related to cancer incidence rates,
radiation dose, occupational injuries and illnesses, and LANL emergency
management and response. In addition, the final LANL Public Health
Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006 by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry,
shows that, “...there is no evidence of contamination from LANL that
might be expected to result in ill health to the community,” and “...overall,
cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer rates found in
other communities” (ATSDR 2006). For more information related to this
comment, refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD.

NNSA notes the commentor’s statements. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for
more information about stockpile stewardship. Chapter 4 of the SWEIS,
and annual environmental surveillance reports for LANL (www.lanl.
gov/environment/all/esr.shtml) provide information on the presence of
contaminants in the environment around LANL.
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Commentor No. 310: Penelope McMullen, SL,

New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community

From: Penny McMullen [mailto:pmsl@cnsp.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 1:08 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: draft SWEIS

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager, U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site
Office

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201.

Sept. 19, 2006

Dear Ms. Elizabeth Withers:

On behalf of the Loretto Community, | respectfully submit the following comments
on the draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (dASWEIS) for Continued
Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).

The Loretto Community of nearly 600 members strongly opposes both the Expanded

Operations Alternative and the misleading “No Action Alternative.”

The Vatican's statement to the United Nations delivered by Archbishop Renato
Martino in 1997 declared that “Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we
seek for the 21st century.... They cannot be justified and deserve condemnation.” In
1979 the Loretto Community committed to working for nuclear disarmament “as an
urgent moral imperative” because of the harm nuclear production causes to workers
and environment, even if never used.

Therefore, we especially oppose the proposal to produce up to 80 plutonium pits per
year, quadrupling the current number allowed. The Department of Energy claims
that new pits are necessary to replace aging pits. However, studies show that

the pits improve with age and last for many decades, so the proposed increased
production is unnecessary and a waste of taxpayer funds.

The United States, along with 187 other nations, ratified the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) in 1970, committing us to work toward total elimination of our nuclear
arsenals. The dSWEIS “Preferred Alternative” of expanded operations violates that
treaty obligation.

Increasing our own production of plutonium pits when it is unnecessary leads many
Americans as well as governments around the world to conclude that the United
States is really gearing up to produce more nuclear weapons in violation of the NPT.
Continuing our nuclear production also encourages other nations to develop and

I| 310-1

310-1
cont’d

310-2

310-1

310-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the SWEIS alternatives,
especially the increased production of plutonium pits proposed in the
Expanded Operations Alternative. NNSA has reviewed the pit lifetime
studies and concluded that degradation of plutonium in the majority of
nuclear weapons would not affect warhead reliability for a minimum of
85 years. The analysis in the LANL SWEIS, however, is still valid and
provides a bounding scenario in which up to 80 pits per year could be
produced. This potential production rate provides NNSA with flexibility
in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission while accounting for
changing geopolitical conditions. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

Operations at LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe

and reliable nuclear stockpile do not violate the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Stockpile stewardship capabilities at
LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means to further the
Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain important in
future arms control negotiations as the Nation further reduces its overall
stockpile size. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 310 (cont’d): Penney McMullen, SL,

New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community

continue their own nuclear programs, thus promoting proliferation. The majority

of citizens both in the U.S. and around the world support nuclear disarmament.
Instead of adding to nuclear proliferation, we could lead the world in eliminating these
weapons of mass destruction.

In the draft SWEIS, DOE analyzes the cumulative impacts of the Expanded
Operation Alternative, including as a potential future consequence the construction of
a Modern Pit Facility (MPF) that would be capable of producing 450 pits per year at
LANL. This is contrary to the will of the American people and Congress. Congress
denied funding for a MPF after many citizens opposed that plan during the 2003
hearings.

Nuclear weapons have not been able to stop terrorism. Instead, they make our
nuclear sites more susceptible to terrorism. Rather than making us safer, we are less
safe because of them.

Nuclear weapons make us less safe in other ways, also. Every step of production,
from mining to transportation, testing, producing and storing waste, causes harm to
the workers and environment. Even if the weapons are never used, we are harming
and sometimes killing ourselves in the name of defense!

LANL is located in a semi-desert region, yet the proposed expanded activities will
increase water usage by LANL and the County of Los Alamos above the amount
allotted to it from the regional aquifer. Also, DOE did not use the most current water
quality standards when assessing impacts in this draft SWEIS. Residents of Los
Alamos County obtain 100% of their drinking water from the regional aquifer below
LANL, and contaminants have been found in the regional aquifer, including fast-
moving perchlorate, a chlorine-based chemical that interferes with thyroid function.
LANL discharges approximately 163 million gallons per year of industrial and sanitary
effluent into the canyon systems which flow into the Rio Grande, from which several
communities hope to divert water for drinking, including Santa Fe and Albuquerque.
DOE is not monitoring 1,405 sites that have the potential to release contaminants
into surface water from storms and snow melt.

Facilities that began operations prior to December 31, 1988, have been granted
“grandfather” status allowing them to emit toxic air pollutants although newer
facilities cannot -- LANL has many of these grandfathered facilities. DOE
recommends increasing activities at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center, which
has the highest amount of radionuclide air emissions, with a long history of technical
problems resulting in increased emissions. The citizens of northern New Mexico

do not want any more radioactive emissions released into the air that we breathe or
spread onto our organic gardens.

310-2
cont’d
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In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare a
Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement — Complex 2030 (now called the
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4)
to assess the environmental impacts of the continued transformation

of the nuclear weapons complex (71 FR 61731). In addition to this
announcement, NNSA announced cancellation of the previously

planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern Pit Facility
(DOE/EIS-236-S2). Therefore, the Final LANL SWEIS does not include
analysis of a modern pit facility. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, and Section 2.4, Modernization of
the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the environmental
impacts associated with nuclear weapons even if they are never used.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production,
of this CRD for more information related to this comment.

LANL’s projected water demands under the Expanded Operations
Alternative would remain within LANL’s water use target ceiling of
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year. Refer to Section 2.8,
Water Use, of this CRD for more information on LANL’s water use,
available water rights, and water supply planning.

The water quality standards in Chapter 4, Tables 4-7 and 4-9, were
updated to reflect standards recently issued by the New Mexico Water
Quality Control Commission. The new standards have not yet been
approved by the EPA; however, they are used in the LANL 2005
Environmental Surveillance Report (LANL 2006g) and this SWEIS to
evaluate water quality data. As Table 4—7 demonstrates, LANL surface
water data was compared to a variety of legally applicable standards

to identify contaminants and data trends that could indicate a need for
corrective actions.

As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal practices at
LANL have contaminated the shallow groundwater that, in turn, has the
potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under the Pajarito
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Commentor No. 310 (cont’d): Penney McMullen, SL,

New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) has often reported that some
LANL operations are chronically unsafe, and that many safety issues at LANL remain
unresolved. LANL is not in compliance with DOE and DNSFB safety regulations and
recommendations, and some LANL facilities are up to six years behind on preparing
and submitting their safety documentation to DOE. Such lack of compliance poses
an unacceptable risk to workers, the public and the environment. The dSWEIS
should resolve all the safety issues raised by the DNSFB.

LANL lies on three major fault lines. A 2006 seismic hazard study is due to be
released this year and it was premature for DOE to issue the draft SWEIS without
this information. Geological studies show that the most recent seismic incident
occurred 2,000 years ago and there is a pattern of seismic activity every 2,000 years,
suggesting that one is due at any time. The draft SWEIS has not incorporated this
data into their hazard analysis. The dSWEIS should have waited to incorporate that
report.

Increased plutonium pit production would nearly double the waste produced, yet
cleanup plans in the dSWEIS are inadequate. LANL can't keep up with its current
waste -- approximately 40,000 drums have been sitting above-ground in fabric tents
for years awaiting shipment to the only existing depository for such waste, the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP).

DOE should make permanent disposal of existing waste a priority, rather than
continue to generate more. If DOE were to implement the expansion plans plus
needed cleanup of the major waste sites at LANL, they would generate so much
radioactive waste that there would not be enough space both at LANL and at WIPP
for the disposal of all this waste -- what do they plan to do with all this extra waste?

The “cap and cover” option is not acceptable for unlined waste dumps because
contaminants can and have leaked to the aquifer. LANL documents conclude that
cleaning up to residential or unrestricted use standards would be “prohibitively
expensive.” Long-term protection of future generations should be the measure for
cleanup, not financial considerations. The funds for LANL's expansion should be
diverted for comprehensive cleanup, and no more waste should be generated until all
existing waste is safely disposed.

In addition, the comment period for the dSWEIS has not been adequate. The
comment period should have not started until all of the documents (about 700!)
referenced in the dASWEIS have been made fully available for interested citizens to
review. Expecting people to travel to reading rooms to study hundreds of documents
is unreasonable and unjust.

310-8

310-9

310-10

310-11

310-12

Plateau. Waste disposal in the past was conducted in a manner consistent
with standards at that time. As standards have evolved, waste disposal
practices have evolved with them. Future disposal of waste would be
performed in compliance with currently applicable regulations.

As described in Appendix F, according to the statistical analysis performed
for the SWEIS, perchlorate levels at most LANL locations are below
EPA’s No Observed Effect Level and the New Mexico screening level.
Only Mortandad and Pueblo Canyons exceed the New Mexico limit, and
only Mortandad Canyon exceeds EPA’s No Observed Effect Level. The
LANL annual environmental surveillance reports (available at www.lanl.
gov/environment/all/esr.shtml) should be consulted to obtain data about
actual detection of contaminants in environmental media around LANL.

Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with an
NPDES permit that establishes limits on the volume and quality of the
discharge. As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over
the past 6 years, LANL has had a very good record of complying with
permit conditions, which are set to protect health and safety. Under all
alternatives, NNSA would continue to meet permit conditions designed to
protect water resources at LANL.

NNSA does not agree with the commentor’s statement that there are
over 1,400 unmonitored discharge sites. As described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.3, NNSA managed stormwater runoff from its solid waste
management units under a Multisector General Permit Program, and then
transitioned toward management under an individual NPDES industrial
activity permit. Refer to the SWEIS for more detail.

In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program (described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination resulting from past and current
practices. LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action to mitigate
such contamination in groundwater and surface waters in accordance with
applicable regulations and agreements.

NNSA intends to continue safely managing waste and conducting
environmental restoration activities at LANL as it carries out its missions.
Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to
comments regarding groundwater and surface water contamination and
groundwater monitoring.
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Commentor No. 310 (cont’d): Penney McMullen, SL,

New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community

Finally, LANL's mission needs change to focus on research and development of
real global human needs such as renewable energy, reversing global warming, and
creating technologies that minimize impacts to the air, soil, water, and public and
environmental health.

The SWEIS should consider the other alternatives suggested by citizens during

the scoping process, in particular (1) the development of national clean energy
independence and (2) the option of ceasing nuclear weapons work. The dSWEIS
states that ceasing nuclear weapons work “is not a reasonable alternative” but we
are convinced that it is the only reasonable alternative, and can be combined with
the green alternative. Contrary to statements in the dSWEIS, ceasing nuclear
weapons work would support nonproliferation efforts. As stated above, nuclear
weapons do not stop terrorism and we would be more secure without them. DOE
and LANL spokespersons frequently declare that they are only following the dictates
of Congress, but the reality is that DOE and LANL first make the request to Congress
before Congress “mandates.”

It is time for the United States to utilize the great minds at LANL to develop avenues
for seeking peace that do not use weapons of mass destruction. We could instead
lead the world in cooperative efforts to ensure that everyone has sufficient food,
housing, medical care, meaningful employment and renewable energy sources.

Thank you for your attention to these comments.
Sincerely,

Penelope McMullen, SL

NM Justice and Peace Coordinator
Loretto Community

113 Camino Santiago

Santa Fe, NM 87501
XXX-XXX-XXXX

pmsl@cnsp.com

310-13

310-7

310-8

All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with
applicable state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal

(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and
have valid permits, as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS. The LANL
contractor complies with its Clean Air Act, Title V, operating permit,
including requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from
sources at LANL and associated recordkeeping. Current air sampling
programs at LANL include ambient nonradiological air monitoring, an
ambient radiological air sampling network called AIRNET, and stack
sampling for radionuclides, as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3 and
4.4.3.1. The LANL contractor evaluates the results from these programs
and changes the sampling locations and constituents as appropriate.
LANSCE operations historically have accounted for the majority

of radionuclide air emissions at LANL. As discussed in Chapter 5,
Section 5.6.1.1, if necessary, administrative controls have been established
at LANSCE that regulate beam operations as emissions levels increase.
These controls require operational changes to prevent the generation

of excessive radioactive air emissions, so that the maximum dose to

the maximally exposed offsite individual from air emissions would be

7.5 millirem or less per year to ensure compliance with the 40 CFR Part 61
(National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants) limit of

10 millirem per year.

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board does not regulate or
authorize operation of facilities at LANL. Its function, as mandated by
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA
nuclear weapons complex. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
reviews safety issues at NNSA nuclear weapons complex facilities,
prepares reports detailing the conclusions of the reviews and submits

the reports to NNSA. NNSA and LANL regularly review the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reports and respond with commitments to
update and improve the safety basis documentation. The Los Alamos Site
Office Safety Authorization Basis Team is responsible for developing and
approving adequate controls to support safe operations at LANL. NNSA
authorizes all LANL facility operations based on the acceptability of
existing relevant safety documentation. Resolution of safety issues raised
by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board is not within the scope

of the SWEIS. For more information related to this comment, refer to
Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 310 (cont’d): Penney McMullen, SL,
New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community

310-9

310-10

To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents were
considered in the Final SWEIS analyses. Information currently under
development, and thus, unavailable for use in the Final SWEIS, will be
considered as it becomes available and, in accordance with the NEPA
compliance process, the SWEIS impact analyses will be reviewed and
supplemented as necessary based on the newly available information.

An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007.
Seismic activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and
in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a). The estimated
human health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL,
including earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and
Appendix D, Section D.4. These sections also include a discussion of the
significance of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007
seismic hazard analysis report.

The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report
has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL is
greater than previously understood. The relevance of the seismic hazard
to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation

to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing
facilities. In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).

Following the NEPA process but prior to the design and operation of
specific facilities, safety studies in the form of Hazard Assessment
Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that include seismic concerns and
take into account the most current seismic information would be prepared
to address a comprehensive set of accident risks. The results of these
safety studies would be incorporated into facility design and operations to
ensure protection of the health and safety of workers and the public.

Although a pollution prevention and waste minimization program has
been instituted at LANL (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS),
operation of LANL in support of NNSA’s core missions will generate
waste that NNSA intends to manage safely as it continues to address
existing stored waste. Nearly all of the stored waste at LANL consists
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Commentor No. 310 (cont’d): Penney McMullen, SL,
New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community

310-11

of legacy transuranic waste that is stored within aboveground domes in
TA-54. Most of this waste was originally stored below grade, but was
retrieved and placed in an aboveground, inspectable configuration as
required by the New Mexico Environment Department. NNSA is working
to prepare all stored and newly generated transuranic waste for shipment
to WIPP. Shipments to WIPP have increased significantly over the past
several years. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

Determining funding priorities is not within the scope of the SWEIS,
which evaluates the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and
alternatives. NNSA intends to conduct activities at LANL consistent
with its national security mission while continuing safe management of
the waste it generates along with environmental restoration activities.
NNSA expects that solid wastes, hazardous wastes, and mixed low-level
radioactive wastes would be disposed of in offsite disposal facilities, and
that legacy and newly generated transuranic wastes would be disposed
of at WIPP or its replacement facility. Disposal of low-level radioactive
wastes may occur in onsite and offsite disposal facilities.

Appendix | of the SWEIS presents environmental analyses and options
for conducting remediation activities at LANL that are primarily related to
the Consent Order entered into in March 2005. Decisions about cleanup
of contaminated sites that are subject to the Consent Order requirements
will be made by the New Mexico Environment Department. To arrive at
a remediation decision, several alternative remedies are considered, such
as containment in place, treatment, or removal. Any selected remedy
must protect human health and the environment and must attain specified
cleanup standards, including those for groundwater and surface waters.

If the site is to remain under DOE ownership, then cleanup standards
commensurate with restricted type of land use may be used as long as
offsite areas are protected. If the site is to be released for unrestricted
public access, then it would need to meet appropriate cleanup standards.
NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent
Order regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the
SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent
Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 310 (cont’d): Penney McMullen, SL,
New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community

310-12

310-13

NNSA originally established a 60-day comment period. In response to
requests for additional time, the comment period was extended to 75 days.
NNSA recognizes that, in light of the electronic capabilities now available,
commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet.

For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions
about posting documents on its website. Consistent with established
practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference material
available for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms located in Los
Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque, New Mexico. Refer to Section 2.2,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more
discussion.

Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS discusses NNSA’s decision not to
analyze a “Greener Alternative” in the SWEIS. A “Greener Alternative”
was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS, but was not selected for implementation.
NNSA does not believe, 7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is
reasonable for future operation of LANL to meet its mission as directed
by the Congress and the President, and has identified the Expanded
Operations Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. In addition to LANL’s
primary mission of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program,
however, research is conducted in areas promoted by the commentor.
These research areas are part of current operations; as such, they are
included in the SWEIS under the No Action Alternative. These activities
would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of the alternative
selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 311: Perry Jasper

From: Perry Jasper [mailto:fotoman@copper.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 10:07 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Expanded Operations Alternative

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager Los Alamos Site Office National
Nuclear Security Administration U.S. Department of Energy

538 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,

| oppose the preferred Expanded Operations Alternative suggested for future
operations at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) as proposed in the draft 2006
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS).

The proposed Expanded Operations will increase nuclear weapons design and
research and therefore generate more waste and increase air emissions and
discharges to surface and ground waters that flow to the Rlo Grande.

| object to the fact that increased cleanup was only included in the Expanded
Operations and not part of the No Action and Reduced Operations Alternatives.
Compliance with the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)/LANL Consent
Order for cleanup at LANL by 2015 should not be made optional nor be tied the
expansion of activities which threaten public health and the environment. Increased
Consent Order cleanup should be included in all three alternatives.

When implementing cleanup, LANL must be required to do so to the fullest

extent possible. One of the proposed cleanup plans consists of simply covering
contaminated sites in such a way that it would be within health standards for people
to work 40 hours a week in an industrial job on the site. This level of cleanup is not
adequate for children at a day care facility on the formerly contaminated site, let
alone a change in land use. In order to protect future drinking water supplies, all
waste must be removed from the major material disposal areas (dumps), canyon
cleanups and other NMED/LANL Consent Order actions as well as LANLIs voluntary
cleanup activities.

The Department of Energy (DOE) recommends that plutonium pit production
increase from 20 to 80 pits per year. The draft SWEIS references a modern pit
facility (MPF) 60 times. This facility would be capable of producing 450 plutonium
pits per year, despite widespread opposition to the MPF by New Mexicans in

2004. This has dire local, national and international implications. The draft SWEIS

311-1
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311-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative and concerns about proliferation of nuclear weapons. The
potential environmental, health, and safety impacts of the continued
operation of LANL under the three proposed alternatives are analyzed

in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS, including management of radioactive and
chemical wastes, monitoring of air emissions, and treatment or monitoring
of wastewater discharged through NPDES-permitted outfalls. The
commentor is correct that the Expanded Operations Alternative would
result in larger amounts of radioactive and chemical waste as well as
increased air emissions and wastewater discharges but as demonstrated

in the SWEIS, these increases can be safely managed. It should be noted
that treated effluents do not normally flow directly into the Rio Grande,
although surface waters may reach the river a few times a year during
large precipitation events. Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of
this CRD for more information.

NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be
optional, and is not linking Consent Order compliance with decisions
about pit production, proposed new projects or activities, increased
operational levels, or waste generated from other LANL activities.
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the SWEIS, defines the three alternatives and
explains why activities to comply with the Consent Order are included
only in the Expanded Operations Alternative. Chapter 1, Section 1.4,
states that NNSA could choose to implement the alternatives either in
whole or in part, and that NNSA intends to implement actions necessary
to comply with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other
activities analyzed in the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order
on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of
this CRD for more information.

Although Appendix | of the SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts
associated with potential remedial action alternatives, decisions about
environmental restoration will be made in accordance with established
regulatory standards and processes, including those of the New Mexico
Environment Department for the Consent Order, and of DOE. To arrive
at a decision about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative
remedies may be considered such as containment in place, treatment,

or removal. Any remedy selected for a site requiring environmental
restoration must be protective of human health and the environment, and
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Commentor No. 311 (cont’d): Perry Jasper

lacks an adequate discussion of how a MPF or increase pit production would not
violate Article VI of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, which calls for complete
disarmament of nuclear weapons. We are concerned that DOE is attempting to slip
in a MPF at LANL without adequate analysis.

Therefore, the final SWEIS should be void of all references to a MPF at LANL.

LANL is not in compliance with DOE and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
(DNFSB) safety regulations and recommendations. Some LANL facilities are up to
six years behind on preparing and submitting their safety documentation to DOE.
Such lack of compliance poses an unacceptable risk to workers, the public and

the environment. LANL needs to be up-to-date and in full compliance with all DOE
and DNFSB safety regulations and recommendations. Furthermore, many of the
buildings at LANL are not in compliance with existing earthquake building codes,
despite the fact that LANL is built upon at least three major fault lines. Existing
facilities and new construction must be up to code before any operations are done in
them.

Many of the documents referred to in the draft SWEIS are based on studies that
have not been finalized. For instance, the draft SWEIS was released before either
the risk assessment for LANLIs low-level waste dump at Area G or the latest seismic
hazard study were completed, both of which are due to be released in 2006. Further,
the draft SWEIS relies on an incomplete and inaccurate draft Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry report for health impacts analysis. It is impossible
to accurately determine the environmental and health impacts for future operations
at LANL based on incomplete data. It was premature for DOE to release the draft
SWEIS without these essential reports being part of the analysis. The SWEIS must
include a reanalysis based on the findings in the 2006 Area G risk assessment

and seismic hazard study. The ATSDR report should not be used in any analysis
regarding LANL activities.

LANL activities jeopardize both water quality and quantity for surface and ground
water. New Mexicans rely on surface and groundwater for drinking and farming.
LANL discharges approximately 163,000,000 gallons per year of industrial and
sanitary effluent into the canyon systems. DOE did not use the most current water
quality standards when assessing impacts in this draft SWEIS, nor did DOE use the
most current data about the number of streams that are impaired on the Pajarito
Plateau from LANL activities. Contaminants, such as perchlorate, hexavalent
chromium and 1, 4-dioxane have already been found in the regional aquifer and
test wells and yet DOE is not monitoring 1,405 sites that have the potential to
release contaminants during storms and when the snow melts. The Expanded
Operations will increase water usage by LANL above the amount allotted to it from
the regional aquifer. DOE must analyze LANLIs impacts against the latest water
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attain applicable cleanup standards including those for ground and surface
waters and soil. If the site is to remain under DOE ownership, then
cleanup standards commensurate with a restricted type of land use may be
used, provided that offsite areas are protected. If the site is to be released
for unrestricted access by the public, then the site would need to meet
cleanup standards for unrestricted release. Decisions about the appropriate
levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be made by
the New Mexico Environment Department in accordance with the cleanup
and screening levels documented in Section V111 of the Consent Order.
Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft SWEIS was in the context
of ensuring that reasonably foreseeable future actions were addressed in
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations
regarding cumulative impacts. The SWEIS alternatives addressing
operational levels for the next 5 years limit the level of pit production

to up to 80 pits per year (Expanded Operations Alternative). In October
2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplement to the
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement — Complex 2030 (now called the Complex
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (71 FR 61731). In addition
to announcing its intent to prepare the Complex Transformation SPEIS
to assess the environmental impacts from the continued transformation
of the nuclear weapons complex, NNSA announced cancellation of

the previously planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a
Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2). Therefore the Final SWEIS
does not include a reference to a modern pit facility. In discharging

its Stockpile Stewardship responsibilities, NNSA is not violating the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. Refer to Sections 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, 2.2, National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) Process, and 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons
Complex, of this CRD for more information.

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board neither regulates nor
authorizes operation of facilities at LANL. Its function, as mandated by
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA
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Commentor No. 311 (cont’d): Perry Jasper

quality standards and the current impaired stream information in the SWEIS. In order
to ensure that water quality is protected now and in the future, DOE must adopt the
Removal Option for all clean up activities.

LANL would process 87,000 pounds of high explosives and up to 6,900 pounds of
depleted uranium (DU) will be blown up in idynamic experimentsi annually. The
1979 LANL Final Environmental Impact Statement estimates that 220,000 pounds

of depleted uranium were used in dynamic experiments during the history of LANL.
From 1979 to present we do not know how much DU has been used in experiments
and remains in the environment. DOE must monitor and implement comprehensive
sampling programs at all open burning and open detonation sites and for all activities
using high explosives and depleted uranium.

LANL must be required to reevaluate and broaden their air sampling programs.
DOE should no longer hide under the igrandfather clause, which allows for facilities
existing before December 31, 1988 to emit toxic air pollutants without regulation.
DOE recommends increasing activities at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center,
which has the highest amount of radionuclide air emissions and a long history

of technical problems resulting in increased air emissions. DOE must institute a
program to stop all toxic air pollutant emissions from LANL facilities and activities.

In conclusion, the Expanded Operations Alternative will result in higher demands
for electricity, water and natural gas, which will impact the environment. These
impacts must be considered in the cumulative impacts of the Expanded Operations
Alternative.

In addition, Congress must change the mission of LANL to focus on research and
development into renewable energy, such as solar, wind and biomass, and clean up
technologies that support the environmental and public health. The SWEIS must
include a fourth alternative that focuses on these activities.

Sincerely,
Print Name
Address

311-8
cont’d
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nuclear weapons complex. As in the case of all NNSA nuclear weapons
complex sites, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reviews

safety issues and submits reports to DOE regarding the safety of nuclear
weapons complex facilities. NNSA and the LANL contractor have
reviewed Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reports and responded
with commitments to update and improve safety basis documentation.

The Los Alamos Site Office Safety Authorization Basis Team assures

the development and approval of adequate controls in support of

safe operations at LANL. All LANL facility operations are based on
authorization and approval by NNSA following NNSA’s evaluation of

the acceptability of existing relevant safety documentation. Reports and
recommendations made by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
that are relevant to NEPA are taken into account in analyses in the SWEIS.
Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.

Seismic characteristics of the LANL environment are described in
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, of the SWEIS. Chapter 5, Section 5.12,
presents the estimated human health impacts from postulated facility
accidents, including earthquakes. Over the years, based on new

seismic information or changed requirements, NNSA has evaluated

the survivability of LANL buildings and structures and implemented
mitigation measures in terms of structural upgrades, reduction of
hazardous materials inventories, or replacement of the structures to reduce
the potential for harm to the workforce and the public. Construction
requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance with the site
locations relative to known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned
future use of the structure. For proposed new buildings, safety studies in
the form of hazards assessment documents that take into account the most
current seismic information are prepared to fully address a comprehensive
set of accident risks. The results of these safety studies are incorporated
into facility design and operations to ensure protection of the health and
safety of workers and the public.

To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including

an update to the seismic hazard analysis, completed in June 2007

(LANL 2007a), are considered in the Final SWEIS analyses. Information
under development that is not available for use in the Final SWEIS,

such as the updated Area G performance assessment, will be considered
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Commentor No. 311 (cont’d): Perry Jasper

311-7

as it becomes available and, in accordance with the NEPA compliance
process, the SWEIS impact analyses will be reviewed and supplemented
as necessary based on the newly available information. See Section 2.2,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more
information.

Seismic activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and

in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a). The estimated
human health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL,
including earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and
Appendix D, Section D.4. These sections also include a discussion of the
significance of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007
seismic hazard analysis report.

The SWEIS makes use of current, accepted, and well-documented
scientific models and data that have been, and continue to be widely

used to analyze environmental impacts for the purpose of compliance
with NEPA. The analysis methods used are essentially the same as those
used in preparation of several DOE Environmental Impact Statements
that have recently been published in final form or have been reviewed, in
draft, by the public. In general, the data, models, assumptions, and other
information used in the SWEIS are drawn from published sources and
have been subjected to scientific peer review. Chapter 7 of the SWEIS
and each of its appendices lists the documented sources of information
and models used in the analyses. The SWEIS presents an independent
assessment of public health impacts from contaminants in the LANL
environment. The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry Public Health Assessment in any specific
way for its conclusions. The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry is the Federal agency responsible (under the 1986 amendments to
the Superfund law) for conducting public health assessments at each site
on the EPA National Priorities List. It is thus appropriate for the SWEIS
to acknowledge the conclusions of the LANL Public Health Assessment
because it is a relevant Federal agency study. The Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry Public Health Assessment for LANL was
prepared with public oversight and review. The Public Health Assessment
was finalized and published on August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006). The
EPA provided comments on the draft Public Health Assessment that were
addressed by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry in the

00IXa\| M3N ‘Sowe|y SO ‘AlojeloqeT [euolfeN Sowey S0 Jo uonesadQ panunuod 10j 13 apip-als feulq



G89-€

Commentor No. 311 (cont’d): Perry Jasper

311-8

final document. Appendix I to the final LANL Public Health Assessment
lists the comments on the draft that were received from members of the
public and other Federal agencies and describes how those comments were
addressed in the final document.

Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge. As discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL has
a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are set to
protect health and safety. Under all alternatives, LANL operations would
continue to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources

at LANL. In addition, LANL staff conducts a monitoring program
(described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past and current practices. In accordance with applicable
regulations and agreements, LANL staff evaluate and take corrective
action for occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters
at LANL.

The water quality standards in Chapter 4, Tables 4-7 and 4-9, have been
updated to reflect standards recently issued by the New Mexico Water
Quality Control Commission. The new standards have not yet been
approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; nevertheless, they
are used in the 2005 Environmental Surveillance Report and the SWEIS in
evaluating water quality data. As Table 4-7 demonstrates, LANL surface
water data are compared to a variety of standards that legally apply, in
order to identify contaminants and data trends that could indicate the need
for corrective actions.

In Section 4.3.2, it is stated that chromium concentrations between

375 and 404 parts per billion were detected in two wells in Mortandad
Canyon. LANL staff will be conducting further drilling and sampling
activities to characterize contamination at LANL as stated in the Interim
Measures Work Plan for Chromium Contamination in Groundwater.

Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to
comments regarding chromium contamination in the groundwater. NNSA
acknowledges that detection of dioxane was reported to the New Mexico
Environment Department in July 2006, 1 year after the sample was
collected from a well in Mortandad Canyon. The dioxane contamination
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Commentor No. 311 (cont’d): Perry Jasper

level is between 20 parts per billion and 56 parts per billion, which is
below the 61 parts per billion EPA risk-based cleanup level established
through the Consent Order. As described in Appendix F, statistical
analysis shows that perchlorate concentrations at most LANL locations
are below the EPA No Observed Effect Level (NOEL) and New Mexico’s
screening level. Only Mortandad and Pueblo Canyons exceed the New
Mexico limit and only Mortandad Canyon exceeds EPA’s NOEL.

NNSA does not agree with the commentor’s statement that there are

over 1,400 unmonitored discharge sites. As described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.3, of the SWEIS, NNSA had managed stormwater runoff
from its solid waste management units under a Multisector General Permit
Program, and then transitioned towards management under an individual
NPDES industrial activity permit.

DOE and Los Alamos County have combined water rights of

1,806 million gallons (6,836 million liters) per year, of which 542 million
gallons (2,050 million liters) per year are allotted to DOE. In recent
years, the largest amount of water used by DOE and the County was
1,515 million gallons (5,735 million liters) in 2000, when the Cerro
Grande Fire occurred. As shown in Chapter 5, Table 5-36, and discussed
in Section 5.8.2.3, LANL water usage has been and is expected to remain
below its 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year allotment.

Decisions about environmental restoration will be made in accordance
with established regulatory standards and processes, including those of
the New Mexico Environment Department for the Consent Order, and

of DOE. The intent of the SWEIS is not to prejudge these decisions

but to provide environmental impact information to be used for the
decision-making process, and for the benefit of the reader regarding
potential remediation action options. Several alternative remedies

may be considered for a contaminated site, including containment in
place, treatment, removal, or other remedies. Any remedy selected for

a site requiring environmental restoration must be protective of human
health and the environment, and attain applicable cleanup standards
considering the designated future use of the site. Decisions about cleanup
of sites subject to the Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico
Environment Department considering applicable groundwater and surface
water quality standards. As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the
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311-9

311-10

SWEIS, NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in
the SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent
Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more
information.

Environmental remediation of sites used for dynamic experiments at
LANL (firing sites) is being addressed, primarily in accordance with
DOE’s authority under the Atomic Energy Act, and with the requirements
of the March 2005 Consent Order. Since 1989, when over 2,100 potential
release sites, including firing sites, were identified at LANL, because of
progress in remediation and consolidation of sites, only 829 potential
release sites remained at the end of 2005. Therefore, the levels of depleted
uranium and high explosives that may remain in the vicinity of the firing
sites is being reduced. Additional information is in Section 2.2.6 and
Appendix | of the SWEIS, and in Section 2.9, Compliance Order on
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this
CRD.

Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for more information
on how LANL staff ensures the safety of high explosives testing and the
use of depleted uranium as well as LANL’s monitoring program.

All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with the
applicable state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal
(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and
have valid permits as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS. The LANL
contractor complies with its Clean Air Act, Title V operating permit which
includes requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from sources
at LANL and recordkeeping for these sources. Current air sampling
programs at LANL include ambient non-radiological air monitoring, an
ambient radiological air sampling network called AIRNET, and stack
sampling for radionuclides, as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3
and 4.4.3.1, of the SWEIS. The LANL contractor evaluates the results
from these programs and makes changes in the sampling locations and
constituents as appropriate. LANSCE does have the highest amount

of radionuclide air emissions at the site. As discussed in Chapter 5,
Section 5.6.1.1, operational controls at LANSCE would be imposed
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311-11

311-12

to limit the dose to the maximally exposed offsite individual from
air emissions to 7.5 millirem per year thus ensuring compliance with
the 40 CFR Part 61 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants) limit of 10 millirem per year.

The cumulative impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative for
electricity, water, and natural gas demands were evaluated and are
discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.13. Although not anticipated, future
expansion of the LANL infrastructure to supply additional electricity,
water, or natural gas, would be preceded by appropriate environmental
documentation. Changes made to the offsite infrastructure to meet
LANL demands would be required to meet applicable state and federal
environmental regulations.

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement that the Congress must change
LANL’s mission. In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting
the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas
promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of current
operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action
Alternative. These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL
regardless of the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information.

00IXa\| M3N ‘Sowe|y SO ‘AlojeloqeT [euolfeN Sowey S0 Jo uonesadQ panunuod 10j 13 apip-als feulq



689-€

Commentor No. 312: Sheri Kotowski

Shert Kotowski
PO Box 291
Dixon, NM 87527

September 17, 2006

Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration
U.S. Department of Energy

538 35" Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

RE: Comments on the Draft Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Los Alamos
National Laboratory.

Dear Ms Withers,

This package contains my comment on the Draft Site Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Los Alamos National Laboratory (draft SWEIS, LANL), June 2006, T have
reduced the draft SWEIS to ashes, just as the United States Government reduced the City
of Nagasaki, Japan to ashes on August 9, 1945 with a single plutonium pit. 75,000
humans were vaporized in an instant and the City consumed by a radioactive fireball.
The poison of man-made radiation devastated countless lives in many forms, throughout
generations

The draft SWEIS does not contain the Environmental Impact of detonating a single
plutonium pit at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). This impact must be included
in the final document. I live 32 miles downwind from Los Alamos National Laboratory
and in burning this document [ am demonstrating the impacts of a plutonium pit
detonation at LANL. Given the amount of radioactive material and waste currently stored
on-site and what is proposed in this document with Expanded Operations, [ am confident
stating that in the event of a detonation of just one of those pits, the SWEIS document, if’
located in my home, would be in the form I'm sending to you. The difference being, the
only toxic material enclosed in this package is the content of SWEIS and the ludicrous
idea that making more bombs can be justified by publishing a document that takes three
hours to burn.

As T watched the smoke rise, I attached my prayers sending them to heaven in the
Buddhist tradition. I challenge the Laboratory to raise the Phoenix out of the ashes of
Nagasaki, out of the draft SWEIS and put forth a beneficial alternative. This alternative
must address the global issue of warming and climate change and be initiated with the
same fervor as the Manhattan Project in 1943, I request a true Green Alternative, which

I| 312-1

312-1

Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a Greener Alternative in

the SWEIS. A Greener Alternative was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS but
was not selected for implementation. NNSA does not believe, 7 years
later, that a Greener Alternative is reasonable for the future operation of
LANL to meet its mission as directed by the Congress and the President,
and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative as its Preferred
Alternative. In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the
Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas promoted
by the commentor. These research areas are part of current operations and
as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action Alternative.
These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of
the alternative selected. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 312 (cont’d): Sheri Kotowski

would focus on a non-nuclear and sustainable future, clean water, air and soil, that will
unite us for the common good of all

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Shert Kotowski
PS: This comment letter is being resubmitted with Attachment Documentation named

“RE. returned dSWEIS comments.doc” electronically to lanl_sweis@@docal. gov  as well
as sent by USPS to the above address

312-1
cont’d

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

00IXa\| M3N ‘Sowe|y SO ‘AlojeloqeT [euolfeN Sowey S0 Jo uonesadQ panunuod 10j 13 apip-als feulq



169-€

Commentor No. 312 (cont’d): Sheri Kotowski

Sheri Kotowski
PO Box 291
Dixon, NM 87527

October 3, 2006

Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration
U.S. Department of Energy

538 35" Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

RE: Attachment D ion of returned cc on the Draft Site Wide

Envirc i Impact S at Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Dear Ms Withers,

On September 18, 2006 c from myself, Sheri Kotowski were posted by certified

mail to the above address from Santa Fe, New Mexico. As a portion of my comments the
package contained the remains from burning the document to ashes. The package was
clearly labeled for its’ content, “the ashes of this document” so there would be no surprise
when the package was opened. My comments have been made with complete honesty
and sincerity.

On September 30" I paid return postage for this package, which was refused with no
explanation. In my own honesty and naivety I failed to comprehend the extent of the
Department of Energy’s fear and mistrust. In my comment letter you will read the
statement declaring that the only thing toxic in the ashes of the SWEIS is it’s content.

I telephoned and left messages on both Monday October 2%, 2006 and Wednesday
October 4", 2006. You Elizabeth Withers returned my telephone call on Thursday
October 5%, 2006. It was mutually agreed that my comments would be accepted by email
with this Attachment, also to be documented as part of my original comments,

It will clearly be noted with a comment, that the ashes were “Refused” by the Los
Alamos Site Office and the National Nuclear Security Administration.

Thank you,

Sheri Kotowski

<, faw% /ﬂ/f/ﬁé

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 313: Paulette Frankl

From: Paulette Frankl [mailto:pauletteart@mindspring.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 10:50 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Plutonium increase comment

Date: Wed, 20 Sep 2006 09:30:47 -0700
To: Los Alamos National Lab LANL <lanl_sweis@doeal.gov>
Subject: Plutonium increase comment

To Whom it may concern:
| vehemently object to LANL's plans to increase plutonium production because:

1/ Bombing the world to pieces will not bomb the world to peace! Stop it now! Bombs
are not the solution. Use those intelligent minds to make the world more functional,
efficient, more affordable. What GREAT things you could be doing with that
intelligence and funding! Let NM and LANL lead the way to a more constructive -- not
destructive -- world. Someone’s got to do it. Why not the greatest minds on earth
combined with a higher conscience leading the way for peace. IMAGINE! Instead of
the greatest

minds on earth sold out for the greatest destruction on earth for the price of another
big pay check!

2/ LANL has proven itself unaccountable and irresponsible regarding its toxic

waste disposal, resulting in high levels of radiation in the ground water, water table
and even the Rio Grande. The canyons are polluted with LANL's waste. This is
unconscionable!!!! Stop NOW!! Clean up the last mess you made, instead of making
matters even worse. There’s plenty of places for jobs in the clean up and restoration
department. And when you restore this area to a condition that's safe for life, you
can begin on other nuclear sites around the country.

3/ The need for excessive consumption of water to make this increased plutonium
project function is far and above what drought prone NM has to offer. | realize that
LANL's interest is only in bombs, not in people or life in general or the environment,
but this area has a WATER problem. (Not to mention the wind and fault line factor.)
There’s not enough water for people, farms and animals as it is, let alone for bigger
bombs that no one wants and that are polluting this precious region to the degree
that the produce sold at the Farmer’s Market is no longer safe for consumption.
HOW DARE LANL DO SUCH A THING! Pull your minds out of your pay check and
put it into your conscience! Wake up to what is being perpetrated at LANL. Come to
your senses! More bigger, lethal bombs is NOT man’s evolution at its finest hour.

313-1

313-2

313-3

313-1

313-2

313-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to increasing plutonium
production. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information.

Past operation of LANL was conducted in a manner consistent with
contemporary standards. As standards have evolved, operational practices
including waste disposal and discharge of effluents have also evolved.
DOE intends to conduct activities at LANL consistent with its national
security mission while continuing to safely manage the waste it generates
and continuing environmental restoration.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress DOE has
made in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.
Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites
potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made
(and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.
Appendix | of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses
for conducting future remediation activities at LANL primarily related to
the Compliance Order on Consent that was entered into on March 1, 2005.
The scope of the Consent Order includes soil, groundwater, and surface
water on mesas and in canyons that may have been contaminated from
past LANL activities. Appendix | also summarizes several technologies
for cleanup of soil, water, and air and references additional information
about existing and emerging cleanup technologies. NNSA intends to
implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless
of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS. Criteria

for cleanup of sites subject to the Consent Order are documented in
Section V111 of the Consent Order and include standards for soil, surface
water, and groundwater as well as standards for screening for ecological
risks.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the possibility of
increasing pit production, the amount of water needed, and environmental
pollution. As stated in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3, of the SWEIS, increased
pit production at TA-55 under the Expanded Operations Alternative would
entail a relatively minor increase in LANL infrastructure requirements,
including water, because existing Plutonium Facility Complex operations
currently constitute a relatively small percentage of LANL’s total
demands. LANL’s projected water demands under the Expanded
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Commentor No. 313 (cont’d): Paulette Frankl

Operations Alternative would remain within LANL’s water use target
ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,052 million liters) per year. Refer to
Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information on LANL’s

| have lots more to say, but I'm of the impression that no one reads these comments
anyway because you just don't care. Like drone soldiers in the military you are all
programmed: don't think, don't ask, don't care. Just do what you're told to do. So

|| o120

€69-€

these statements are good for starters.

Paulette Frankl/Santa Fe

313-4

water use, available water rights, and water supply planning. Further,
NNSA is committed to conducting operations in compliance with worker,
public, and environmental protection standards and requirements. As
addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.9, and Chapter 5, Section 5.9, all wastes
generated at LANL are managed protectively until disposed of in regulated
facilities. Programs for compliance with air and quality standards are
discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4 and 4.3, respectively; while analyses
of possible impacts on air and water quality are addressed in Chapter 5,
Sections 5.4 and 5.3, respectively. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 describes

the progress DOE has made in conducting the environmental restoration
program at LANL.

NNSA reviewed and considered all public comments received on the
Draft LANL SWEIS. Responses to public comments are in this section
of this CRD. Changes to the Draft LANL SWEIS that were made are
summarized in Section 1.4 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 314: Jodi Dart, Program Director,
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

From: Jodi Dart [mailto:jdartana@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 9:50 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: COMMENTS on the SWEIS for LANL

September 20, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers

National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office

Office of Environmental Stewardship
528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544

Dear Ms. Withers:

The Alliance for Nuclear Accountability (ANA) submits the following comments

to the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) regarding the Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Expanded Operations at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in New Mexico. ANA is a nationwide network of
thirty-three organizations working in the shadow of the nuclear weapons complex to
address weapons, cleanup, and health issues. We are writing to request that NNSA
consider the following comments on the LANL SWEIS.

ANA opposes the preferred Expanded Operations Alternative suggested for future
operations at Los Alamos National Laboratory as proposed in the draft 2006 Site-
Wide Environmental Impact Statement. The proposed Expanded Operations will
increase nuclear weapons design and research activity, which will result in increased
hazardous waste, emissions of dangerous radionuclides into the air, and pollution
to ground and surface waters. Expanded Operations at LANL, including increased
plutonium pit production, is a waste of taxpayer dollars, undermines nonproliferation
treaties, and is hazardous to human health and the environment.

INCREASED PIT PRODUCTION IS AWASTE OF TAXPAYER DOLLARS

Pit production at LANL is currently estimated to cost 2.7 billion (for current production
of 20 pits per year) by 2011. This does not include costs for decontamination and
cleanup, which would likely be significant. Moreover, at a time when federal deficits
are increasing, these resources would be better spent elsewhere. For over nine
years, the U.S. nuclear stockpile continues to be certified as safe and reliable without
the addition of significant numbers of new pits. The DOE’s own documents state

314-1

314-2

314-1

314-2

314-3

314-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative. The various sections of Chapter 5 of the SWEIS analyze

the environmental impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative,
including management of radioactive and chemical waste, monitoring

of air emissions, and treatment or monitoring of wastewater discharged
through NPDES-permitted outfalls. The commentor is correct that the
Expanded Operations Alternative would result in larger amounts of
radioactive and chemical waste, as well as increased air emissions and
wastewater discharges; but as demonstrated in the SWEIS, these increases
can be safely managed. Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are
currently viewed by the United States as a means to further the Nation’s
nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain important in future
arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to further reduce its overall
stockpile size. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production,
of this CRD for a discussion of the plutonium pit lifetime studies. The
analysis of a production rate of up to 80 pits per year in the LANL SWEIS
is still valid, despite the conclusion that degradation of plutonium in the
majority of nuclear weapons would not affect performance for a minimum
of 85 years, because it provides a bounding scenario and the operational
flexibility to meet national security needs.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding pit production and
operations at the former Rocky Flats Plant. LANL operations are not
comparable to operations at the Rocky Flats Plant because LANL employs
newer facilities and technology, a much lower level of pit production,
improvements in controlled operational and management practices, and
additional independent oversight. Refer to Section 2.12, Comparison to
Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for more information.

As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal practices at
LANL have contaminated the shallow groundwater that, in turn, has the
potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under the Pajarito
Plateau. Waste disposal was conducted in the past in a manner consistent
with the standards at that time. As standards have evolved, waste
disposal practices evolved with them. Future disposal of waste would be
performed in compliance with currently applicable regulations.
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Commentor No. 314 (cont’d): Jodi Dart, Program Director,

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

that “measurements to date have not shown any significant degradation of pits over
approximately 40 years*.” Despite NNSA's previous claim that the U.S. could lose
half its nuclear stockpile overnight due to potential aging effects, the agency now
admits that age-induced effects impacting safety, reliability, and performance have
never been observed in pits up to 42 years old. Excluding warheads scheduled for
retirement, the average age of pits in the deployed stockpile is 23 years.

PIT PRODUCTION IS HAZARDOUS TO HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT

Because the manufacture of plutonium pits produces extremely hazardous and
difficult to contain wastes, it is a great risk to health and the environment. The

NNSA should carefully examine the risks to the workers who build and then work in
the plant, the risks to the environment and communities around the site and those
downwind and downstream. Plutonium pit production is inherently dangerous to
workers. If inhaled, infinitesimal specks of plutonium dust can cause lung cancer.
Moreover, it is known that plutonium can self-combust and in fact, NNSA has claimed
that “the potential for fire initiation cannot be totally eliminated.” However, the
plutonium pit facility at LANL has operated for eight years without updated, approved
safety protocols and workers have been repeatedly contaminated.

DOE has constantly struggled with cleanup obligations, including cleanup of the
former pit production site at Rocky Flats. The Rocky Flats Plant had a horrible
environmental record, replete with accidents that only by luck did not severely
contaminate Denver. Given the massive contamination at Rocky Flats from past
pit production, the SWEIS should discuss the environmental and health impacts at
Rocky Flats and other plutonium fabrication sites around the world as the baseline.
There is current evidence of ground water contamination at Los Alamos with more
expected in the years and decades to come.

INCREASED PIT PRODUCTION UNDERMINES NONPROLIFERATION

The Department of Energy plans to increase plutonium pit production at Los Alamos.
ANA does not support these modifications to the current operations of LANL. The
plan to increase pit production provides clear evidence that the U.S. intends to
retain the ability to produce and maintain a large scale nuclear arsenal, in violation
of its commitment to disarm under Article VI of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.
Increased pit production and other U.S. nuclear weapons programs could prompt a
global arms race, the cost of which could be incalculable.

Also, included in the draft SWEIS, the Department of Energy made sixty references
to a Modern Pit Facility, which would have the capability of producing 450 plutonium
pits annually. The members of ANA are worried that DOE has deceptive plans

to move forward with a Modern Pit Facility at LANL without first completing an

314-2
cont’d

314-3

| 314-4

314-5

314-6

314-5

314-6

In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program (described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination resulting from past practices.
LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action to mitigate such
contamination in groundwater and surface waters, in accordance with
applicable regulations and agreements.

NNSA intends to continue safely managing waste and conducting
environmental restoration activities at LANL as it carries out its missions.
Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to
comments regarding groundwater and surface water contamination and
groundwater monitoring. Refer also to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this
CRD for more information regarding environmental remediation.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increasing pit production.

The United States is not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons. Pit production, which ensures a safe and reliable
nuclear stockpile, does not violate treaty commitments. Refer to

Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.

Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft LANL SWEIS was

in the context of ensuring that the cumulative impacts of reasonably
foreseeable future actions were addressed in accordance with the Council
on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations. The LANL SWEIS
alternatives address operational levels for the next 5 years and limit the
level of pit production to up to 80 pits per year (under the Expanded
Operations Alternative). In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent
to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement — Complex 2030

(now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS])
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) to assess the environmental impacts of the continued
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex (71 FR 61731). In
addition to this announcement, NNSA announced cancellation of the
previously planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern Pit
Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2). Therefore, the Final LANL SWEIS does
not include a modern pit facility in the cumulative analyses presented in
Chapter 5, Section 5.13. Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, and Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 314 (cont’d): Jodi Dart, Program Director,
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Environmental Impact Statement and analysis. We urge that the final SWEIS not I| 314-6
include any reference to a Modern Pit Facility at LANL. cont’d

Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. Please enter them
into the official record.

Sincerely,

Jodi Dart
Program Director
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

*Source: 2003 DOE Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Modern
Pit Facility

Jodi Dart

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

322 4th Street, NE

Washington, DC 20002

Phone: XXX-XXX-XXXX

Fax:  XXX-XXX-XXXX

E-Mail: jdartana@earthlink.net

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 315: Erich Kuerschner

From: Erich Kuerschner [mailto:erichwwk@laplaza.org]

Sent: Saturday, September 30, 2006 11:36 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: senator_hingaman@bingamen.senate.gov; Steven Clemons; Greg Mello
Subject: LANL Draft SWEIS

Dear Ms Elizabeth Withers, and Interested Parties:

Please Accept my comments re the LANL Draft SWEIS. | look forward to seeing
the concerns addressed in the final EIS, and hope they help to avoid a repeat of
unintended consequences as experienced in the Iraq War. There is much more at
stake in the area of resource allocation than the issues of an experienced nuclear
weapons work force and personal income.

Respectfully, Erich

Erich Kuerschner erichwwk@laplaza.org

Public Policy Economist PO Box 2221, Taos, NM 87571
voice: XXX XXX-XXXX cell: XXX XXX-XXXX
http://laplaza.org/~erichwwk/erich_page.htm

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 315 (cont’d): Erich Kuerschner

Comments by Erich Kuerschner,

HCR 74, Box 24614, El Prado New Mexico 87529
Cell: XXX XXX XXXX erichwwhk(@laplaza.org

Retired public choice economist: property rights, feasibility public finance, benefit-cost analysis,
non-market evaluation, EIS

at Santa Fe Community College, Santa Fe, New Mexico, Thursday, August 10, 2006
Re: LANL Draft SWEISS for Continued Operation of LANL -

Thank you for this opportunity, which I trust will not be the last one to comment in public, and
thanks to all who contributed to this EIS. I am a bit embarrassed by the generality of my
comments, but hope you will understand. Today was only my second opportunity to view the
LANL SWEIS update for the 1999 EIS, as I explained in Los Alamos on Tuesday. This EIS is too
important to not give it appropriate attention. A mistake here could have enormous REAL cost to
Americans, current and future.

Recently we all heard Gen Pace and Gen Abizhiad, after a long pause and careful selection of
words, state that that insurgency in Iraq is at an all-time high (unexpected??), and we "could/may”
move toward a civil war.

Today John Arquilla, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, appeared on c-span 2. When
asked about whether or not Iraq is experiencing a civil war, he answered "of course. A civil war is
when people within a country fight each other. End of story.”

He also claimed the "shock and awe" is productive only against nation states. In today's GWOT,
weapons with large collateral damage are useless. He also wrote in the San Francisco Chronicle,
"The long war is the wrong war. Sooner or later in a long war, terrorists WILL get WMD". We
are spending $1.25 billion a day on the military, and that much/ week in Iraq. (I assert economists
claim these pecuniary costs account for only half of the ACTUAL economic loss, measuring costs
and benefits on an accrual, rather than a cash basis.).

Dr. Arquilla recommends in his July 16 article, that military spending should be cut 10%/ year to
make us stronger. These wars will be fought and won by men, information, and good will, NOT
big and expensive hardware, and that these excessive expenditures are weakening National
Security, a point shared by many other military experts. There is considerable belief in the
military that our existing stockpile, and perhaps nuclear weapons in general, are obsolete in
modern or guerilla/terrorist warfare against small horizontal network cells. And of course to use
these is a violation of International Law and Treaties, as these weapons are essentially advanced
Auschitzes (albeit very unselective) concentration, extermination, and cremation camps. Any
person advocating such a use belongs in Jail, not in charge of resource allocation decisions. In
fact, the largest unstudied economic and environmental consequence of the preferred alternative is
a consequence of breaking the 1970 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Just as the original regime
change in Iraq was alleged to have minor costs (being mostly paid for out of oil revenues- please
email me if you wish administrative documentation of this fact), in fact by not understanding

the economic concept of unintended consequences, we have costs overruns by a factor of several
hundred. The same I suspect will be true here. My misunderstanding economic concepts and
relationships, the preferred alternative of building a new pit facility will likely have negative
economic consequences even more destructive to our national economy. While I have little hope
of this being understood by anyone on the current study group, I would at least like to be on the
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Commentor No. 315 (cont’d): Erich Kuerschner

record as having said “I told you do”, especially in regards to neighbors, family, and professional
colleagues.

My understanding of the LANL SWEIS is that LANL is mandated to reevaluate their ongoing

operations in terms of Cost/Benefit, to justify and be held accountable for its operation, and to

update operations to reflect current conditions (especially current prices for substitutes,

complements, and current valuations of costs and benefits), The hard numbers generated here for 315-1
BOTH market and non-market inputs and outputs, with the assumptions and non-market

evaluations and methodology made explicit are then to be used to analyze and quantify the

Costs/Benefits from alternative operations within certain reasonable ranges. The fact that the PIT

production increase is not a self-standing EIS implies to me that there is previous EIS’s addressing

that issue, but I have been unable to find the documentation. As best as I can tell, in terms of Air

Quality, Water Resources, etc. a serious effort has been made (but I am not really qualified to say

much here, beyond methodology }(.

However, I am frankly shocked to find no evidence of such scientific effort to do an economic 315-1
evaluation of this project. I do likely have an earlier and deeper exposure to the intent of the I | cont’d
original NEPA than perhaps anyone on the study team, having worked with the Skidmore,

Owings, and Merrill Environmental Study Group (Under Howard McGee), the group I believe did

the first EIS (Baltimore Beltway under DOD) in 1972, I worked on the second EIS (I-80N through

Southeast Portland, Oregon — the Mt. Hood Freeway), which [ believe caused NEPA to conclude

that without studying broad substitutes to the “preferred class of solutions”, one could easily adopt

the preferred solution, that , when compared to broader alternatives, would reveal that the

preferred choice , was in fact, a greatly inferior choice. It became clear that the use of“needs” was

often the culprit, and one needed to talk in terms of supply and demand, cost/benefit, and

QUANTIFY ones choices. The “no build” (as we called it) became a mandatory option, as it was

agreed that this option merely meant that one was seriously looking for the OPTIMUM solution,

and not merely comparing the preferred option to some other options within a LIMITED field

One needs to explore REAL alternatives to a perceived “need”. Speaking in terms of “needs”

closes the discussion, and rather than helping find the best solution, it actually PROHIBITS the

solution from even being explored

In our case, DOD wanted us to stick with some asphalt/concrete engineering ROW/ construction
to alleviate what was perceived to be a sub optimal configuration in moving vehicular traffic from
the east side through to West Portland, across the Willamette River (i.e., don’t redefine the
problem, or look at solutions outside of our suggestions)

Once we realized what that would do to neighborhoods, the CBD, and especially when we realized
what the Bridge/ River Crossing solution would have to look like, regardless of any designated
route/ configuration, it became clear to us that this would be an atrocious choice- rather than
improving things, it was quite possibly be even worse than even doing nothing. Everyone agreed
we should define the problem broader (e.g. was the final product REALLY to move cars/trucks, or
was a large part really to move ideas, and bring residences/commercial activity, and
manufacturing closer together? After much haggling with EPA and DOD, they agreed, and the “no
build” was born. Thank god that DOD and the Federal Highway Department was enlightened
enough to admit past mistakes, change the process, and avert an irrevocable planning disaster for
Portland. While T am not current on changes to NEPA, I would hope and assume that any changes
to NEPA of which I am not aware would improve, and not retard our ability to be accountable and
manage our mission and mandates.

“extra” PITS (we have sufficient for existing nuclear weapons stockpile until 2038). The planned cont’d

We REALLY need to do this here. Looking only at PIT production, I can see no benefit for I 315-1
new facility is projected to have a life span of -1 believe- 25-30 years. So even for the life of the

315-1

The purpose of this SWEIS is to evaluate impacts on the environment
from the continued operation of LANL; cost and contractual issues are
not part of the scope of the SWEIS. NNSA, however, may perform

cost analyses separate from the development of this SWEIS to help
make decisions about future stockpile stewardship activities or specific
projects. As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of the SWEIS, cost
estimate information, schedule, safeguards and security concerns and
programmatic considerations of impacts are all considered in addition to
the environmental impact information in the selection of the Preferred
Alternative.

Results of the plutonium pit lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD.
Although the studies show that degradation of plutonium in the majority
of nuclear weapons would not impact weapon reliability for a minimum of
85 years, the analyses in this SWEIS are still valid. The SWEIS analyses
provide a bounding impact of annually producing up to 80 pits, which is
the same level of production analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS. NNSA can
decide to operate at a lower production rate, but this analysis provides
NNSA flexibility in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission based on
changing geopolitical conditions. As stated in Section 2.4, Modernization
of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD, the Reliable Replacement
Warhead is not considered a new weapon and its production, if authorized
by the Congress, would not violate the terms of any international treaties
of which the United States is a signatory.
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Commentor No. 315 (cont’d): Erich Kuerschner

BUILDING, it is likely that seems NO BENEFIT is being derived from expanding PIT

production. The building may even be obsolete before any perceived benefits are accrued

There are rumors that the PITS are for DIFFERENT Warhead configurations, but if so it seems 315-1
that would be in violation of US law, US Treaties with other nations, and International Law. And cont’d
if I somehow miss the benefits, [ suggest the fault is at least partially in the report, which does not

make these benefits obvious

An article by Nobelist Friedrich Hayek, “the Use of Information in Society”, clearly states the two
centuries old conclusion that economics is about optimal decision making — i.e. optimal allocation
of resources (tangible or not). As Hayek explains: “If we posses all the relevant information, if we
can start from a given system of preferences, and if we command complete knowledge of available
means, the problem is one of pure logic. That is, the answer to the question of what is the best use
of resources is implicit in our assumptions. The conditions which the solution of this optimum
problem must satisfy have been fully worked out, and can be best stated in mathematical form: put
at their briefest, they are that the marginal rate of substitution between any two commaodities or
factors must be the same in all their different uses.” The American Economic Review, September,
1945 pp518-530 (The article actually improves on this, but I do not have time to expand here)

Those wishing a fuller analysis (to include risk, uncertainty game theory, etc) are referred to Paul
Samuelson’s Foundations of Economic Analysis, (also quite old), or more modern advanced
micro-economic texts and manuals. Much of the practical applications and analysis was in fact
developed by the military, Input and Output analysis, Game Theory, Baysean Algebra, and Pure
Cost/Benefit being some of these tools. My father, a career civilian employee for the USA and
USAF in the area of internal and external missile guidance, participated in NIE’s in the area of
Missle and Nuclear Threat at RAND while a USAF employee, and used this methodology in

his development of NIE’s,

So. Where in the EIS are costs defined, and the REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE to PIT

production-the responsibility to work towards a REDUCTION in nuclear warfare discussed (Also

a MANDATED MISSION of LANL) much less quantified and compared? THIS is the

CRITICAL area in which we need to leave opinions and beliefs at home, and use the best minds to 315-1
develop accurate information and scenarios. To do less would be irresponsible to ALL US cont’d
Citizens. How is it possible to choose a “preferred” alternative w/o going through this exercise? Is

that not what the ultimate purpose of and EIS in general, and THIS LANL SWEIS in general

actually are.

T don’t need to remind DOE and the preparers of this EIS, that failure to frame national security
correctly is what results in the ultimate demise of many Great powers, Germany, USSR, and North
Korea being the obvious examples. To be haphazard here, and not use our BEST ECONOMISTS
as part of the process, to inventory the “reasonable alternatives to national security, develop proper
production functions and benefit functions and to quantify the marginal costs and benefits of each
We owe it to our present and future citizens to do the best be can to ensure that we get the “most
Bang for Each Buck/$ - no pun intended. We can only do this by comparing marginal costs and
benefits of the appropriate economic and social relationships.

To argue against doing this is to reveal ignorance of planning and resource allocation, and the fine
work being done in this field at our many excellent universities, think tanks (such as RAND), and
military academies (especially the Naval Postgraduate School). The consequences of a bad
decision here would dwarf the negative consequences of the War in Iraq and Lebanon (both
inttiated by the US) and Katrina. Keeping blinders on and not admitting mistakes would
EXPLAIN previous bad choices, a small consolation for not only “throwing good money after
bad”, but also put the USA on a potentially fatal course. And unlike the DOD case cited, in THIS

3
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Commentor No. 315 (cont’d): Erich Kuerschner

case the alternative suggested (nuclear arms REDUCTION) is not even outside the LANL
mandate, but is an EXPLICIT MISSION MANDATE. So I beg you, please do your homework
and give us the marginal tradeoff between weapons REDUCTION as well as weapons Increase.

To NOT do so, in light of the nearly 100% public preference for the alternative, and the
MANDATE for pursuing this alternative, would be worse criminal negligence — it would be
treasonous to the American People

Notes:

.

1. Please lets do this SWEIS right. Documents were not made available in Taos and Espanola until
after the first hearing in on Tues, August 8. Thus this comments is superficial and only loosely
related to the actual LANL SWEIS. When the USAF was advised of a similar problem in their
proposed “bomber training route” EIS, they extended the comment period appropriately in Taos
A Sept 20 deadline helps some, but most helpful and important is the time allotted for citizens to
review the EIS before the comment period. There was no opportunity to ask questions of
consultants except before and after the comment period. Please consider a few additional
meetings, and one in Taos were there are many interested and qualified commenters, provided
they DO have 30 days between the availability of the SWEIS in Taos, and a comment period
where we have informal access for at least an hour before, and an hour after, the actual comment
period. Thank you!

2. Apologies for minimal references. I'll do the best I can to cite relevant pages in the document
that pertain to my concerns that the MAJOR socio-economic concerns were ignored. [ have been I |
told that there were qualified economists working on this 4-volume document identified by name
and expertise in an Appendix, and I will try to find them, and discuss concerns directly. Frankly I
am delighted that Mr. Owens, the project manager has a degree in Resource Management and
should share my concerns, and can only hope my concern that this is only a B.S. is offset by
experience. Jeffrey Rikhoff, has a Masters In Regional Planning and Economic Development, as
well as 18 years experience However, the fact that Jennifer Smith Has only 1 years experience
(and that in non-relevant endeavors) may explain the superficialness of the alteratives section for
which she appears to be responsible. I will look again, but I am dismayed that there was no
doctoral level expertise apparent to address socio-economic concerns as I have outline

John Eichner seems responsible for Chapter 5, Socioeconomics. In Reading Sect 5.81
Socioeconomics carefully, I am concerned with the level of his socio-economic understanding and
experience, as experience suggests to me he either has an engineering concept of ala US Corp of
Engineers, or was prohibited from doing a meaningful analyses. To see the core of an EIS
dismissed in eleven (11) sentences, in one half page is an insult to both the economics profession,
and present and future citizens, Table 5-30 appears the extent of the effort to quantify “expected
socioeconomic changes”. Unfortunately, these changes are the least significant.

3. Socio-economics is purported to be addressed in Sect 4.81. Again, it seems the author sees
socio-economic changes as working through income, rather than through product produced as 1
suspect even the average citizen sees “socio-economic impacts as occurring. (In fact, to the nation
these “apparent” impacts disappear, as in a market economy any regional changes can be expected
to be totally offset by national changes in the opposite direction for all but changes in output or
product produced. I have not been able to identify who has responsibility for Sect 4.8.1

It pains me to say this, but I would not pass even a freshman microeconomics student for
submitting such a cursory response as exists in Pages I-1 to I-6, and Sect 4.8.1 (Pages 4-115 to 4-
120 and Sect 5.8.1 (page 5-111).

315-2

315-3

315-3
cont’d

315-2

315-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s request to be able to ask questions of
consultants and to have additional meetings. Whereas it is impractical

to have all of the analysts involved in the preparation of the SWEIS
available at each public hearing, LANL staff knowledgeable about

each of the proposed projects and selected topics (pit production and
groundwater resources) were available for a half hour before the hearings,
during breaks, and as time allowed, after the hearings. Beyond holding
three public hearings, other means of providing comment on the Draft
SWEIS were available. See additional discussion in Section 2.2, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD.

Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1, of the SWEIS has been modified to include
additional information on the projected socioeconomic impacts for each of
the proposed alternatives. Chapter 4, Section 4.8.1 has been modified to
include updated information on the regional economy.
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Commentor No. 315 (cont’d): Erich Kuerschner

Hopefully I will soon find more adequate work, and the problem is merely one of indexing or
proper inclusion in the Table Of Contents (the section in Part 1 on needs was found later, though
not included in the Table of Contents? Why?) But if not the reason that Iraq is a failure (and
turning out almost exactly as [ predicted publicly), is obvious. Lets not make the entire GWOT
such a FIASCO. We have the talent in the military, and in private and public organizatio