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3.0 PUBLIC COMMENTSAND NNSA RESPONSES

This section presents a side-by-side display of the comments received by the National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA) during the public comment period on the Draft Environmental
Impact Satement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos,
New Mexico (LANL SWEIS) and NNSA'’s response to each comment. To find a specific
commentor or comment in the following pages, search Table 3—1, Index of Public Officials,
Table 3-2, Index of Organizations, or the List of Commentors that follows the Table of
Contents, to identify the page numbers on which the appropriate comments and NNSA responses

If acommentor provided comments through a postcard or form letter campaign, that commentor
isreferred to a copy of that postcard or form letter. This section only contains one copy of each
unique postcard or form letter.

Table 3-1 Index of Public Officials

Public Agency Person Page Number (s)
City of Espafiola Danielle Duran, City Councilor 1076
Los Alamos County Anthony J. Mortillaro, Assistant County 588
Administrator
Regina Whedler 917, 947
Members of Congress Matt Miller, Congressman’s Aid for Los Alamos 1002
Staff of Congressman Tom Udall National Laboratory
Michelle Hawkins Ortiz, Congressman 1003
Tom Udall’s State Director
Picuris Pueblo Environment Department | Julia Geffroy, Associate Director 38, 842, 845
Pueblo of San Ildefonso James R. Mountain, Governor 665
Santa Clara Indian Pueblo J. Michael Chavarria, Governor 703
State of New Mexico Environment Ron Curry, Secretary 423
Department
U.S. Department of the Interior Stephen R. Spencer, Regiona Environmental 180
Officer
Darlene M. Koontz, Superintendent, National 232
Park Service
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rhonda M. Smith, Chief 9
Office of Planning and Coordination
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Table 3-2 Index of Organizations

Organization Person Page Number (s)
Albuquergque Center for Peace and Justice Judith Kidd 857, 1041
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability Jodi Dart, Program Director 694
Carson Forest Watch J Berde 66
Citizen Action New Mexico Susan Dayton, Director 257, 290, 489
David B. McCoy, Assistant Director 4,138, 257, 489
Citizensfor Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping | Janet Greenwald 254, 1044
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety and Joni Arends, Executive Director 471, 725
Embudo Valley Environmental Monitoring Group [ saqaf Cameron 471, 725, 878
John Hoffman 471,725
Kalliroi Matsakis 471, 725, 879, 924
Linda Weiner 1054
Embudo Valley Environmental Monitoring Group | Sheri Kotowski 471,725
Ingtitute for Energy and Environmental Research | Arjun Makhijani, Ph.D. 459
LANL Water Watch Sheri Kotowski 961, 995, 1083

Loretto Community

Penelope McMullen, SL, New Mexico Justice

and Peace Coordinator

674, 857, 1011

Los Alamos Chamber of Commerce Kevin Holsapple, Executive Director 5
Los Alamos Study Group Greg Méello, Executive Director 476, 900, 930, 939,
992, 1029
Sarah Miller, Intern 1047
New Mexico Highlands University Center for the | MarciaBrenden, Ph.D. 28
Education and Study of Diverse Populations
Northern New Mexico Citizens' Advisory Board J. D. Campbell, Chair 237
Nuclear Watch of New Mexico Jay Coghlan, Director 503, 1023
Scott Kovac 503
John Witham 503, 981
Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club llse Bleck, Chair 594
Pax Christi New Mexico Betsy Martinez 198, 879, 890, 982
Bud Ryan 880, 1021
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center LeRoy Moore, Ph.D. 401
Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society Tom Taylor, President 181
Bernard R. Foy, Conservation Chair 181
Snake River Alliance Jeremy Maxand, Executive Director 499
Southwest Research and Information Center Don Hancock 465
Stop the War Machine Bob Anderson 1042
Tri-Valley CAREs LoulenaMiles 627
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Commentor No. 1: Christina Maris

From: Christina Maris [cmaris@salud.unm.edul]
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2006 12:06 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Draft LANL SWEIS Comments

You're actually proposing to make MORE nuclear bombs?

| think we have more than enough nuclear bombs and triggers as it is, thank you
very much.

No more pollution of the earth! We need to think down seven generations before we
made decisions like this. Will our great-great-great-great-great-great grandchildren

be happy that we made more of these weapons? Where will we store the waste? ||
How will we get rid of them once we come to our senses and stop killing each other? ||

This is short-term thinking. Our descendants will not thank us for it. I

Christina Maris
7553 Isleta Boulevard SW #1
Albuquerque, NM 87105

1-2
1-3

1-1
cont’d

1-1

1-2

1-3

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

All wastes would continue to be stored onsite, primarily at TA-54, and
managed protectively until disposed of. The disposal facility is selected
based on the type of waste. At LANL, most low-level radioactive waste
is disposed of onsite at TA-54. Other radioactive wastes are transported
offsite for disposal. Hazardous waste and mixed low-level radioactive
waste are sent to offsite commercial facilities for treatment and disposal.
Transuranic wastes are currently stored in domes in TA-54, Area G. The
LANL contractor is proceeding with the preparation and shipment of
these wastes to WIPP for disposal. In Appendix H of the SWEIS, NNSA
proposes construction of new facilities to replace capabilities that would
be lost with the closure of a 63-acre portion of Area G. One of these
would be a TRU Waste Facility which would provide some storage, as
well as characterization and packaging of newly-generated transuranic
waste so it can be shipped to WIPP for disposal.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the disposition of
plutonium from nuclear weapons, but notes that these actions are not
within the scope of the SWEIS. However, NNSA currently conducts
nuclear weapons disassembly at the Pantex Plant in Texas where pits
are removed from nuclear weapons and stored. NNSA is currently
planning two new facilities at the Savannah River Site to address the
disposition of plutonium pits: the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility that would convert the plutonium pits to an oxide; and a Mixed
Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility that would convert the plutonium oxide
to a form that could be used as fuel in a commercial nuclear power
plant. As discussed in Section 3.3.3.11, under the Expanded Operations
Alternative, plutonium oxide would be polished (cleaned up) and stored
at LANL for eventual shipment to the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication
Facility.
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Commentor No. 2: David B. McCoy, Assistant Director,

Citizen Action New Mexico

From: Dave McCoy [dave@radfreenm.org]
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2006 11:17 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: dave@radfreenm.org

Subject: Los Alamos Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (LANL SWEIS).
8/1/2006

U.S. Department of Energy

National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office

Attn: Ms. Elizabeth Withers,

Office of Environmental Stewardship
528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544.

Dear Ms. Withers,

Citizen Action New Mexico notes with interest that the Los Alamos Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (LANL SWEIS) presentations will be given at three
locations, none of which include a location in Albuquerque.

We are requesting that the period for comments be extended for an additional
thirty (30) days until October 5, 2006 and that the Department of Energy provide
its presentation in the Albuquerque area. Albuguerque is the major population
center of New Mexico, located 60 miles distant from LANL, with many citizens and
organizations concerned with nuclear weapons issues. There is extensive public
concern over environmental contamination, transport, waste storage, nuclear
proliferation, potential terrorism and violation of international treaties.

We note that the DOE failed to provide environmental scoping meetings for the
LANL SWEIS and has no plans to host a public hearing for the LANL SWEIS in
Albuquerque. This is despite the fact that the Sandia National Laboratories may be
directly involved in implementing activities which would be related to increased pit
production at LANL. We consider that these possible cumulative actions and effects
must be considered in an EIS. The connected actions analysis is required even if
the environmental effects of the proposed action are not significant.

We would appreciate a timely response to this e-mail and await the date and location
where DOE will provide its presentation in Albuquerque.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

David B. McCoy, Assistant Director
Citizen Action New Mexico
(505) 262-1862

2-1

2-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the need for a scoping
meeting and desire for a hearing in Albuquerque, New Mexico, and an
extension of the review period. NNSA held a public scoping meeting
following the January 2005 Notice of Intent to prepare a supplement to
the 1999 SWEIS. Preparation of a supplement evolved into preparation
of this LANL SWEIS, partly due to public input received during the
scoping period. Although no public hearings were held in Albuquerque,
other means of commenting on the Draft SWEIS were provided, such as
U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free telephone line, and a toll-free fax line. It
should be noted that all comments, whether written or provided orally,
are given equal weight and consideration. 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. The environmental impacts of
operating Sandia National Laboratories in support of NNSA’s mission
are addressed in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management
(DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996), which evaluates the environmental
impacts of the nationwide nuclear weapons complex, as well as the
Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Sandia National
Laboratories/New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0281) (DOE 1999b).
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Commentor No. 3: Kevin Holsapple, Executive Director,
Los Alamos Chamber of Commerce

From: Kevin Holsapple [mailto:kevin@losalamos.org]

Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 7:20 AM

To: Withers, Elizabeth

Subject: Comment on the Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement for the

Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0380D)

Elizabeth,

Please let me know if this is an appropriate way to submit public comment. | can
drop by a hard copy if that is necessary.

Please register the attached letter as public comment to the process.

Also, | believe there is some misleading information presented in Table 4-34

General Funds Revenues in the Tri-County Region (Fiscal Year 2003) -- | think that

the numbers presented are not an apples-to-apples comparison. The Los Alamos

number includes all tax revenues for the County (city & county) while the numbers 3-1
presented for Rio Arriba and Santa Fe counties do not appear to include revenues

for the cities of Santa Fe, Espanola, or other taxable municipalities within those

counties. Let me know if | can clarify this concern.

Kevin Holsapple
Executive Director, LACDC / Los Alamos Chamber
(XXX) XXX-XXXX

3-1

Chapter 4, Table 4-38 (previously Table 4-34), of the SWEIS was
revised. Information for Rio Arriba County includes revenues for
Espafiola; information for Santa Fe County includes revenues for the
city of Santa Fe.
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Commentor No. 3 (cont’d): Kevin Holsapple, Executive Director,

Los Alamos Chamber of Commerce

L b s A L M o s 109 Central Park Square, PO Box 460
Los Alamos, NM 87544

Charfber of Commerce 505-662-8105  (fax) 505-662-8399
chamber@losalamos.com

September 18, 2006

Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration
528 35" Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Attn: Elizabeth Withers

Subject: Comment on the Site-wide Envi ] Impact St for the Continued
Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0380D)

Please accept and consider the content of this letter as input to the SWEIS process for the
continued operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory. Our community is positve about
continuing to play the important supportive role we are asked to play on behalf of the nation in
science and technology that supports national security. The Los Alamos Chamber of Commerce
supports the Department of Energy’s preferred option with the following comments:

Our organization has facilitated a group of community leaders called TIE (Time is of the
Essence) since the Spring of 2005 whose purpose is “reconnecting community and Lab for
mutual benefit.” The group has included participation by the chief executives and governing
board members of the Chamber of Commerce, Los Alamos Public Schools, Los Alamos County
government, the University of New Mexico-Los Alamos, the Los Alamos Medical Center, the
Los Alamos Retired and Senior Organization, and the Coalition for LANL Excellence. The
group formulated and has consistently provided input and recommendations to the NNSA,
LANL, LANS LLC, and the congressional delegation that we believe are important to the future
success of the Laboratory and our community. Some of these recommendations are highly
relevant to the future operations options for LANL as are presented in the EIS

e We have recommended that the Lab identify and establish advanced technology centers
that leverage LANL technology through external collaborations and are located in the
Community, not on LANL property. We believe that, in addition to the important role
played by Lab activities related to stockpile stewardship, the Lab must continue to be a 3-2
strong, multi-disciplinary scientific institution that is increasingly relevant to creating
solutions to a broader range of society’s problems. A robust, diverse science and
technology portfolio at LANL is important to the community. Conversely. a narrowing
of the LANL mission would not be desirable

With regard to specific provisions of the EIS, we ask that the implementation of the
proposed Science Complex (ref. G126) should consider the community 3_ 3
recommendation. The Science Complex could offer substantial off-site potential for
advanced technology centers that could be a magnet for economic development

3-2

3-3

LANL staff collaborates with scientists and organizations in the United
States and throughout the world in diverse scientific and technological
areas, as suggested by the commentor. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information about LANL’s efforts in
renewable energy, global climate change, and biosciences and medical
research. The commentor’s request that LANL establish technology
centers in the community rather than on LANL property is not in concert
with NNSA’s goal to consolidate all LANL staff in onsite facilities at
LANL. Until that goal is accomplished, NNSA will continue to utilize
space in Los Alamos and the surrounding community.

NNSA’s plan is to move LANL personnel into offices on LANL
property to the maximum extent possible. Thus, the preferred option
for the Science Complex is Option 1, Northwest TA-62 Site Option, as
discussed in Appendix G, Section G.8.2.2, of the SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 3 (cont’d): Kevin Holsapple, Executive Director,

Los Alamos Chamber of Commerce

activities. This could be accomplished by using a combination of the Research Park and
TA-62 siting options. C

e We have recommended that the Lab make quality office space in downtown Los Alamos
the location of choice for non-technical, non-classified LANL activities. This policy
would be supportive of community efforts to improve the quality and attractiveness of
our commercial district which, in turn, will support recruitment and retention of LANL
staff. We believe that there would be both cost savings and security advantages to
LANL from such a policy.

With regard to specific provisions of the EIS, we ask that implementation of the “office
replacement” project (ref. G20) incorporate this recommendation into decisions about
the siting of replacement offices. In addition to the benefits stated above, there would be
the added benefit of reduction of use of currently undeveloped forest and land.

e The EIS does not appear to address one very important aspect of sociocconomic impacts
related to transportation. There are roadways that pass through LANL that are very
important to community and regional residents as the routes for traveling between arca
communitics and attractions. It is important that future actions contemplated at LANL
that would disturb access to these longstanding routes and patterns of transportation
consider the cc | for the sur 1 itics and activitics and that the
cost of providing safe. useful altemative transportation routes be factored into the cost of
any such actions. This has been a shortcoming with respect to recent projects at LANL.

e Lack of developable land for community growth has been a longstanding concern.
Lands have been identified for potential transfer to the community once environmental
clean-up can be completed. We would like to express our view that environmental
remediation work in support of land transfers should receive a high priority in the future
operations of LANL

Thank you for your serious consideration of these inputs to your SWEIS process. We look
forward to playing a helpful role in supporting a vital, productive LANL of the future.

Sincerely,

(Ve

\Kevm olsapple
Executive Director

Ce

Sen. Domenici
Sen. Bingaman
Rep. Udall

3-3
ont’d

34

3-5

3-6

3-4

3-5

NNSA and the LANL contractor will continue using office space in
downtown Los Alamos until space is available at LANL for these
personnel. NNSA’s preference is to move personnel out of outdated,
inefficient facilities to new safe and secure offices at LANL that allow
them to work together more efficiently.

NNSA understands that the public has concerns about changes in the
site’s security plans that could impact the public’s ability to travel across
the site to attractions such as Bandelier National Monument or the ski
area. These concerns are noted and NNSA has been working with Los
Alamos County and others to address such issues and will continue to
weigh these impacts against site security concerns. Local transportation
is discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.10, Transportation, and Section 5.13,
Cumulative Impacts, of the SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that remediation activities
associated with conveyance of land to Los Alamos County and the New
Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department and transfer of
land to the Department of the Interior to be held in trust for the Pueblo of
San lldefonso receive high priority. Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1, discusses
land that has been or will be conveyed or transferred. Remediation
activities have been completed on all lands that have been turned over

to date. NNSA will continue expeditious remediation of the remaining
sites prior to making land available to the local community.
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Commentor No. 4: Tyla Matteson

From: Tyla Matteson [mailto:tmattesonl@mindspring.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2006 1:04 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Draft LANL SWEIS Comments

U.S. Department of Energy
National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office

Office of Environmental Stewardship
528 35th Street
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544

August 1, 2006
Dear Ms. Withers,

| wish to comment on the Draft SWEIS regarding the request by the Los Alamos
National Laboratory to raise its nuclear bomb production from 20 to 80 plutonium pits
per year.

This will result in increased radioactive wastes on the New Mexico highways, placing
the area under risk of contamination.

The United States, a world leader, must show by example to the rest of the world
that we can live without the production of nuclear weapons. How can we tell other
nations not to produce nuclear weapons, if we continue to do so? Our country just
waged a war on another country, because our government claimed that this other
country possessed weapons of mass destruction.

We imperil our general safety by continuing this hypocritical behavior. In addition,

I do not wish for our taxes to be used in such a harmful, ominous manner. Rather
than allow for an increase, | respectfully request that further nuclear bomb production
be halted.

| request that you keep me informed as to your subsequent recommendations on
this project.

Yours truly,

Tyla Matteson

4896 Burnham Road
Richmond, Virginia 23234

4-1

4-2

4-1

4-2

The evaluation of human health effects from transporting radioactive
materials is detailed in Appendix K and summarized in Chapter 5 of
the SWEIS. As indicated in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the increase in pit
production under the Expanded Operation Alternative would add about
240 cubic yards (180 cubic meters) of contact-handled transuranic waste
annually. Using the information provided in Chapter 5, Table 5-50,
this would result in about 25 additional shipments to WIPP annually.
Environmental contamination is only possible under a very severe
accident causing breach of both the cask and the packages containing
the materials. The probability of occurrence of such an accident is
1-in-10,000 trips, using the general truck-trailer accident rate given in
Appendix K. Historically, transportation to WIPP has been very safe
with no releases of any contaminants. Therefore, the potential for any
contamination during transportation of wastes generated from increased
pit production is very small.

NNSA notes the commentor’s request. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition
to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 5: Rhonda M. Smith, Chief,

Office of Planning and Coordination,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(ED ST
o UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 6

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
N DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

AL proT PNT
L 2 200y
Ms. Elizabeth R. Withers -
U.S. DOE/NNSA

Los Alamos Site Office

528 35™ Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

JNOHIAYs
ageNc!

Dear Ms. Withers:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 has reviewed the Draft
Envirc | Impact S (DEIS) for continued operation of Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL), Los Alamos, New Mexico. The National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) under the Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to continue operating the Los Alamos
National Laboratory in north central New Mexico. Under the Preferred Alternative of Expanded
Operations, NNSA would operate LANL at the highest levels of activity currently foreseeable,
including full implementation of the mission assignments.

EPA rates the DEIS as "LO," i.e., EPA has "Lack of Objections" to the proposed
Federal action. Our classification will be published in the Federal Register according to our
responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to inform the public of our views on this
proposed Federal action. If you have any questions, please contact Mike Jansky of my staff at

(214) 665-7451 of jansky.michael@epa.gov, for assistance.

- EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. Please mail two (2) copies of the
Final EIS when it is sent to the Office of Federal Activities, EPA (Mail Code 2252A), Ariel Rios
Federal Building, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20004.

Sincerely yours,

Oftice of Pianning and
Coordination (6EN-XP)

Internet Address (URL) e http:/www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Ol Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimur 25% Postconsumer)

5-1

5-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s letter.
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Commentor No. 6: Nancy Florsheim

Nancy FLORSHEIM
119 CALLE CATALINA
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87501
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6-2

6-3

6-1

6-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to the expansion of nuclear
weapons operations at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

LANL staff use depleted uranium to study behavior of material in
dynamic and hydrodynamic tests. 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 control
releases and monitor these experiments.

The evaluation of human health effects from transporting radioactive
materials is detailed in Appendix K and summarized in Chapter 5 of
the LANL SWEIS. The results presented in Appendix K, Section K.7,
indicate that the risks to the public and crew per transport are very
small. As indicated in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the increase in pit
production under the Expanded Operation Alternative would add about
240 cubic yards (180 cubic meters) of contact-handled transuranic waste
annually. Using the information provided in Chapter 5, Table 5-50,
this would result in about 25 additional shipments to WIPP annually.
Using the risk factors provided in Appendix K, Table K-3, the impacts
from transporting these additional wastes to WIPP would be very
small; that is, a total additional dose of about 0.18 person-rem to the
population residing along the route. This is a very small fraction, about
0.002 percent, of the dose the same population would receive annually
from natural background radiation. Environmental contamination is
only possible under a very severe accident causing breach of both the
cask and the packages containing the materials. The probability of
occurrence of such an accident is 1-in-10,000 trips, using the general
truck trailer accident rate given in Appendix K. Historically, the
transportation to WIPP has been very safe with no releases of any
contaminants. Therefore, the potential for any contamination during
transportation of wastes generated from the increased pit production is
very small.
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Commentor No. 6 (cont’d): Nancy Florsheim
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6-4

6-5

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that LANL activities would have
an adverse impact on public safety. Normal operations at LANL would
not result in a threat to public safety as shown in the impacts analysis
presented in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS. NNSA has an active safeguards
and security program to evaluate threats and prevent access by people
whose intent is to harm public safety.

Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities in support of NNSA’s
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security
policy as established by the Congress and the President. Therefore,
ending these activities at LANL is not being considered in the

SWEIS. In addition to performing 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. 7: Bob Aly

From: Robert Aly [mailto:room2@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2006 4:02 PM

To: Withers, Elizabeth

Subject: Plutonium Pits in New Mexico

Hello Ms. withers,

Maybe you don't care what is in the water you drink or the food you eat are the air
you breathe, but many of us do.

| don’t under stand how you can trade our clean (relative) environment for money.
Los Alamos has been polluting the Rio Grande for many years. | drink water from a
well, here in Albuguerque, less that Av4 mile from the Rio Grande. We irrigate our
garden with the same water. | dona€™t want to drink, eat, or breathe plutonium, or
any other radio active elements.

We need hearings in Albuguerque so that all New Mexicans can give their opinion
about this proposed immoral and destructive action.

Thanks,

Bob Aly

215 Hartline Rd SW
Albuquerque, NM 87105
505 242 5511

7-1

7-2

7-1

7-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding offsite contamination.
Naturally occurring radionuclides are present in the waters of the

Rio Grande. The river flows through geologic formations containing
naturally occurring radioactive materials and picks up some amount of
radioactive material from the rocks. LANL staff monitor operations to

ensure that discharges remain low and well within regulatory standards.

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

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for a hearing in Albuquerque

S0 citizens can voice their opinions. Although there were no public
hearings in Albuquerque, other means of providing comment on the
Draft SWEIS were provided. See Section 2.2, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 8: Miriam Sagan

From: MSagan1035@aol.com [mailto:MSagan1035@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2006 3:06 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Site Wide EIS

Dear NNSA,

| am writing to you in regards to the LANL Site-Wide EIS. As a resident of northern 81
New Mexico, | am opposed to the increase in plutonium pits at LANL. The cost is )
enormous, and plutonium an unstable and deadly substance. This will also increase 8-2
hazardous shipments of radioactive waste from other DOE sites. I|

In this time of ecological crisis, climate change, and energy issues, | really think

that LANL is best used as a resource for scientific problem solving rather than as 8-3
radioactive waste dump.

best,

Miriam Sagan, writer and teacher
Santa Fe, NM 87505

8-1

8-2

8-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increasing pit production.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production,
of this CRD for more information. While cost is not within the scope of
this SWEIS, as discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, it is one factor that
NNSA will consider when making decisions regarding future LANL
operations.

As indicated in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, LANL historically receives small
quantities of low-level radioactive wastes from other DOE facilities for
packaging and disposal. However, receipt of these wastes would be
unaffected by the level of pit production at LANL.

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be
focused on areas other than those 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.
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Commentor No. 9: Peter Malmgren

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)

troue™ 200k

Thank you for your input
Gracias por su participacion

Date/Fecha:

SE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

. What comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
¢Quc comentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

A TUE I LETOR. OF B iR UL R FusTRy SDiby

LT AU NaELOZED) AN ARPRIECAN I Co@ Qe MEI b Laomen)
WO AOUE M (AR AMANE (T G0 IS MANHATIAD aoﬂg;a,—'

Frtose SE° who Lille o Y= Uuling Ape (ReTIcu s Il

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

. Name/Nombre:

Address/Di

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal:

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included

in the SWEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety.

NOTA: Favor de excluir informacion personal (direccion o nimero de teléfono) que no desea aparezcan en el SWEIS; todo comentario
recibido es incluido en su totalidad en el SWEIS,

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:

eth Withers, SWELS Document Manager
nistration + U.S. Department of Energy + 528 35th Strect + Las Alamos, NM §7544-2201

9-1

9-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern related to waste management
and offsite contamination. The SWEIS addresses legacy waste

and the potential increase in radioactive waste generated at LANL

as a result of continued operations for each of the alternatives.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, summarizes the progress made in the

LANL environmental restoration program since 1999. 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.
Chapter 5, Section 5.9, addresses the waste management impacts
associated with the continued operation of LANL under each alternative.
Refer to Sections 2.6, Offsite Contamination; 2.7, Waste Management;
and 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information
regarding the concerns expressed in this comment.
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Commentor No. 9 (cont’d): Peter Malmgren
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cont’d

9-2

9-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s preference for changes at LANL. As
noted in Section 1.2 of the SWEIS, the mission currently assigned to
NNSA by the Congress and the President and supported by work at
LANL is focused on ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile.
Concurrent with fulfilling the assigned mission, NNSA and the LANL
management and operating contractor are committed to implementation
of the Consent Order with the State of New Mexico and proceeding
with cleanup of LANL. Appendix | addresses environmental cleanup
activities being pursued in accordance with the Consent Order.
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Commentor No. 10: Robert L. Anderson, Ph.D.

From: Bob Anderson [mailto:citizen@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2006 11:46 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Please set up a hearing in Albuquerque too
Hi,

It seems just simple logic that you would also schedule a hearing in Albuquerque I| 10-1
for the stepped up pit production in Los Alamos. Down here many people are
effected by the contamination of our water supply by LANL and we would like to ” 10-2
address that in your hearings.

Sincerely,

Bob Anderson

324 Richmond SE
Albuquerque, NM 87106
XXX-XXX-XXXX
citizen@comcast.net

10-1

10-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding a hearing in
Albuquerque. Although there were no public hearings in Albuquerque,
other means of providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided,
such as U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free telephone line, and a toll-free fax
line. It should be noted that all comments, whether written or provided
orally, are given equal weight and consideration. Please see Section 2.2,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for
additional information.

Chapter 4, Section 4.3, of the SWEIS summarizes a number of studies
performed following the Cerro Grande Fire to determine the impacts

the fire had on the movement of contaminants. In addition, Appendix F
of the SWEIS presents a comparison of levels of environmental
contamination based on composite samples of groundwater (Figures F-1
through F-6) and other media as measured over the years since the
Cerro Grande Fire compared to similar sample results presented in the
1999 SWEIS. In addition, a drinking water pathway analysis has been
included in Appendix C. The analysis shows the radiological dose from
drinking Rio Grande water would be well below the EPA’s 4 millirem
drinking water limit and that downstream concentrations are comparable
to concentrations in other regional waters.

Past practices at LANL have resulted in contamination of shallow
groundwater that has a potential of contaminating the regional aquifer
under Pajarito Plateau. Some groundwater samples onsite are showing
signs of some of that contamination. NNSA intends to continue to
safely manage emissions, effluent discharges, and waste, and to conduct
its environmental restoration (in accordance with the Consent Order) to
ensure cleanup of the site to protect the groundwater and human health.
Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, and 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. 11: Robert L. Anderson, Ph.D.

From: Bob Anderson [mailto:citizen@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2006 1:16 PM
To: Withers, Elizabeth

Subject: Request for LANL SWEIS hearing in Albuquerque

Hi Ms. Elizabeth Withers,

Los Alamos National Lab
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement Manager

| am writing to request a 30 day extension of the planned public SWEIS hearing
in Santa Fe, Espanola and Los Alamos to comment on the new production plans for
LANL, and most of all we down here in Albuquerque would like to see a date or two
scheduled for the public to comment here. We will be affected by anything LANL
does and we have Sandia National Lab which is also part of the projects carried at
at LANL for the Department of Energy. It just makes sense to include the largest
population center in the state in the one of the largest projects to take place here.
Don't you agree?

As you know we down here will be drinking river and surface water soon and
our water is in jeopardy with any activity at Los Alamos. We have a water quality
coalition which is meeting on this issue and we would like to request you plan a
meeting for the public here in the Los Alamos watershed area.

We don't need any new nukes anyway, we can't get rid of the ones we got now.
Sincerely,

Robert L. Anderson, Ph.D.
324 Richmond SE
Albuquerque, NM 87106
XXX-XXX-XXXX
citizen@comcast.net

Ike was right about the military-industrial complex!
See http://www.stopthewarmachine.org

11-1

11-2

I| 11-3

11-1

11-2

11-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for a hearing in Albuquerque
and an extension of the review period. Although there were no public
hearings in Albuquerque, other means of providing comment on the
Draft SWEIS were provided, such as U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free
telephone line, and a toll-free fax line. It should be noted that all
comments, whether written or provided orally, are given equal weight
and consideration. Responding to requests for additional review time,
NNSA extended the comment period from the original 60 days to

75 days. See Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Process, of this CRD for more information.

Environmental impacts of operating Sandia National Laboratories in
support of NNSA’s mission are addressed in the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996), which evaluates the
environmental impacts of the nationwide nuclear weapons complex,
and the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Sandia
National Laboratories/New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0281) (DOE 1999b).

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, 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, NNSA would continue to

meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources at LANL.

In addition, LANL operates a monitoring program (described in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted
from past practices. In accordance with applicable regulations and
agreements, NNSA evaluates and takes corrective action for occurrences
of contamination in groundwater and surface waters at LANL. The
suggestion for a public meeting on this topic is being considered by the
Los Alamos Site Office.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to further production of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear \WWeapons
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 12: Doug Clark

From: dclark@cybermesa.com [mailto:dclark@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 1:34 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: EIS Comment

Dear DOE and LANL:

| am writing to express my opposition to expanded plutonium pit production at LANL.

There are so many reasons NOT to produce more
“pits,” including:
--it will increase toxic and radioactive waste
--it will create storage problems for this waste
--it will increase water useage at LANL, a critical resource already
in short supply
--it will contaminate water and soil
--it will increase risk of cancer for people in the surrounding area

Please make it clear in your EIS that increased pit production is very hazardous to
the environment. Thank you.

Doug Clark
11 Potrero Rd.
Chimayo NM 87522

12-1

12-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded plutonium pit
production at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for information related to this
concern. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS presents the environmental impacts of
continued operation of LANL, including increased pit production under
the Expanded Operations Alternative. The impacts analysis addresses
the disposal of chemical and radioactive wastes, water usage, and any
impacts on water and soil. Chapter 5, Section 5.6.1.3, describes the
potential dose to the maximally exposed individual at the LANL site
boundary and to the total population within a 50-mile radius of LANL.
The maximum projected population dose (36 person-rem annually)
would result in no additional latent cancer fatalities in the population,
and the risk of a latent cancer fatality to the maximally exposed
individual is less than 1 chance in 203,000 per year (4.9 x 10 per year).
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Commentor No. 13: Robert and Darlene Price

From: robert price [mailto:ppricer@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 11:00 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: ppricer@verizon.net

Subject: Expanded Radioactive Operations

Dear DOE and LANL:  Date:___ 9/20/06

| strongly oppose expanded plutonium pit production at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory.

Quadrupling pit production will turn the Lab into a nuclear materials storage and
radioactive waste dump facility, and a NUCLEAR BOMB FACTORY.

Additionally:

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

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

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

* | oppose the construction of new nuclear weapons facilities near earthquake fault
lines.

Sincerely,
Robert & Darlene Price

13-1

13-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded pit production
at LANL and to increased generation of toxic and chemical waste,
pollution of water sources, burial of radioactive and chemical wastes
in unlined dumps, and construction of nuclear weapons facilities near
earthquake fault lines. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for information related to

pit production. The environmental impacts of waste generation and
disposal and any impacts to water resources associated with expanded
pit production are addressed in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS under the
Expanded Operations Alternative. Although increased waste generation
would occur as a result of expanded pit production, not all waste would
be disposed of at LANL. Chemical waste and radioactive mixed waste
from LANL operations are sent offsite for treatment and disposal;
transuranic waste is stored onsite until it is characterized, packaged,
and shipped to WIPP for disposal; and low-level radioactive waste is
either disposed of at Area G or shipped offsite for disposal. Refer to
Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for more information

on disposal of low-level radioactive waste in unlined pits. None of

the alternatives analyzed in the SWEIS propose the construction of
new nuclear weapons facilities. Work performed at LANL and all

new construction activities, however, are subject to DOE Orders and
standards for seismic concerns.
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Commentor No. 14: Therese Ludvigson

From: Therese Ludvigson [mailto:tludvig@taosnet.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 06, 2006 4:43 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Quadruple plutonium pits at Los Alamos - Why?

A country with a skyrocketing national deficit.

Quagmire in Irag.

Supplying weapons to Israel to wage war on Lebanon.

Enough nuclear weapons to destroy the entire planet several times over.
Why?

Why a billion dollars to triple plutonium pits at Los Alamos labs?

14-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for
more information.
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Commentor No. 15: Jeanne Green

From: Jeanne Green [mailto:innerlight52@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 04, 2006 5:17 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: SWEIS commentary

August 4, 2006

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

538 35th Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

SWEIS commentary:

The Sweis document does not provide an acceptable alternative to ensure safety of
the public. LANL should not be allowed to increase plutonium pit production or any
additional munitions production when it has not dealt with the massive amounts of
radioactive, chemical and heavy metal wastes already on site and continuing to be
released into the air, water and soil in New Mexico.

Independent monitoring of contamination has shown Americium 241 in plums at
Llano, also above normal levels in regional soils of beryllium, cadmium, cobalt,
copper, iron, zinc, mercury, manganese, nickel and lead. LANL streams are
contaminated with PCBs, gross alpha and selenium. Radioactive waste, enough to
fill 9000 olympic-sized pools, is sitting above-ground in canvas tents, just ready for
the next wildfire, earthquake or terrorist to come along.

We must take advantage of the tremendous amount of technical expertise available
at LANL and change its mission to research and development of sustainable
alternatives toward energy independence from foreign oil. This will seriously reduce
the need for weapons for current and future wars.

My recommendations are to implement full clean-up of the major waste sites at LANL
and refrain from generating any more toxic wastes. No, no, no new nuclear bomb
factory. The NMED/LANL Consent Order for clean-up should be mandatory and
immediate, not tied to increased weapons activities or plutonium pit production. DOE
must adopt the Removal Option for all clean-up activities and apply the most recent
water quality standards and current impaired stream information.

It is not acceptable to be exploding depleted uranium with explosives in the open air.
This must stop. New Mexicans cannot be considered collateral damage in an eternal
war against terrorism. DOE must institute a program to stop all toxic air pollutant
emissions from LANL facilities.

Also It is a grave oversight to omit the 2006 seismic hazard study information in
planning for future building.

15-1

15-2

15-3

15-4

15-5

15-6

15-7

15-1

15-2

15-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to
nuclear weapons production at LANL and concerns about legacy and
new environmental contamination from those activities. Chapter 2,
Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS summarizes the progress made in the
LANL environmental restoration program since 1999. 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.
Actions are underway to prepare and transport the transuranic waste
currently stored onsite to WIPP for disposal. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS
evaluates the potential environmental and health and safety impacts

of continued operation of LANL for the three proposed alternatives.
LANL operations are in compliance with the regulations that protect
public health and the environment and, as demonstrated by the analyses,
would continue to be in compliance. Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite
Contamination, of this CRD for additional information on the potential
impacts to the air, water, and other environmental media.

Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for information
about the report of americium-241 in a plum sample in Dixon, New
Mexico. Examination of the data indicates that this was likely a false
positive finding. The discussion also describes how LANL staff limits
releases to the air and outfall discharges from current operations to
levels within the regulatory limits to protect public health and the
environment. Contamination has resulted from past operations and in
an effort to ensure the public is protected, the LANL contractor monitors
air, water, sediments, soil and foodstuffs for the presence of toxic or
hazardous constituents, and radionuclides, and reports the results of
these analyses in annual environmental surveillance reports.

Although LANL has instituted a pollution prevention and waste
minimization program (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS),
operation of LANL in support of NNSA’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 fabric 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 State of New Mexico.

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



44>

Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Jeanne Green

DOE must make permanent disposal of existing waste a priority, rather than C]C-)?l?d
expanding operations to generate more toxic and radioactive waste. LANL's mission

should be pro-life instead of pro-death, sustainable energy alternatives instead of I 15"," d
weapons of mass destruction. cont

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard, Jeanne Green

15-4

15-5

15-6

NNSA is working to prepare all stored and newly generated transuranic
waste for shipment to the WIPP. Shipment rates for 2006 have increased
significantly over past years. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management,
of this CRD for more information.

Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the
President; therefore, ending these activities at LANL is not being
considered for the LANL SWEIS. Activities that support research of
energy independence are conducted at LANL. Refer to Section 2.3,
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s recommendations about proposed LANL
operations, generation of additional toxic wastes, and cleanup of LANL
waste sites. Although LANL has instituted a pollution prevention and
waste minimization program (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS),
operation of LANL in support of NNSA’s core missions will cause the
generation of waste that NNSA intends to safely manage as discussed

in Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD. Furthermore, NNSA
intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the March 2005
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed
in the SWEIS. 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. 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 remediation must meet several criteria including
protection of human health and the environment, and attainment of
applicable cleanup standards for groundwater, surface water, and other
environmental media considering the designated future use of the site.
Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order)
and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for additional
information.

All LANL activities have valid permits as described in Chapter 6 of
the SWEIS and are conducted in accordance with applicable state and
Federal laws and regulations. Radiological air emissions are discussed
in Chapter 5, Section 5.4.2, of the SWEIS. The impacts from all
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Commentor No. 15 (cont’d): Jeanne Green

15-7

emissions, including depleted uranium, are discussed in Chapter 5,
Section 5.6.1. (Nonradiological emissions are addressed in Section 5.4.1
while nonradiological impacts from these emissions are addressed in
Section 5.6.2.) For all alternatives, the average population dose within
50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL is less than 0.1 percent of background
radiation. LANL operations and procedures are designed to control

any releases of depleted uranium to the environment during tests. For
more information on high explosives, depleted uranium, and associated
monitoring programs, refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the
Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this
CRD.

An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in 2007. Prior
to the design and operation of future facilities, safety studies in the form
of Hazard Assessment Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that 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.

Seismic activity at LANL is described in Section 4.2.2.3 and in the

2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a). The estimated
human health impacts from postulated facility accidents, including
earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and Appendix D,
Section D.4, of the SWEIS. These sections also include a discussion of
the significance of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the
2007 report.
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Commentor No. 16: Richard M. Henley

From: globalrick@att.net [mailto:globalrick@att.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2006 10:10 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS; LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Please HALT any further nuclear (trigger or otherwise) production.

How many times do you need to level the earth?  30-50 times should do quite nicely
and you already have enough materials to do that for the next 50,000 years before
any real degradation occurs. 16-1

Give our kids a future. Knock it off. Save the taxypayers and the lives of millions.
Do the right thing.

Richard M Henley
Albuquerque New Mexico

16-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s statements. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for
more information.
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Commentor No. 17: Richard M. Henley

From: globalrick@att.net [mailto:globalrick@att.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2006 10:08 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS; LANL_SWEIS

Subject:

Please HALT any further tax consumer, world roasting, war precipitating nuclear
material.

You have enough to last 50,000 years and quanity to level the planet at least 30
times from one side to the other. What IS the point? ~ MONEY?

PLEASE give our kids a future by halting ANY further production of all kinds. Plus
curtailing ANY further funds to store outside materials in this state. It is already a
crime against humanity and a crime against all life the way it exists. More WILL
make it worse.

Richard M. Henley
Cedar Crest New Mexico

17-1

|| 17-2

17-1

17-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s request for a halt to nuclear materials
production. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

The SWEIS addresses storage of materials at LANL, but storage at other
sites in the State of New Mexico is not within the scope of the SWEIS.
There are no proposals in the SWEIS that would increase the net
radioactive material storage capacity at LANL. LANL nuclear facilities,
as well as all other NNSA nuclear facilities, have limited storage
capacity based on analyses of their design and safety features. Any
outside materials that would be stored in a facility at LANL must meet
the safety and security standards set in the authorization basis for that
facility. Any of these storage activities must be consistent with NNSA’s
mission and LANL’s mission work assignments and are contingent on
funding from the Congress.
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Commentor No. 18: Jane Hanna

From: Mjhfos@aol.com [mailto:Mjhfos@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2006 11:53 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: LANL future

Dear Ms. Withers:

| am disturbed, really angry and disappointed that the Los Alamos lab would give a
single thought to producing plutonium pits. Where is this nation’s moral compass
that we would give any consideration to the production of more nuclear weapons!

There is enormous resistance to this idea because people fear the possibility of
environmental contamination. However, we should be even more concerned about
allowing our country to continue manufacturing and enhancing the possibilities for
nuclear war. Instead of escalating the lethal levels of weapons, the US should be
leading the world in the destruction of those stockpiles already in existence. It would
be a tremendous gift to humanity if the expertise of those who work in Los Alamos
were given over to research on ways to live together peacefully. People and the
environment must be given new ways to live without competing for and depleting the
earth’s natural resources. There is a desperate need for the skills of lab scientists to
be directed toward the goal of a better future for all the earth’s inhabitants.

Whether or not the lab goes into plutonium pit production is a far greater concern
than just meeting the requirements of an environmental impact statement. The very
suggestion that such production take place anywhere in the world is evil. The filthy,
lethal mess that has been created in previous decades should be of major concern
for elimination. Why in the world would any sane person consider expanding an
already overwhelming challenge for safe disposal.

| implore you to make certain that the concern for total elimination of nuclear
weapons material be included in discussions about LANL's role in the years to come.

Sincerely,

Jane Hanna
10 Descanso Rd.
Santa Fe, NM 87508

18-1

18-2

18-1
cont’d

18-1

18-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the production of
plutonium pits and nuclear weapons. Cessation of these activities would
be counter to national security policy as established by the Congress and
the President. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President;
therefore, ending these activities at LANL is not being considered in

the LANL SWEIS. Activities that support other research initiatives of
importance to the Nation are conducted at LANL. Refer to Section 2.3,
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 19: Lori Colt

From: Lori Colt [mailto:coltll@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2006 11:47 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comments Regarding Additional Plutonium-Pit Production

Dear Ms. Withers,

| am emailing you today to let you know that | do not support LANL's proposed

expanded Plutonium Pit Production.  Living 40 miles downstream from LANL | would

not like this type of activity to take place so close to my residence, nor to anyone 19-1
elses. | am a staunch environmentalist and conservationist and | do not support any

activities of this toxic nature.

| appreciate LANL's consideration of it's neighbors.
Thank you,

Lori Colt
6 Fortuna Road
Eldorado, NM 87508

19-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded plutonium pit
production. The purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to
provide support for DOE’s core missions as directed by the Congress
and the President. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information. Environmental
and human health impacts are evaluated in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS and
summarized in Table S-5 of the Summary.
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Commentor No. 20: Marcia Brenden, Ph.D., Center for the Education and

Study of Diverse Populations, New Mexico Highlands University

From: Marcia Brenden [mailto:mbrenden@cesdp.nmhu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2006 10:30 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: expansion of pit production

Please add these comments to the response to the recent EIS on expanded
production of plutonium pits:

| am totally and actively against the production of nuclear weapons and any science
and DOE projects that support nuclear bomb production. Therefore | am against the
recently proposed expansion of plutonium pit production at LANL. | live in Dixon,
just upwind from the lab and as a citizen, taxpayer, mother, future grandmother, and
teacher | refuse to fund with my tax dollars the billions it will take to expand what
many scientists and generals contend is bad science. We do not need a bigger

and better nuclear bomb factory built in northern New Mexico since the amount

of radioactive bomb wastes will almost double. This will also result in increased
radioactive wastes traveling on our highways bound for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) in Carlshad, New Mexico, the world’s only permanent dump for such
wastes. Other unacceptable impacts of building a bigger and better nuclear bomb
factory in Los Alamos are a poisoning of air and water and soil, a further eroding

of international peace treaties and nonproliferation compacts, and an increase in
terrorist attacks on LANL and therefore on me, my family, and my land.

| agree with Joe Sestak, a retired three-star admiral who led the Navy's anti-terrorism

unit and spent a year and a half fighting in Afghanistan, when he says we are
bankrupting our national budget on weapons and war while we need to spend the
nation’s wealth on healthcare and education (helping working families afford quality
preschools, for instance.) He wants to reduce the ridiculous number of nuclear
missiles the U.S. continues to maintain to deter the nonexistent Soviet Union and
“rogue states” and shift that money to essential human-needs programs.

Please note my remarks and make them part of the public record.

Marcia Brenden, Ph. D

Center for the Education and Study of Diverse Populations
New Mexico Highlands University

705 La Joya Street, Suite C

Espafiola, New Mexico 87532

XXX-XXX-XXXX

XXX-XXX-XXXX Fax

mbrenden@cesdp.nmhu.edu

20-1

20-2

20-1
cont’d
20-2
cont’d

20-1

20-2

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

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to “a bigger and better

bomb factory built in northern New Mexico.” The SWEIS addresses
the environmental impacts of operating LANL for three different
alternatives, including an Expanded Operations Alternative that would
allow LANL to increase its capability to produce plutonium pits from
20 to up to 80 pits per year. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS describes the
environmental impacts of LANL construction activities and operations,
including increased pit production under the Expanded Operations
Alternative and the resulting offsite contamination, waste generation,
and transportation of radioactive waste offsite for disposal. As
demonstrated in this chapter, NNSA believes that LANL operations

can continue without posing unreasonable risks to the public. Refer

to Sections 2.6, Offsite Contamination, and 2.7, Waste Management,

of this CRD for more information regarding the concerns expressed

in this comment. 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 uses 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 are considered
in a separate, classified appendix to the SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 21: Daniel Craig, DOM

From: Daniel Craig [mailto:domdanc@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2006 8:59 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: against pits

| am against further plutonium pit production at Los Alamos Labs. It is immoral and I| 21-1
needs to be made illegal to produce nuclear weapons. | hold you accountable for

this insanity. Shift the focus of LANL to sustainable, clean energy research and

production and please stop producing death. I‘ 212

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

A good 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.

21-1

21-2

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

Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President;
therefore, ending these activities at LANL is not being considered in the
LANL SWEIS. Activities that support research of clean energy research
are conducted at LANL. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of
this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 22: Linda Wiener

From: thebuglady@aol.com [mailto:thebuglady @aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2006 7:06 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: no more plutonium pits!!

This letter is in response to the proposal to quadruple plutonium pit production at Los
Alamos Narional Labs. This peoposal is a bad one and should not be implemented
foe the following reasons: 1) it is in violation of the nuclear non proliferation treaty
and therefore illegal. 2) It does not serve any legitimate purpose in New Mexico,
the US, or the world at large. It ican only serve the purposes of the worst elements
in the world. 3) the environmental impact on the air and water of New Mexico

and its citizens have not been considered adequatelt. LANL has proved itself to

be incapable of monitoring and correcting its polluting activities and is in constant
violation of Us law. Evidence for this is easily found in the chromium contamination
which was concealed for years, PCB and perchlorate contamination, and over 1,400
unmonitored discharge sites. LANL csnnot be considered a place where plutonium
pit production can be increased in a safe way.

At every level, increasing pit production at LANL is illegal, immoral, and unsafe. This
proposal should be rejected.

Thank You,

Linda Wiener

304 Lomita St.

Sanra Fe, NM 87505

|| 22-1

22-2

22-3

22-1
cont’d

22-1

22-2

22-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinions regarding increasing pit
production at LANL. Pit production at LANL is a legal activity
conducted in support of the stockpile stewardship responsibilities
assigned to NNSA by the Congress and the President. The commentor’s
opinion on the morality of pit production is also noted. 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 that LANL can continue to operate safely
under any of the three alternatives, including the Expanded Operations
Alternative, in which the pit production rate could increase to up to

80 pits per year.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increased pit production.
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.
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by
the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation
objectives. U.S. 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. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.

NNSA believes that the environmental impacts of each alternative on
the air and water of New Mexico has been adequately evaluated in the
SWEIS. Monitoring programs at LANL address air, water, and soils,

and the results are reported in annual environmental surveillance reports.

LANL operations are in compliance with regulations that protect public
health and the environment and, based on the SWEIS analyses, would
continue to be in compliance under the alternatives evaluated in the
SWEIS. The contamination identified by the commentor is a result of
past activities, when regulatory limits were less stringent.

If samples from the monitoring program show elevated levels of
chemicals or radionuclides, the LANL contractor works with the New
Mexico Environment Department to characterize the contamination and
take appropriate actions to prevent further contamination.
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Commentor No. 22 (cont’d): Linda Wiener

LANL has significantly reduced the number of sites requiring
remediation as identified in Chapter 4, Section 4.12, of the SWEIS.
Any new sites that may be identified for cleanup will be addressed
in accordance with the Consent Order, discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.2.6.

The polychlorinated biphenyl and perchlorate contamination listed by
the commentor are being monitored. Monitoring results are reported

in annual environmental surveillance reports and are discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1 of the SWEIS. The chromium contamination
mentioned in the comment is discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, of
the SWEIS and summarized in Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this
CRD. The LANL contractor reported to the New Mexico Environment
Department in December 2005 that groundwater samples gathered in
2005 contained elevated levels of chromium. The LANL contractor has
since done further sampling as part of an interim work plan submitted
to the New Mexico Environment Department that also proposes cleanup
measures.

NNSA does not agree with the statement that there are over

1,400 unmonitored discharge sites. The number of unmonitored
discharge sites mentioned by the commentor apparently refers to

LANL solid waste management units. As described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.3, LANL contractor 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.
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Commentor No. 23: Gerilyn (Gess) Healey

From: Gess Healey [mailto:gesshealey@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 08, 2006 12:20 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Re: Re-vamp Economy

| would like to see Los Alamos Nat'l Lab. be in the forefront of technology for
sustainable change. | don't want my tax dollars to support nuclear power or bombs.
Shut down weapons industry. Forget dangerous/wasteful nuclear power.

Gerilyn (Gess) Healey
Taos, NM

|| 23-1

23-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s preference for the role of LANL and
opposition to nuclear power and nuclear weapons. Cessation of
NNSA’s core mission activities would run counter to national security
policy as established by the Congress and the President; therefore,
ending these activities at LANL is not being considered in the LANL
SWEIS. Activities that support research of sustainable technologies
are conducted at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production and Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of
this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 24: rn4243

From: rn4243 [mailto:rn4243@flash.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 08, 2006 8:54 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Stop Nuclear Bomb Production

More and better bombs is not what the world needs for any sane reason. What
terrible environmental problems is this going to cause to our water and air in
Albuquerque? When is the GOVERNMENT going to stop forcing its ways on the
world as well as the American people who seem to always end up paying the cost
with their lives as well as their finances/sweat equity? When is the GOVERNMENT
going to take George Washington’s advice in his farewell speech? History has
proven time after time that kill, kill, kill is never the solution to any problem. Where
did this DEMOCRACY that our GOVERNMENT is promoting world wide come from?
Does not the Federal Constitution guarantee at Article 1V, section 4, a Republican
form of government? It is my opinion, that we the People are getting weary of
government for the GOVERNMENT, by the GOVERNMENT under the War Powers
Act and Executive Orders, in place of government for the People, by the People.
What ever happened to the People’s Unalienable Rights, declared in the Declaration
of Independents, that appear to have been replaced by so called civil rights which
are no more than privileges controlled by GOVERNMENT? Below are some
opinions of important men in our past. Have the respect and decency to take the
time to read, and absorb their statements.

United States Constitution, Article IV, Section 4:

“The United States shall guarantee to every State in this Union a Republican Form of
Government......”

May 31, 1787, Edmund Randolph said, “We meet here today to provide a cure for
the evils under which the United States labored; that in tracing these evils to their
origin every man had found it in the turbulence and trials of democracy.....”

1787, Elbridge Gerry, said: “The evils we experience flow from the excess of
democracy The people do not want (that is, do not lack) virtue; but are the dupes of
pretended patriots.”

June 21, 1788, Alexander Hamilton: “It had been observed that a pure democracy if
it were practicable would be the most perfect government. Experience had proved
that no position is more false than this. The ancient democracies in which the people
themselves deliberated never possessed one good feature of government. Their
very character was tyranny; their figure deformity.”

Alexander Hamilton: “We are a Republican Government. Real liberty is never found
in despotism or in the extremes of Democracy.”

24-1
24-2

24-3

24-1

24-2

24-3

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

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 Albuquerque. 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. Since a large part of the population dose is the result of
short-lived products from LANSCE that decay within minutes of their
release and Albuquerque is outside the 50-mile radius, it is not likely
that LANL operations would adversely affect Albuquerque air quality.
Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more
information.

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 24 (cont’d): rn4243

Samuel Adams: “Remember, Democracy never lasts long. It soon wastes, exhausts
and murders itselfl There never was a democracy that did not commit suicide.”

James Madison: “... democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and
contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal security, or the rights of
property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in
their deaths.”

1795 Immanuel Kant: “Democracy is necessarily despotism.”[tyranny]

John Marshall (Chief Justice of the Supreme Court from 1801 to 1835): “Between
a balanced republic and a democracy, the difference is like that between order and
chaos.”

Thomas Babington Macaulay: “I have long been convinced that institutions purely
democratic must, sooner or later, destroy liberty or civilization, or both.”

1850, Benjamin Disraeli, (British House of Commons): “If you establish a democracy,
you must in due time reap the fruits of a democracy. You will in due season have
great impatience of public burdens, combined in due season with great increase of
public expenditures. You will in due season have wars entered into from passion and
not from reason; and you will in due season submit to peace ignominiously sought
and ignominiously obtained, which will diminish your authority and perhaps endanger
your independence. You will in due season find your property is less valuable, and
your freedom less complete.”

Disraeli 1870: “The world is weary, of statesmen whom democracy has degraded
into politicians.”

James Russell Lowell: “Democracy gives every man the right to be his own
oppressor.”

W. H. Seward: “Democracies are prone to war, and war consumes them.”

Ralph Waldo Emerson: “Democracy becomes a government of bullies tempered by
editors.”

188? Governor Seymour of New York: “The merit of our Constitution is not that it
promotes democracy, but checks it.”

Oscar Wilde: “Democracy means simply the bludgeoning of the people, by the
people, for the people.”

24-3
cont’d

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 24 (cont’d): rn4243

H. L. Mencken: “The most popular man under a democracy is not the most
democratic man, but the most despotic man. The common folk delight in the
exaction’s of such a man. They like him to boss them. Their natural gait is the
goosestep.”

Ludwig Levisohn: “Democracy, which began by liberating men politically, has
developed a dangerous tendency to enslave him through the tyranny of majorities
and the deadly power of their opinion.”

Englishman, G. K. Chesterton: “You can never have a revolution in order to establish
a democracy. You must have a democracy in order to have a revolution.”

1931, The Duke of Northumberland: “The adoption of Democracy as a form of
Government by all European nations is fatal to good Government, to liberty, to law
and order, to respect for authority, and to religion, and must eventually produce a
state of chaos from which a new world tyranny will arise.”

Archibald E. Stevenson: “De Tocqueville once warned us,” he wrote, that: “If ever

the free institutions of America are destroyed, that event will arise from the unlimited
tyranny of the majority.” But a majority will never be permitted to exercise such
‘unlimited tyranny’ so long as we cling to the American ideals of republican liberty and
turn a deaf ear to the siren voices now calling us to democracy. This is not a question
relating to the form of government. That can always be changed by constitutional
amendment. It is one affecting the underlying philosophy of our system—a
philosophy which brought new dignity to the individual, more safety for minorities

and greater justice in the administration of government. We are in grave danger of
dissipating this splendid heritage through mistaking it for democracy.”

November 28, 1998, (Webmaster)“Democracy and Monocracy are synonyms for
a form of government in which the majority (mob) rules, and which by definition,
guarantees the absence of minority rights.”

Samuel Adams (the father of the American Revolution): “If men, through fear, fraud,
or mistake should in terms renounce or give up any natural right, the eternal law of
reason and the grand end of society would absolutely vacate such renunciation. The
right to freedom being a gift of God, it is not in the power of man to alienate this gift
and voluntarily become a slave.”

Thomas Jefferson: “Bill of Rights are to bind men down from mischief by the chain of
the Constitution.”

Republic: (Roman Definition), “a system of government in which both the people and
their rulers are subject to law.”

Republic: as defined by Aristotle (The Greek), Levy (a Roman), and Harrington (a
British Statesman), “a government of laws and not of men.”

24-3
cont’d

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 25: Paul White

From: Paul white [mailto:paulwhite@sisna.com]
Sent: Monday, August 07, 2006 2:54 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Regarding new pit production

| am sure that if you were to do a real public poll of this issue you might not be
surprised that at least 90% of area residents are opposed to the increased pit
production. The other 10% are either deluded individuals who don't care about their
drinking water or what this does for our national image. Oh yeah, or perhaps they
work at LANL and will benefit monetarily.

-Paul White

25-1

25-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that most residents in the vicinity
of LANL are opposed to increased pit production. 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 that LANL can continue to operate safely
under any of the three alternatives, including the Expanded Operations
Alternative, which proposes an increase in pit production rate. Refer

to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for more information on
water quality concerns.

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



LE-E

Commentor No. 26: Michael Scofield

From: Michael Scofield [mailto:scofield @cybermesa.com]
Sent: Monday, August 07, 2006 2:53 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Please! Additional hearings!

Dear Ms. Withers:

Please schedule additional hearings re: the proposed $1 billion Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement facility, ie, the new pit factory at Los Alamos.

We're all already sick in our stomachs about this country’s leadership in improving
the firepower of nuclear weapons.

Thank you, Ms. Withers. If it's hard for us, it must be very hard for you to sleep at
night and get up in the morning.

Michael Scofield

” 26-1

I‘ 26-2

26-1

26-2

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 2003 and issued a Record of Decision to
construct a new facility in February 2004 (69 FR 6967). In January
2008 (73 FR 2023), NNSA announced the availability of the Draft
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0236-S4), which includes alternatives

in which LANL would be the site of a new consolidated plutonium
center or a new consolidated nuclear production center whose mission
would include pit surveillance and manufacturing. Refer to Section 2.4,
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more
information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to 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. 27: Julia Geffroy, Associate Director,

Picuris Pueblo Environment Department

From: Julia Geffroy [mailto:jgeffroy@starband.net]
Sent: Monday, August 07, 2006 11:35 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Public comment from Picuris on SWEIS-LANL

Dear Ms. Withers,

| am a member of Picuris Pueblo who opposes the ongoing activities at Los Alamos.
As Associate Director of the Picuris Environment Department, | am concerned

with the lack of respect the lab has for Native American people due to the lack of
communication between LANL and the tribes. Holding public hearings on August
8th-10th does not allow for our leadership to attend these meetings because our
Aug. 10th feast day at the pueblo. This lack of knowledge and cultural awareness is
unacceptable.

Since the beginning, all native people within NM have consistently been exposed to
numerous radioactive and nuclear contaminants. LANL has no way of tracking these
hazardous toxic contaminates and completely ignores other agency or tribal input. |
am tired of hearing that this is a DOE issue because it affects our environment and
people on a global scale. Our bureaucracy system hinders and limits communication
between agencies.

Nuclear research of all kinds must stop in order for our world to survive. Selfish
insecure politicians who live in other places are making decisions that are affecting
us at home and abroad. It disgusts me that we are still investing our time and money
towards creating more destructive weapons. It's about time for DOE to stop seeking
ways to manipulate nature and the environment for their benefit and to focus on
restoring and researching opportunities to provide a cleaner, healthier environment
for our future generations.

Please accept this as my public comment.

Sincerely,

Julia Geffroy

Associate Director

Picuris Environment Department

27-1

27-2

27-3

27-1

27-2

27-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to ongoing activities at LANL.

In addition to the public hearings, NNSA invited the Picuris Pueblo
and other Pueblos to a briefing especially for the Pueblos at the Santa
Clara Big Rock Casino on July 6, 2006. This briefing provided an
opportunity for Pueblo members to talk with NNSA and LANL staff
who are knowledgeable about the alternatives and projects discussed
in the LANL SWEIS. Although NNSA regrets that Picuris Pueblo
leaders were unable to attend the public hearings, NNSA is pleased
that the Picuris Pueblo Environment Department was able to submit
written comments on the Draft SWEIS. Refer to Section 2.2, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more
information on the scoping and comment process.

LANL’s monitoring programs sample air, water, and soils at onsite
and offsite locations to detect the presence of radioactive materials
and chemicals. The results of these surveys are published in annual
environmental surveillance reports (available at www.lanl.gov/
environment/all/esr.shtml). NNSA and the LANL contractor also
maintain active communications with the New Mexico Environment
Department and Pueblo governments.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to and concerns about the
increased nuclear weapons activities proposed in the SWEIS, as well as
the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be focused on areas
other than those related to nuclear weapons production. In addition

to LANL’s primary mission activities in support of NNSA’s Stockpile
Stewardship Program, research is conducted at LANL in the areas
promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of current
operations and as such 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 about these activities.
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Commentor No. 28: Sally Beers

From: s [mailto:s@pattern-design.com]
Sent: Monday, August 07, 2006 8:41 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Nuclear Bomb production in NM

Dear Sir/Madam,

Horrifying subject no? The actuality is worse than the idea though. Please send
my comments on to those in charge of gearing up this production. As a resident
and business owner of Albuquergue | am so concerned about having radioactive
production in my area that | would move out of state if this occurs. It is a disaster
for our drinking water safety also because more of the nuclear waste will be coming
down the Rio Grande to us as we change over to drinking river water. Think about it
and don't try and rubber stamp something has dangerous as this.

Thanks for your attention.

Sally Beers
Albuquerque, NM 87108

” 28-1
” 28-2

28-1

28-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding LANL operations.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production,
of this CRD for more information.

LANL notes the commentor’s concern about the possibility of nuclear
waste in the Rio Grande. An analysis has been added to Appendix C
of the SWEIS to evaluate the radiological dose from drinking Rio
Grande water. The analysis shows that the dose would be a fraction

of the 4 millirem drinking water dose limit and that concentrations
downstream of LANL are comparable to other regional surface waters.
Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for additional
information.
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Commentor No. 29: Beatrice Boles

From: Beatrice B. [mailto:toolspalette@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 07, 2006 7:46 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Please stop nuclear bomb production in New Mexico

| am sending these comments via e-mail, because as yet there has been no public
hearing set up in the Albuquerque area, and | am unable to attend the hearings

in Los Alamos, Espanola, or Santa Fe. | am writing to voice my opposition to the
proposal to quadruple plutonium pit production at Los Alamos National Laboratory.

As a US citizen, long-time New Mexico taxpayer, and resident of Albuquerque, | ask
that nuclear bomb production be halted in our state. We cannot ask other nations to
halt their nuclear weapon production if we are unwilling to halt it ourselves. We are
the greatest nation in the world, and we must set an example to other countries by
working to resolve world conflicts through negotiation, cooperation, and diplomacy
-- not through nuclear threat.

Our environment and our rivers are currently already polluted by nuclear waste, and
to increase pit production would greatly harm our environment and increase health
and safety risks to our population. We are already suffering from trucks full of nuclear
waste traveling on our highways to the WIPP plant, and from radioactivity that is
contaminating the river water that many Albuquerque residents will soon be drinking.
This is unacceptable, and it must be stopped, not increased.

| respectfully request that the current proposal to increase nuclear bomb production I|
in New Mexico be rejected.

Thank you.

Beatrice Boles
4701 Haines Avenue NE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87110

29-1

29-2

29-1
cont’d

29-1

29-2

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

Chapter 5 of the SWEIS addresses the environmental impacts of
increased pit production under the Expanded Operation Alternative on
the environment and on health and safety risks to the population, as
well as the impacts of transporting transuranic waste to WIPP. LANL
operations are in compliance with regulations that protect public health
and the environment and, based on the SWEIS analysis, would continue
to be in compliance even under the Expanded Operations Alternative.
Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for additional
information on the potential impacts to the Rio Grande and Albuquerque
drinking water.

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



T7-€

Commentor No. 30: Jack Lehman, MA, LPCC

From: Jack Lehman [mailto:girafferide@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2006 8:42 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: against pit production at LANL

Dear Sirs,

Please be advised that | am completely against making nuclear pits in Los Alamos.

Sincerely,
Jack Lehman

Jack Lehman, MA, LPCC

Certified Trainer for the Center for Nonviolent Communication
GiraffeRide@gmail.com

Equine Assisted Psychotherapy

Giraffe Ride Up The Continental Divide
www.nve-nm.org/ride/

XXX-XXX-XXXX

Ikkyu the whole day singing boozing so great so fully here he built a bridge no one
uses 10,000 miles long
Ikkyu, 1394-1481

Il 301

30-1

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. 31: Laura Holt

From: Laura Holt [mailto:lauraholt@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2006 7:29 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Plutonium pit production

Dear Ms. Withers,
| am very concerned about any plans to make more plutonium pits.

We should take a lesson from the insane amounts of nerve gas agents that were
produced in this country and are now being destroyed at great cost and some
danger. There was never a point in having any of this material, of course, but even
it there was some rational about “deterrence” there was no excuse for the enormous
quantities. Clearly, there was “pork barrel” type spending that has now been seen to
be wasteful and dangerous.

The ability to destroy the planet several times over with nuclear weapons has a
similar kind of sound to my ears, and the current plan to produce the pits when we
have never addressed the need to deal with the materials safely or the waste, is
simply irresponsible.

Please take into consideration not just the economy of Los Alamos and the need to
keep scientists employed, but the health of our planet and wellbeing of our children.
Sincerely,

Laura Holt
lauraholt@newmexico.com

872 Don Cubero Ave.
Santa Fe, NM 87505
XXX-XXX-XXXX

31-1

31-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about plans to make more
plutonium pits. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

The analyses in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluate the potential
environmental, health, and safety impacts of continued operation

of LANL under the three proposed alternatives. These analyses
demonstrate that LANL can continue to operate in a manner to protect
public health and safety under any of the three alternatives. Refer to
Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD and Chapter 4, Section 4.9
of the SWEIS for a discussion on how NNSA is managing waste from
present and past operations.
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Commentor No. 32: Faith Harmony

From: fharmony@peoplepc.com [mailto:fharmony@peoplepc.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2006 4:36 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Draft LANL SWEIS Comments

| would like to comment on the proposed expansion of nuclear bomb production.

First, the cost of this project is expected to be more than one billion dollars, which
goes to the taxpayer.

| am opposed to spending more money on weapons, which | belive will not increase
our security, but lesson it.

The US is already spending millions each day on the Iraq war which has managed to
create more insurgents and extremists in the Middle East.

| believe we need a political solution, not a military one.

Secondly, what are the implications of an expansion of nuclear weapons? Increased
radioactive wastes on our highways, nuclear waste will be coming down the Rio
Grande as we change over to drinking river water here in Albuguerque.

How will this increas and upgrading of nuclear weapons affect our international
peace treaties.

Most imortantly, | belive that peace will never be obtained by the use of weapons.
“An eye for an eye makes the whole world blind” Ghandi

Sincerely, Faith Harmony
2828 Palo Verde NE Albuquerque NM 87112

32-1

32-2

32-1
cont’d

32-1

32-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding pit production and
the existence nuclear weapons. The cost of implementing the proposed
action and alternatives is not within the scope of this SWEIS, which
focuses on evaluating potential environmental impacts of operations 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 addresses the environmental impacts of
increased plutonium pit production under the Expanded Operations
Alternative, including health and safety risks to the population, increased
waste generation, and the transportation of radioactive waste offsite
for disposal. LANL operations are in compliance with regulations that
protect public health and the environment and, based on the SWEIS
analysis, would continue to be in compliance even under the Expanded
Operations Alternative. The LANL contractor samples and monitors
air, water and soil as part of its environmental surveillance program
and reports the results annually in environmental surveillance reports.
Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for additional
information on potential impacts to the Rio Grande and Albuquerque
drinking water.
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Commentor No. 33: Becky Lo Dolce

From: Becky Lo Dolce [mailto:thebeck_star@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2006 2:59 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: no more pit production

Dear Ms. Withers,

LANL should top plutonium pit production altogether. Period. No increase in
production, no maintenance of current production.

Plutonium pits cannot be produced without environmental risk or health risk to
workers or citizens. Production creates an unacceptable security risk and violates
the NPT outright. It shows our denial of participation in the international community,
which is perhaps the greatest threat of all.

When we have agreed to reduce our stockpile to zero IN GOOD FAITH, it cannot
be argued that replacing our current stockpile of pits is a good faith effort at
disarmament.

NO MORE PIT PRODUCTION.

Becky Lo Dolce
212 Maynard Street #5
Santa Fe, NM 87501

33-1

33-2

33-3

33-1
cont’d

33-1

33-2

33-3

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.

Chapter 5 of the SWEIS provides detailed environmental impacts
associated with all activities at LANL including plutonium pit
production. LANL operations are in compliance with regulations that
protect public health and the environment, and, based on the SWEIS
analysis, would continue to be in compliance even under the Expanded
Operations Alternative. The LANL contractor samples and monitors
air, water, and soil as part of its environmental surveillance program and
reports the results annually in environmental surveillance reports.

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. 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.
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Commentor No. 34: Patricia Green

From: NOMI GREEN [mailto:nomigreen@msn.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2006 1:54 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: Jan

Subject: LANL Pit production

| am opposed to pit production at LANL.
As far as I'm concermed we have more than enough bombs as it is.
The health and safety risks of New Mexicans are not worth the jobs.

I would like to see LANL work on safe energy alternatives and peaceful means
of ending terrorism like eceonmic prosperity in the Middle East. Some of the
best minds in our country working on death and destruction. Both Einstein and
Oppenheimer would be appalled.

Thank you,

Patricia Green
PO Box 5887
Santa Fe, NM 87502

34-1

34-2

34-3

34-1

34-2

34-3

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.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding health and safety
risks. Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS provides information

on current cancer mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico and
counties surrounding LANL. Table 4-26 shows that some cancer rates
in Los Alamos vicinity are lower than the national average and some
are higher, which is typical of any area. This section also presents
information from 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, which
determined 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). Chapter 5 of the
SWEIS projects that future emissions and discharges from LANL would
be in compliance with Federal and State regulations intended to protect
the public and the environment.

Activities that support research on renewable energy and national
security are conducted at LANL. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information. Cessation of NNSA’s

core mission activities would be counter to national security policy as
established by the Congress and the President; therefore, ending these
activities at LANL is not being considered for the LANL SWEIS. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of
this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 35: Landon Young

From: Landon Young
To: LANL_SWEIS@doeal.ov
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2006 1:23 PM

Subject: SWEIS Public Hearing

Dear Ms. Withers:

We MUST NOT allow further “pit production” at Los Alamos! That represents a
pathetic waste of money and ingenuity at a time when the Non Proliferation Treaty
must be enforced, NOW more than ever. We have already wasted 7+ TRILLION
dollars (adjusted for inflation) on these weapons. Not again! It is time to direct our
money and scientific resources to projects that benefit all humankind.

Clean up LANL NOW and FOREVER!
Sincerely,

Landon Young
PO Box 16
Miami, NM 87729
XXX-XXX-XXXX

35-1

35-2

35-1

35-2

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. Regarding mission priorities, cessation of
NNSA’s core mission activities would be counter to national security
policy as established by the Congress and the President. Activities
that address other important needs of the United States are conducted
at LANL. 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
Consent Order that was entered into in March 2006. 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 future environmental remediation decisions that will be made
by the New Mexico Environment Department. Chapter 1, Section 1.4
states 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 additional information.
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Commentor No. 36: Marcia Starck

From: EarthMed @aol.com [mailto:EarthMed @aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2006 9:39 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: stop nuclear weapon productions in Los Alamos

Please do not make more pits, Nucllear weapons are a disaster and we have 36-1
enough already.

marcia Starck
Santa Fe

Marcia Starck

Medical Astrology, Astro-cartography, Progressions and Transits
Ceremonies and Rituals

Performance Poetry

www.earthmedicineways.com

(XXX)-XXX-XXXX

earthmed@aol.com

36-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to continuing 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. 37: Jasmine Stewart

From: Ken Stewart [mailto:kstewart@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2006 9:25 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject:

Comment--

Please end all pit production. Clean up the waste sites. Convert the pit production
to non-weapons research instead of nuclear weapons.

Thank you.

Jasmine Stewart
135 Sombrio Drive
Santa Fe, N. M87501

Il 371
|| 372

37-1

37-2

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 additional information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be
focused on areas other than those 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 not
related to nuclear weapons such as renewable energy, global climate
change, environmental technologies, anti-terrorism, and nuclear
nonproliferation. 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 Consent Order 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
NNSA 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 additional
information.
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Commentor No. 38: Leslie E. Lakind, D.D.S.

From: Lelsmiles@aol.com [mailto:Lelsmiles@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 7:12 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: pit production

I'm against it.
You've heard all the reasons.

Leslie Lakind DDS
Santa Fe NM, 87505

” 36-1

38-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for
additional information.
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Commentor No. 39: Tom Florsheim

From: Tom Florsheim Sr. [mailto:twf@weycogroup.com]

Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 4:11 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Expansion of Nuclear weapons:

Dear Ms. Withers,
| am am against expanding nuclear weapons at LANL!
This certainly sends the wrong message to the world.

Besides the depleted uranium would impact the air, water, and crops of northern New
Mexico. As a resident of New Mexico | want to protect our health, and the health of

all of New Mexicans.

This would also mean more shipments to WIPP, increasing the hazards on New

Mexican roads.

Our energies should be on solutions to the problems of global warming, energy

independence, etc.
Appreciate you consideration on these matters.
Sincerely,

Tom Florsheim
twf@weycogroup.com

39-1

39-2

39-3

39-4

39-1

39-2

39-3

39-4

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 additional information.

LANL staff use depleted uranium to study behavior of material in
dynamic and hydrodynamic tests. 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 control
releases and monitor these experiments.

Historically, the transportation to WIPP has been very safe with no
releases of any contaminants. The potential for any contamination
during transportation of wastes generated from the increased pit
production is very small. The evaluation of human health effects

from transporting radioactive materials are detailed in Appendix K
and summarized in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS. The results presented in
Appendix K, Section K.7, indicate that the risks to the public and crew
per transport are very small. As indicated in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the
increase in pit production under the Expanded Operations Alternative
would add about 240 cubic yards (180 cubic meters) of contact-
handled transuranic waste annually. Using the information provided in
Chapter 5, Table 5-50, would result in about 25 additional shipments
to WIPP annually. Using the risk factors provided in Appendix K,
Table K-3, the impacts from transporting these additional wastes to
WIPP would be very small; that is, a total additional dose of about
0.18 person-rem to the population residing along the route. This

is a very small fraction, about 0.002 percent, of the dose the same
population would receive annually from natural background radiation.
Environmental contamination is only possible under a very severe
accident causing breach of both the cask and the packages containing
the materials. The probability of occurrence of such an accident is
1-in-10,000 trips, using the general truck trailer accident rate given in
Appendix K.

Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities would be counter to
national security policy as established by the Congress and the
President; therefore, ending these activities at LANL is not being
considered for the LANL SWEIS. Activities that support research of
global warming and energy independence are conducted at LANL.
Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 40: RDavid752@aol.com

From: RDavid752@aol.com [mailto:RDavid752@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 3:51 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Goverment suppresion input

From reading the NNSA the US government is in the process of turning nuclear
proliferation into the hands of private corporations outside of the united states and is
deludingthe American public about the facts and about its intentions. The making and
proliferation of nuclear wepons should be in the control of the people through due
process.

| will restate that NNSA should take the redused action alternative and nix the un
American CMRR which will be forsed apon the American people. The proliferation
of wepons has as its ultimate result the destruction of America and is currently in the
hands of the most imept president and millitary that the world has ever known.

40-1

40-2

40-1

40-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinions regarding nonproliferation and
control of nuclear weapons activities. As discussed in Chapter 1 of the
SWEIS, the President and the Congress created NNSA in 2000 with
the assigned mission to maintain and enhance the safety, reliability,
and performance of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile, including the
ability to design, produce, and test in order to meet national security
requirements. To effect its assigned missions, NNSA contracts with
U.S. entities for the operation of the facilities that comprise the
nuclear weapons complex; however, NNSA retains direct authority
and responsibility for the management of the nuclear stockpile. The
elected members of the Congress and the President authorize the
continued management of the nuclear stockpile with the passage of
annual authorization and appropriations bills. Stockpile stewardship
capabilities 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.

NNSA notes the commentor’s preference for the Reduced Operations
Alternative and opposition to construction of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility. Construction and operation
of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility was
evaluated in its own EIS (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c), and a Record
of Decision issued on February 12, 2004 (69 FR 6967). That decision is
not being revisited in the LANL SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 41: Nicholas Matsakis

From: Niko Matsakis [mailto:niko@alum.mit.edu]

Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 8:33 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Request for an Extension of Time to Comment on Draft Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for Los Alamos National Laboratory

Dear Ms. Withers,

| have been reading recently about the actions of the Department of Energy with
respect to the draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Los Alamos
National Laboratory (draft LANL SWEIS), and | am writing to register my concern.

In order for something as potentially dangerous as nuclear materials to be permitted
into a community, it is of the utmost importance that that community is well informed
as to the risks and dangers involved. Without such information, there is no way for
people to know whether they are safe, or whether they are being ill-treated.

From what | have read so far, it seems that more transparency is in order. The
environmental impact statement in question is a long and complicated document,
and people need time to digest it; they also need easy access to all referenced
documents, many of which are currently not available outside of the DOE reading
room, and others of which were not even completed prior to the release of the
current draft!

In consideration of the above, | request that the comment period remain open
until such time as the new public health assessment, the earthquake report and
the risk assessment for Area G are released for public review. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,
Nicholas Matsakis

41-1

41-1

The LANL SWEIS has been prepared to provide information on the
impacts to the region around LANL. These impacts are provided in

the SWEIS Summary and discussed in more detail in Chapter 5 and

the appendices. References used in the SWEIS were made available

in the DOE Public Readings Rooms consistent with past practice. See
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this
CRD for discussion of the comment period and the references used in
the SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 42: Mr. and Mrs. Sant

From: Joebarb@aol.com [mailto:Joebarb@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 13, 2006 11:34 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Public comment re:expanded plutonium pit production at LANL

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

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,

We oppose the proposed expanded operations alternative in the draft 2006 Site-
Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL). This will generate more radioactive and chemical waste as well as increase
dangerous air emissions and wastewater discharges into the canyons that flow to the
Rio Grande.

These activities have dire local, national and international implications. We object
to the foundation and the methodology of the draft SWEIS, as the document is

not founded on accepted science and based on studies that also have not been
finalized. The analysis of risks to human health relies on the draft Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) public health assessment for health
impacts analysis. This assessment was rejected by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and never finalized. Furthermore, the draft SWEIS was released
before either the risk assessment for LANL's low-level waste dump at Area G or
the 2006 seismic hazard study were completed. It is impossible to accurately
determine the environmental and health impacts for future operations at LANL
based on incomplete analysis. The SWEIS must include a reanalysis based on the
findings in the 2006 Area G risk assessment and seismic hazard study. The ATSDR
assessment must be rewritten with public oversight and review and only then can it
be used in any analysis regarding LANL activities.

The draft SWEIS does not have appropriate or adequate discussion of clean up,
environmental justice, the impacts of air and water emissions and waste disposal.

We 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 is not optional nor should it be tied to activities
which threaten public health and the environment. Increased Consent Order
cleanup analysis should be included in all three alternatives.

When implementing cleanup, LANL must do so to the fullest extent possible. All
waste must be removed during cleanup.Lands must be cleaned up to the level that

42-1

42-2

42-3

42-2
cont’d

42-4

42-5

42-6

42-1

42-2

42-3

NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to the proposed Expanded
Operations Alternative. Waters and sediments along the Rio Grande
historically have shown relatively small impacts from LANL operations.
Chapter 5 of the SWEIS analyzes the environmental impacts of
expanded operations, including management of radioactive and chemical
waste, monitoring of air emissions, and treatment or monitoring of
wastewater before discharge through NPDES-permitted outfalls. Refer
to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for a discussion of
monitoring results from the Rio Grande.

The SWEIS makes use of current, accepted, and well-documented
scientific models and data that have been, and continue to be used
widely 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 the appendices list 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. The
Public Health Assessment is a relevant Federal agency study and it is
therefore appropriate that the SWEIS acknowledge its conclusions. The
EPA did not reject the draft Public Health Assessment; however, it did
submit comments during the public comment period. The Public Health
Assessment was finalized and released August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).
As detailed in Appendix | of the final Public Health Assessment,

EPA 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 an
update to the seismic hazard analysis, completed in 2007, are considered
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Commentor No. 42 (cont’d): Mr. and Mrs. Sant

allows for a future family to live on the land, grow food, raise animals and drink the
water for their entire lives with good health.

LANL currently has approximately 40,000 drums of transuranic waste sitting above
ground in fabric tents awaiting shipment to WIPP. However, the proposed expanded
operations focuses on a vast expansion of waste generation and removing drums
that are currently buried in Area G. DOE should address permanent disposal of
existing waste before further waste generation is even considered.

LANL activities jeopardize both water quality and quantity. It is unacceptable that
LANL blatantly disregards laws regulating water quality and quantity. Contaminants
exceeding accepted levels for health have already been found in surface water

and the regional aquifer. DOE did not use the most current water quality standards
or consider contaminants that are moved in running canyons when analyzing the
impacts to our water. DOE finds no problem with increasing LANL's water usage
above the amount allotted to it from the regional aquifer while proposing to dump 268
million gallons of treated wastewater into the canyons which flow to the Rio Grande.

LANL must be required to reevaluate and broaden their air sampling programs. Toxic
and radioactive air emissions do have a detrimental impact on the surrounding area
and people. DOE must monitor and implement comprehensive sampling programs
at all open burning and open detonation sites and for all activities using high
explosives and DU. Beyond that, DOE must institute a program to stop all toxic air
pollutant emissions from LANL facilities and activities.

The Expanded Operations Alternative will result in higher demands for electricity,
water and natural gas, which will impact the environment as well as increased car
emissions from commuters. These impacts must be considered in the cumulative
impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative.

Operations at LANL are a major violation of environmental justice. It is not possible
that LANL activities would have no effect on these populations. The analysis uses
six-year-old information and does not account for undocumented residents nor
low-income individuals above the poverty level. | request a reanalysis in the final
SWEIS, with public input and review.

Our recommendation is that Congress 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. LANL must
transition to less harmful and sustainable research.

Sincerely,

Mr and Mrs Sant
131216 W 6 St
Brklyn NY 11204

42-6
cont’d

42-7

42-8

42-9

42-10

42-11

42-12

42-4

42-5

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.

NNSA has prepared project-specific analyses in the appendices and
Chapter 5 that present appropriate and adequate analysis of LANL
impacts. Appendix | provides an extensive discussion of actions to
comply with the Consent Order for cleanup of LANL. The impacts

of air and water emissions and waste disposal, and the potential

for environmental justice impacts are addressed, as appropriate, in
Chapter 5 and the appendices; the results of the analyses are summarized
in both Chapter 3 and the Summary.

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.
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Commentor No. 42 (cont’d): Mr. and Mrs. Sant

42-6

42-7

42-8

Although Appendix I, 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
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 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 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 VIII of the Consent Order. Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance
Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration
Activities, of this CRD for additional information.

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 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 State of New Mexico. 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 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
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Commentor No. 42 (cont’d): Mr. and Mrs. Sant

42-9

42-10

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 report Environmental Surveillance at Los
Alamos during 2005 (LANL 2006g) and this SWEIS in evaluating
water quality data. As Table 4—-7 demonstrates, LANL staff compare
surface water data to a variety of standards that legally apply, in order
to identify contaminants and data trends that could indicate the need

for corrective actions. 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 allocated 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, LANL water usage has been and is expected to remain
below its 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year allotment.
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
Section 4.3.1.2, 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, LANL would continue to meet permit
conditions designed to protect water resources. These 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.

All LANL activities operate under valid permits as described in
Chapter 6 of the SWEIS and are conducted in accordance with
applicable State and Federal laws and regulations. This includes
activities related to high explosives and depleted uranium. NNSA

has revised Chapter 6, Section 6.4, of the SWEIS to reflect that the
open burning permits have been withdrawn at LANL’s request and the
associated activities have ceased. LANL staff regularly evaluates the
site’s environmental monitoring programs and makes changes based
on data trends and regulatory requirements. Refer to Section 2.10,
Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test
(DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for more information.

The cumulative impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative for
electricity, water, and natural gas demands were evaluated and are
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Commentor No. 42 (cont’d): Mr. and Mrs. Sant

42-11

42-12

discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.13, of the SWEIS. 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
infrastructure to meet LANL demands would be required to meet
applicable state and Federal environmental regulations, as well as
standards that emphasize state-of-the-art strategies for sustainable site
development, water savings, energy efficiency, material selection and
indoor environmental quality. NNSA has revised Sections 5.4.1.3 and
5.13, and the Summary, to discuss the potential increase in emissions
from increases in commuter traffic to LANL. 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 actual change in overall traffic
emissions would be much less since LANL-specific traffic is only a
portion of the overall regional traffic volume.

As discussed in Section 5.11, no disproportionately high and adverse
environmental impacts on minority and low-income populations would
be expected to result from LANL operations. The analyses presented

in the EIS used the most recent Census data available at the time the
analysis was prepared. In collecting data for the Census, the Census
Bureau does not ask about the citizenship of respondents. According to
the Census Bureau, they expect that undocumented residents are among
those included in their counts given their success in counting nearly
every person residing in the United States. DOE and by extension
NNSA define low-income populations in terms of the Census Bureau’s
statistical poverty level, which was used in the SWEIS. Since the

Draft SWEIS was published, the Census Bureau has released revised
projections through mid-2005 for select counties in New Mexico,
including Santa Fe County. This information was compared to the data
for 2000 and these more recent projections would not change any of the
analyses presented in the SWEIS since the level of minority or low-
income populations in the available counties did not change substantially
from the levels reported in 2000.

NNSA notes the commentor’s recommendation that the Congress
change LANL’s mission. In addition to LANL’s primary mission of
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Commentor No. 42 (cont’d): Mr. and Mrs. Sant

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. 43: Debra Link

From: debra link [mailto:link@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2006 2:49 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: public comment

To Whom it May Concern:

When our real national security interests lie in developing alternative energy sources,
mitigating global climate change, and environmental clean up, expanded nuclear
weapon making activities are not in the country’s best interest. The proposed
expanded nuclear activities will increase toxic and radioactive waste, increase water
demands, increase the threat of contamination of surface water and the regional
aquifer, increase open burning and open detonation of high explosives and depleted
uranium.

| thought the US had signed an international NonProliferation treaty. The indefinite
preservation of nuclear weapons and the production of new designs by the US sends
a clear message to the rest of the world of arrogance, ignorance, and immorality.
Debra Link

43-1

43-2

43-3

43-1

43-2

43-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding nuclear weapon
activities. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and

Pit Production, of this CRD for more information. Regarding mission
priorities, cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities would be

counter to national security policy as established by the Congress and
the President. Activities that address issues such as global climate
change and environmental cleanup technologies also are conducted at
LANL and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action
Alternative. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for
more information regarding non-weapons related activities.

Chapter 5 of the SWEIS analyzes the environmental impacts associated
with LANL operations under all alternatives considered, including the
Expanded Operations Alternative. LANL operations are in compliance
with regulations that protect public health and the environment, and,
based on the SWEIS analyses, would continue to be in compliance even
under the Expanded Operations Alternative. The LANL contractor
samples and monitors air, water and soil as part of its environmental
surveillance program and reports the results annually in environmental
surveillance reports. LANL’s projected water demands would remain
within LANL’s water use target ceiling. Refer to Sections 2.6, Offsite
Contamination, 2.8, Water Use, and Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium
and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility,
of this CRD for more information related to the concerns raised in this
comment.

The United States is a signatory of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons and considers itself a leader in its implementation.
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. Stockpile stewardship capabilities at
LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means to further
the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives as the Nation moves to reduce
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. 44: Marty Mitchell

August 9, 2006

Yes -

My name’s Marty Mitchell. 1 live in Albuquerque. 1I’'m elderly and | find

that the scheduling of the meetings only in the three places that they are, is

both inconvenient and discriminatory. 44-1
I think an additional meeting or two should be scheduled.

Thanks a lot.

Bye, bye

44-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for additional hearings. NNSA
held three hearings on the Draft SWEIS in the region of LANL. For
people not able to attend any of those hearings, other means of providing
comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided, such as U.S. mail, e-mail,
a toll-free telephone line, and a toll-free fax line. It should be noted that
all comments, whether written or provided orally, are given equal weight
and consideration. See additional discussion in Section 2.2, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 45: Catherine Wells

August 10, 2006

Hi,

My name is Catherine Wells. My number is XXX-XXXX. | would like to
make comments on the future activities of the SWEIS activities of the lab.

I would like to see cleanup of the waste disposal sites that now exist, and Il 451
no expansion of the weapon s program.

I would like to see the lab work on crucial things like global warming.
Thank you very much.

I| 45-2

45-1

45-2

DOE is currently working to clean up contaminated sites at LANL.
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 in
March 2005. These analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and
other contaminated areas, and provide environmental impact information
to facilitate future environmental restoration decisions that 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 additional information.

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 Sections 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, and 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 46: Evelyn M. Witt

August _7_, 2006
Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office
National Nuclear Security Administration
U.S. Department of Energy
538 35th Street
Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Re: Request for an Extension of Time to Comment on Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Los Alamos National Laboratory, DOE/EIS-0380D, June 2006

Dear Ms. Withers,

I'feel the Department of Energy (DOE) is serving a grave injustice on the people of Northern New
Mexico. The people are being asked to comment on a complex and lengthy document during a time
of summer vacations, harvests, getting children ready for school and preparations for Market, Feast
and Fiesta Days. Iam concerned about the lack of time allowed for the public to thoroughly review
the draft Site-Wide Envirc I Impact S for Los Alamos National Laboratory (draft
LANL SWEIS).

Also, many documents referenced in the draft LANL SWEIS are not readily available to the public
other than through the DOE reading room. Many documents are not available electronically. Many
who are interested in providing comments work during the day when the reading rooms are open.

I'am also concerned that the draft LANL SWEIS relies on conclusions made in a draft Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry public health assessment that concluded “that there was no
data to link environmental factors with the observed incidence of any cancer in Los Alamos County”
and “that no harmful exposures due to chemical or radioactive contamination detected in
groundwater, surface soil, surface water and sediment, or biota are occurring or expected to occur in
the future.” In comments about the draft the Environmental Protection Agency stated,
“ATSDR may have been overly conservative in their risk assessment approach and makes a blanket
statement that there Is no problem. Awmm )
and not assume that there is no risk.” An inaccurate, incomplete and inadequate public health
assessment misdirects policy, undermines pollution prevention and thereby increases the risk to
human health. The draft LANL SWEIS should be pulled until a technically defensible public health
assessment is written and made available for public review.

Furthermore, two important documents have not been completed prior to the release of the draft
LANL SWEIS. These reports are the earthquake report and the risk assessment for LANL's low-level
radioactive waste dump at ArMM’TWﬁWWSWHS‘@M
be delayed until after e public has had an adequate opportunity to review the earthquake report
and the Area G risK assessment first.

Therefore, I request that the comment period remain open until such time as the new public health
assessment, the earthquake report and the risk assessment for Area G are released for public review.
Under the circumstances, I request a written response within five days. Thank you for your
consideration of my request.

Sincerely,

“E o g‘@/.‘zé
. 2525

/

46-1

46-2

46-3

46-1

46-2

46-3

NNSA originally established a 60-day comment period for the Draft
SWEIS. 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 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.

The draft Public Health Assessment was finalized by the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry and issued August 31, 2006
(ATSDR 2006). The conclusions from the draft are essentially
unchanged in the final Public Health Assessment. The Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry responses to comments received on

the draft Public Health Assessment, including the EPA comments, are
documented in Appendix | of the final Public Health Assessment. 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 appropriate for the SWEIS to acknowledge the conclusions

of the LANL Public Health Assessment because it is a relevant Federal
agency study.

To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including an
update to the seismic hazard analysis, completed in 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
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Commentor No. 46 (cont’d): Evelyn M. Witt

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.
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Commentor No. 47: Peter Scherm
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47-1

47-2

47-1
cont’d

47-1

47-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition and concerns regarding pit
production and the existence and potential use of nuclear weapons.
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production,
of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about being directly affected
in Albuguerque from an accident occurring at LANL. Chapter 5,
Section 5.12, of the SWEIS addresses the consequences and risks of
accident events at LANL to the surrounding population; in the analysis
this includes people within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of the accident
location. Appendix D presents data indicating that analysis to that
distance provides a conservative assessment (overestimate) of the
impacts.
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Commentor No. 47 (cont’d): Peter Scherm
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Commentor No. 48: J. Berde, Carson Forest Watch
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48-2

48-3

48-4

48-1

48-2

48-3

48-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for public hearings in Taos,

New Mexico. Although no public hearings were held in Taos, other
means of commenting on the Draft SWEIS were provided, such as
U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free telephone line, and a toll-free fax line. It
should be noted that all comments, whether written or provided orally,
are given equal weight and consideration. See Section 2.2, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more
information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to any alternatives that would
involve pit production.

NNSA notes the commentor’s support for an alternative that emphasizes
environmental compliance and cleanup at LANL. For many years,
DOE has implemented and improved technologies for environmental
restoration. 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 that potentially required 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 under 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 whether other actions

in the Expanded Operations Alternative are implemented. 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.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons testing,
development, and stockpile programs, as well as the commentor’s
opinion that such activities undermine nonproliferation efforts.
Stockpile stewardship capabilities are currently viewed as a means
to further U.S. nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain
important in future arms control negotiations as the Nation moves

to continue reducing 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. 48 (cont’d): J. Berde, Carson Forest Watch
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Chapter 4, Affected Environment, of the SWEIS summarizes past
compliance with permit requirements. For example, Section 4.3.1.2
summarizes National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit
compliance, and Section 4.4.2 summarizes compliance with air

quality regulations and permits. Previous environmental surveillance
reports (located at www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml) should be
consulted for more detail on historic permit compliance. Activities
conducted under the three alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS would
comply with applicable laws, regulations, and permits. EPA regulates
stormwater discharges pursuant to Stormwater General Construction
Permit No. NMR150000, as well as LANL Multi-Sector General
Permit Nos. NMR05A734 (LANL) and NMR05A735 (DOE); Federal
Facilities Compliance Agreement Docket No. CWA-06-2005-1701; and
Administrative Order Docket No. CWA-06-2005-1734 for stormwater
discharges from solid waste management units and areas of concern.
These compliance documents are discussed in Section 4.3.1.3. Outfall
discharges are regulated by LANL National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Outfall Permit No. NM0028355. Industrial
effluents regulated by this permit are discussed in Section 4.3.1.2.
Groundwater discharges are covered by Groundwater Discharge Plans
for the TA-50 Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (DO 1132)
and TA-46 Sanitary Waste Water Systems Facility (DP 857), as well as
the Groundwater Discharge Plan application for LANL Septic Systems.
These plans are discussed in Section 4.3.1.1. If any new contamination
is found, investigation and possible remediation would comply with
Consent Order requirements.

Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with an
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that limits
discharge volumes and quality. Treated effluents normally do not flow
directly into the Rio Grande, although surface waters may reach the
river a few times a year during large precipitation events. 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 compliance with permit conditions
that are set to protect health and safety. Under all alternatives, NNSA
would continue to meet permit conditions designed to protect water
resources at LANL. Under the Expanded Operations Alternative,
NNSA would further reduce permitted discharges by constructing and
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Commentor No. 48 (cont’d): J. Berde, Carson Forest Watch

48-7

48-8

operating evaporation tanks for treated effluents from the Radioactive
Liquid Waste Treatment Facility in TA-50. In addition, NNSA
operates a monitoring program (described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect
contamination in groundwater, surface water, and other environmental
media, including the Rio Grande. Results of this monitoring program
are publicly reported in annual LANL environmental surveillance
reports. In accordance with applicable regulations and agreements,
NNSA evaluates and remediates occurrences of contamination in
groundwater and surface water at LANL.

Environmental remediation at LANL is an NNSA priority and

occurs primarily in accordance with both DOE and Consent Order
requirements, as discussed both in the response to Comment No. 48-3
and in Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD.

Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities in support of 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 the areas
promoted by the commentor. These research areas are part of current
operations and, as such, 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.

Through implementation of its NEPA procedures, NNSA actively
interfaces with communities and Pueblos in New Mexico. All
organizations and individuals who express an interest are provided

with copies of LANL environmental impact statements after they are
prepared. With respect to Pueblo governments, NNSA has established
an accord with four Pueblos in the immediate vicinity of LANL to
guide interaction. NNSA recognizes all of the Pueblos of northern New
Mexico as sovereign Nations and specifically invites them to comment
on NEPA documents related to activities that could affect them.
Through this SWEIS, NNSA is making information on LANL programs
available to the public. Additional outreach activities are carried out

by the site contractor to share information about site programs with

the public. Despite NNSA’s commitment to provide the public with
information about LANL programs, aspects of certain programs cannot
be discussed in detail for security reasons.
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Commentor No. 49: Michael Odland

FROM : ODLAND FAX NO. : S@57768294 Aug. 12 2006 ©2:18PM P1

August 10, 2006

long time resident, nd voter | wish to plead for no more stockpil , - . )
ﬁjt:n‘i’:f:; esident, taxpayer and voter | uish to ple srockpling or I| 49-1 49-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production. Refer to
. Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
The brilliant ideas for |_os Alamos |_aboratory should be more cutting edge for I | 49-2 CRD for more information.
environment, teaching and health. New Mexico is an excellent place to live. Flease do ’ 49-1
ot dirty it anymore with weapons of warliiiiy I| (cont’d) 49-2 Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities in support of NNSA’s

Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security
policy as established by the Congress and the President. Therefore,
ending these activities at LANL is not being considered in the

SWEIS. In addition to performing these activities, however, research
Michse ) is conducted at LANL in areas promoted by the commentor. These

36 desert mountain drive ’ research areas are part of current operations and as such are included in
santa fe, nm 87508 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. 50: Jodi Odland

FROM : ODLAND FAX NO. : S@57768294 Aug. 18 2006 B4:59PM P1

50-1

50-1

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. 51: Don Schrader
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear
weapons research. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 51 (cont’d): Don Schrader

s Murders, Mass Weapons
Dear Alibi, .

Sandia and Los Alamos Weaponslabs dally !
| for detades have prepared to commit.mass
murders worldwide thousands of times larger )
than the hijacker’s atrocities on September 11
The nuclear weapons designed-at Sandia and

Los Alamos térrorize many whole nations.
They threaten to incinerate many times more
moms, dads and kids than Hitler and the
Nazis killed in gas ovens, concentration cam
.and World War 11. They are prepared to-
slaughter far. more people than all the wars i
» { human history combined. Even if the United
i States never again drops nuclear bombs on
7 Ircities; these Bonibs are Turdermg millions off
poor people right now because the billions o!
dollars, the vast resources and the brain powdr
invested in bombs could provide cléan water,
decent:shelter and nutritious food for million:
of poor people dying worldwide.

These weapons of mass destruction are
aimed to murder far more humancbeings than
all the victims' of street gangs; drug dealers;
drunk drivers, sex offeniders, deranged spouses,
serial killers, KKK and the Mafia'combined.

How can anyone with a conscience pay
one dime of federal i income tax for this 1mer~ '
natiorat nuclear-terroris by-the .S Empire2} -
How can anyone who abhors murders on our
streets-and in-our homes pay one dime of fed-
eral income tax for.the largest mass
murder/suicide in human history?

T appeal to all the scientists, engineers, ~*
technicians, executives, secretaries, custodians’
and suppliers involved in any way with
weapons of mass destruction at Sandia, Los
i Alamos, Lockheed Martin, Kirtland Air Force
Base—Quit your bloody jobs now! No salary is
worth prostituting your brain, your conscience
and your career to the worst of all criminal
insanities! A life-giving job at minimum wage
is infinitely better than a mass murder JOb no
matter how large your paycheck.

o : chrai[er

51-1
cont’d

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 52: Melody Sumner Carnahan
and Michael Sumner

From: Melody Sumner Carnahan [mailto:brnbx@nets.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2006 12:30 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS; gmello@lasg.org; editor@sfreporter.com

Subject: PIT Production LANL
August 15, 2006

Governor Bill Richardson
Office of the Governor
490 Old Santa Fe Trail
Room 400

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Senator Pete V. Domenici
201 3rd St., NW #710
Albuquerque, NM 87102

Senator Jeff Bingaman
119 E. Marcy #101
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Representative Tom Udall
811 St. Michaels Dr. STE. 104
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Ms. Elizabeth Withers
LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov

re: LANL EXPANSION OF PLUTONIUM PIT PRODUCTION:

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement [SWEIS] for Continued
Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory [LANL]

Dear Governor, Senators, Congressman, Citizens:

Ecological disasters, by their very nature, involve many levels of complexity: The

immediate, often tragic, consequences are later matched by the fact that clean-up is
unforeseeably difficult, lengthy, and expensive, which makes a strong argument for

taking every precaution to prevent them from happening in the first place. To accept

the proposal for quadrupling plutonium PIT production at LANL would be immoral, 52-1
unconscionable, and criminal on a grand scale. Accidents and leaks are certain to

ensue, and litigation proliferation would be one outcome, as citizens band together to

take action against the inevitable contamination and possible long-term devastation

resulting from such excessive production of unnecessary deadly weapon’s

components. It is best if we stop now and here.

The current proposals by the Department of Energy (DOE) and the National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA) to greatly expand the production and transportation

52-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s objections to increasing pit production
and concerns that accidents and leaks would result. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for
additional information. NNSA observes Federal and state laws and
regulations. LANL activities are conducted in accordance with an
environmental management system, which recognizes the need to conduct
LANL mission work assignments while being a good steward of the
natural and cultural environment. LANL operations are designed to
keep the release of chemicals and radioactive materials well within the
regulatory limits designed to protect public health and the environment.
Nuclear facilities are carefully designed to prevent accidents and to
mitigate the results of any accident that might occur, regardless of the
cause.
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Commentor No. 52 (cont’d): Melody Sumner Carnahan
and Michael Sumner

of plutonium “triggers” and other toxic nuclear wastes at LANL would endanger
an already beleaguered site with additional pollution problems and increased
transuranic waste disposal hazards-none of which are being effectively dealt with
now. NNSA seeks to produce up to 80 plutonium PITs per year at LANL, and to
extend the life of the production facility by 25 years.

PIT production creates an enormous amount of toxic waste: plutonium being the
most hazardous substance on the planet. The proposed expanded nuclear weapons
production facility would add another 250 cubic yards of radioactive waste to the
260 cubic yards currently generated each year-doubling what is already a serious
unsolved problem. In terms of numbers: it means that approximately 1,800 fifty-five-
gallon barrels of deadly wastes would be shipped from LANL to WIPP (Carlsbad) 52-2
every year, about five each day on the insecure highways of New Mexico. An
additional 6.6 metric tons of nuclear waste would be stored near LANL-virulently
radioactive for tens of thousands of years-at LANL's nuclear waste dump, “Area G,”
which is already the largest nuclear dump in New Mexico and three surrounding
states. This is a dump located on a narrow mesa adjacent to springs: it is not lined,
not licensed, not externally regulated, and not subject to cleanup. Management

of the dump was recently taken away from environmental scientists and given to
LANL's PIT production chief.

Former U.S. Strategic Commander-in-Chief General Lee Butler came to believe
that nuclear deterrence was a specious doctrine, saying: “The nuclear beast must
be chained, its soul expunged, its lair laid waste.” The ending of PIT production at
Rocky Flats, Colorado, (due to FBI/EPA charges of criminal environmental damage)
perhaps wounded the nuclear beast but now it is up again, in New Mexico, with a
vengeance. New Mexicans are the ones to call a halt to the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, and all they portend for humanity's prospects of survival. The U.S. already
has an arsenal of nearly 10,000 nuclear weapons (with about 23,000 existing PITS,
13,000 in storage). The House Appropriations Committee declared the NNSA
proposal “irrational” since there is no current need to make PITS in any quantity. 52-3
Creating more PITS at LANL would only increase potential threats to our national
security (both NNSA and LANL have come under criticism recently for serious
security lapses) as well as imperil our already fragile environment. Why then is this
expensive, unnecessary, hazardous proposal being considered at all?

“l am a strong believer in maintaining a nuclear deterrent,” said Bob Peurifoy, a
retired vice president at Sandia National Laboratory who pioneered the security
systems that prevent unauthorized use of nuclear bombs, “but | would like to have
some integrity within the labs and management. They'll do anything for a buck.”
Military spending in all its forms now amounts to $7,600 per U.S. household. There
are many more productive ways to use that money. Fully half of U.S. nuclear
warhead spending occurs in New Mexico and our state harbors more nuclear

52-2

As shown in Chapter 5, Table 5-39, of the SWEIS LANL operations for
the No Action Alternative — including limited pit production, management
of legacy transuranic waste, and other activities — are projected to
generate up to 570 cubic yards (440 cubic meters) of transuranic waste

per year. LANL operations for the Expanded Operations Alternative are
projected to generate an additional 290 cubic yards (220 cubic meters)

of transuranic waste per year, of which about 240 cubic yards (180 cubic
meters) would be associated with increased pit production. As shown, in
Chapter 5, Table 5-50, this increased pit production is expected to result in
an additional 246 shipments of transuranic waste to WIPP over 10 years.
(Also see the response to Comment no. 6-3.) Also shown in Table 5-50

is the number of shipments of transuranic waste to WIPP (up to 5,044
over 10 years) that could occur under all activities that could take place at
LANL under the Expanded Operations Alternative, including demolishing
numerous structures at LANL and extensive removal of waste from
material disposal areas. Assuming 250 working days per year, this higher
estimate would result in an average of 2 shipments per working day, or
about 1.4 shipments per day over a calendar year. The transuranic waste
is packaged in drums or boxes, which are then placed into containers

for transport. Specific regulations address the packaging and the
transportation of transuranic waste. The transportation containers are Type
B containers certified in accordance with Nuclear Regulatory Commission
regulations. Some low-level radioactive waste will be disposed of

onsite at TA-54, Area G. Area G is subject to the requirements of

DOE M 435.1-1, Radioactive Waste Management Manual, which imposes
standards for the design, operation, closure, and corrective action of DOE
low-level radioactive waste disposal facilities. NNSA is evaluating the
use of liners at Area G as part of the periodic review of the site-specific
performance assessment. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this
CRD for more information.

The 6.6 metric tons of stored nuclear material, identified in Chapter 3,
Table 3-18, of the SWEIS, represents the storage capability of the
Plutonium Facility Complex, not the actual inventory; please note that
this storage capability refers to nuclear material, not waste. This material
is stored within the Plutonium Facility Complex, and includes the
majority of LANL’s special nuclear material inventory (see Chapter 3,
Section 3.1.3.16). These materials will not be disposed of at Area G.
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Commentor No. 52 (cont’d): Melody Sumner Carnahan

and Michael Sumner

weapons than any other. In fact, Albuquerque (Kirtland Air Force Base) houses more
nuclear weapons than any other single place in the world. What contracts, paybacks,
settlements, fortunes, kickbacks, bribes, threats, dirty deals are in operation here?
Who stands to benefit from this shameful waste of tax-payer’s money, time, and
resources? Where is our government's promise to protect the health and safety of its
citizens, now and for the future? How many more hundreds of thousands of innocent
people will be killed (300,000 at Hiroshima/Nagasaki) with the next act of war or
terrorism or sabotage or by accident. Whatever “war to end all wars” these weapons
were originally designed for, it must be said that it is WE THE PEOPLE who have
invented them, allowed them to be produced and stockpiled, and, God forgive us,
used them. Time to stop.

As stated in The Call for Nuclear Disarmament (Los Alamos Study Group): “The
continued possession, further development, and manufacture of nuclear weapons
by the United States undermines the ethical basis of our society, breaks treaties
our nation has signed, wastes our nation’s wealth, and permanently contaminates
our environment, while providing no real contribution to U.S. national security. In
fact, implicit and explicit nuclear threats by the U.S. undermine global efforts to halt
proliferation of not just nuclear weapons, but all weapons of mass destruction.”

We are no longer engaged in an “arms race.” The first international Non-Proliferation
Treaty was ratified in 1970, signed by the United States. We cannot “take out,” in
nuclear fashion, any nation that houses or might house terrorists: the 9/11 terrorists
were living here. Nuclear weapons are gravely outmoded. As citizens of New Mexico,
of the United States, and the world, we, along with many others, urge all elected
officials, particularly Governor Richardson and Senator Dominici who have favored
this proposal, to heed this urgent request. We respectfully demand that this ill-fated
attempt at renewed nuclear arms proliferation cease. YOU will be held accountable.

Sincerely,

Melody Sumner Carnahan and Michael Sumner
Santa Fe

CC:

Greg Mello, Los Alamos Study Group
Santa Fe New Mexican, editor: Robin McKinney Martin
Santa Fe Reporter, editor: Julia Goldberg

*Nuclear Spending Comes Under Fire: Congress members question the need

to modernize weapons facilities, citing trouble with management.” By Ralph
Vartabedian, Times Staff Writer, July 30, 2006. All other quotes from factsheets by
nukewatch.org, and Los Alamos Study Group.

52-3

As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the SWEIS, NNSA’s purpose
and need for agency action in this SWEIS remain the same as in the
1999 SWEIS — the purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to
provide support for NNSA’s core missions as directed by the Congress
and the President. NNSA'’s need to continue operating LANL is focused
on its obligation to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information. Potential environmental consequences of the
No Action, Reduced Operations, and Expanded Operations Alternatives
are summarized in Section S.9 of the SWEIS Summary and evaluated in
more detail in Chapter 5.
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Commentor No. 53: Marilyn Winter-Tamkin

From: Marilyn Winter-Tamkin [mailto:marilynwt@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2006 10:42 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: no to LANL pit production

Dear Ms. Withers,

This letter is to voice my opinion on the idea that LANL produce more pits for nuclear
weapons. This is a terrible idea and will further contribute to the pollution of that
geographical area and to the proliferation of a type of weapons that we have in great
supply. We can blow up the world without more nuclear weapons.

| clearly state that | hope the lab does not do this work.
Thank you -

Marilyn Winter-Tamkin

#2 Altazano Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87505\
Phone: (XXX)-XXX-XXXX
Fax: (XXX)-XXX-XXXX

I 53-1

53-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition regarding pit production.
Potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed action and
alternatives are evaluated in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS and summarized in
Table S-5 of the SWEIS Summary. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information
regarding opposition to pit production.
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Commentor No. 54: Marvin A. Van Dilla

From: Marv Van Dilla [mailto:mavandilla@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2006 8:15 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Pit production

Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office
NNSA, USDOE, Los Alamos NM

Dear Elizabeth Withers:

| oppose pit production in Los Alamos for a new generation of nuclear weapons. In
fact, | oppose the whole proposal for new nuclear weapons.

In the interests of non-proliferation, we should be eliminating them, not building more
and longer-lasting ones. Just as we tell the Iranians not to build them, we should take
our own advice and do likewise.

Sincerely,
Marvin A. Van Dilla, Santa Fe

54-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and the
existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information, including
discussion on nonproliferation.
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Commentor No. 55: Marilyn Hoff

From: lynnie howe [mailto:marigayl@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2006 4:56 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: SWEIS public commentary

Public comment on 2006 LANL SWEIS by Marilyn Hoff, PO Box 295, El Prado,
New Mexico 87529:

| protest the range of alternatives the public is asked to choose between in the
current LANL SWEIS. The No Change Alternative, the Expanded Alternative, even
the 20% Reduced Alternative, each represents business as usual at LANL, and
LANL's business as usual kills. Each alternative would continue to manufacture
plutonium pits in a push to restart a nuclear arms race, while the expanded
alternative, greatly expanding pit production, clearly paves the way to making

LANL the principal US manufacturer of nuclear bomb cores, multiplying not only

the dangers of a new nuclear arms race, but also the lethal pollutants with which

the next quake or wildfire can blanket the Land of Enchantment. Even with No
Change, LANL would continue to explode over four tons of depleted uranium into the
atmosphere during procedures spinned in the SWEIS as “expending” in “dynamic” or
“hydrodynamic” tests.

After the first Gulf War LANL, enamored of the murderous possibilities of DU
munitions, advocated “garnering proponency” of the US depleted uranium arsenal
in argument against environmental concerns. So it comes as no surprise that LANL
would downplay the dangers of DU, even while at TA-15 LANL weapons designers
explode tons of DU in so-called “hydroshots” at DARHT and Bldg 306, during which
DU substitutes for plutonium in mock nuclear explosions.

LANL postures that these 100 major mock nuclear tests per year are merely for
“Stockpile Stewardship.” This disclaimer comes even as NNSA head, Linton Brooks,
avidly promotes a new generation of “usable nukes"-- nuclear bunker busters and
mini-nukes and whatever other Armageddon LANL's grandiose minds are hatching.
The DARHT Record of Decision asserted that DARHT explosions could prove useful
in the design of new nuclear weapons, and coincidentally a new nuclear bunker
buster has entered the US arsenal during the regime of Stockpile Stewardship.

Also coincidentally, Congress refused funding for new nukes but did fund Stockpile
Stewardship.

According to a Brookhaven report, 220,000 Ibs of DU munitions were exploded

at LANL prior to 1999. This is the non-nuclear but certainly radioactive range of
munitions currently making Iraq and Afghanistan unlivable and destroying the health
and lives our own soldiers. Does this SWEIS even tabulate the munitions currently
exploded by the Dept of Defense at LANL? Does the exemption of DoD munitions

55-1

55-2

|| 55-3

55-1

55-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the three alternatives
evaluated in the SWEIS and preference for an alternative that does not
include activities related to 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, and is therefore not being considered in
the SWEIS. Cleanup of the LANL site is, however, an NNSA priority.
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. Actions
necessary to comply with the Consent Order are evaluated under the
Expanded Operations Alternative. As stated in Section 1.4 of the SWEIS,
however, NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply with
the Consent Order regardless of the alternative implemented. 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. Although toxic
and radioactive air emissions can potentially have detrimental impacts,
the past emission levels analyzed and those projected for LANL would
not be expected to cause unacceptable impacts on human health or the
environment, as shown in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, and Chapter 5,
Sections 5.4.1.1, and 5.6.2. In addition, airborne radionuclide emissions
at the LANL site perimeter, as well as at onsite and regional locations, are
monitored continually by the radiological air sampling network, referred
to as AIRNET. Specific LANL operations and procedures, such as those
with depleted uranium, are designed to control any releases of depleted
uranium to the environment during tests. Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted
Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT)
Facility, of this CRD for more information on high explosives and
depleted uranium activities.

LANL staff conduct a wide range of tests involving depleted uranium

to fulfill its nuclear weapon stockpile stewardship and development
responsibilities. LANL staff has tested new techniques to reduce
emissions of depleted uranium, and, as stated in Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1.1,
has significantly reduced particulate emissions by using aqueous foam
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Commentor No. 55 (cont’d): Marilyn Hoff

tests from oversight by any other governmental body, thanks to the Military Munitions
Rule, mean that these explosions, probably taking place at TA-36, go uncounted

in the SWEIS? Or do the 2600 Ibs per year of DU allotted to TA-36 go to DoD
munitions tests?

The description of what constitutes a war crime, namely using munitions that kill
indiscriminately and that kill for generations to come, applies to the “expenders” of
DU, a crime LANL perpetrates on the pueblos, villages, towns and cities of New
Mexico.

The good news is that the “expenditure” of DU doesn’t apparently increase in the
Expanded Alternative. The bad news is that it is being exploded in enormous
amounts already, and the SWEIS never exactly delineates the true total. 6900 Ibs
per year for dynamic experiments, says one page (3-25), while another (5-49) totals
about 8.600 Ibs for the same purpose, more than 4 tons per year. Which is true?
And is all of that total for dynamic (i.e., explosive) tests apply to DOE projects alone?
Or does it include DoD totals?

Meanwhile the Neutron Science Center proposes testing DU in “contained”
explosions at 100 Ibs a shot. In what kind of containment? Do these tests also take
place in foam-filled tents, as has been tried with DARHT “hydroshots?” The Neutron
Science Center (LANSCE, aka TA-53) also achieves distinction as the principal
source of airborne radiation released at LANL (pp 3-85 and 5-87), 30,400 curies per
year in “gaseous mixed activation product’-an astonishing and appalling amount.
Evidently the radionuclides created by LANSCE's particle accelerator are not very
efficiently contained at LANSCE, which also conducts another 60 experiments a year
using high explosives or DU. The “Reduced Alternative” of the current SWEIS would
shut down LANSCE. This is the only offered alternative in the entire SWEIS that |
whole-heartedly endorse. Please spare Northern New Mexico the yearly offering of
30,400 airborne curies of radiation by TA-53.

Another question: On page 3-22 of Volume | of the SWEIS in a chart for High
Explosives Processing Facilities, the Expanded Operations Alternative proposed an
increase from 2,910 Ibs/yr to 5000 Ibs/yr of “mock explosives.” Are these the “mock
explosives” for the mock nuclear hydroshots? Do these “mock explosives” consist of
depleted uranium?

According to former Livermore physicist Marion Fulk, DU when exploded decimates
into nano particles of uranium oxides and nitrides as essentially weightless as the
earth’s atmosphere, upon whose winds it can travel the world over. When inhaled
these radioactive, poisonous heavy-metal uranium particles, capable of catalyzing
cell disintegration, can travel and set up camp anywhere in the body, causing, among
various other illnesses, cancer and birth deformities.

55-3
cont’d

55-2
cont’d

55-3

cont’d

55-4

55-5

55-6

55-3

during these tests. Moreover, as stated in Sections 5.4.1.1 and 5.14.3,

the use of an enhanced containment around these tests would also
significantly reduce air and water releases to the environment. Chapter 4,
Section 4.4.3.1, shows that measured uranium air concentrations around
the LANL site from 1999 through 2005 were 0.01 percent to 0.3 percent
of the applicable EPA limit. Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and
the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of
this CRD for additional information. Although depleted uranium can be
recovered from reprocessed spent nuclear fuel, depleted uranium typically
used in testing at LANL is derived from unirradiated uranium. It does
not have the contaminants of plutonium or fission products asserted in the
comment.

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 are 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.

All depleted uranium expended at LANL is accounted for in the SWEIS.
Table 3-9 (on page 3-25 in the Draft SWEIS) indicates that the maximum
(on average) amount of depleted uranium used for high explosives testing
annually would be 6,900 pounds (3,130 kilograms), while if one totals
the maximum amount of depleted uranium for each testing site indicated
on Table 5-9 (on page 5-29 in the Draft SWEIS), it would appear that a
maximum of 8,649 pounds (3,931 kilograms) of depleted uranium could
be expended annually. This apparent inconsistency can be explained as
follows: Table 5-9 identifies the maximum amount of depleted uranium
that could be used at each of three high explosives testing sites while
Table 3-9 provides a single maximum limit for all high explosives
testing. The total amount of depleted uranium used at all high explosives
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Commentor No. 55 (cont’d): Marilyn Hoff

These DU explosions as they power the nuclear arms race also drive the worst
abomination of this current SWEIS, the proposal to quadruple LANL's production 55-7
of plutonium pits, the core of nuclear weapons. LANL's costly building projects, its
increased activity, its stepped-up machining of the world’s most dangerous element,
plutonium, to make the world’s most devastating weapon is a nuclear chain reaction
of greed, powered by avaricious military contractors. For plutonium is extracted from
spent reactor fuel-the veritable definition of deadly remote-handled waste--which
waste can be further mined to come up with so-called depleted but actually spiked 55-2
uranium, contaminated with reactor fuel's deadliest radioactive ingredients, to be cont’d
used in LANL's explosive open-air dynamic and hydrodynamic experiments which
are contaminating the fruit in Embudo Valley.

Exploding DU at DARHT leads to new nuclear weapons designs, leading to the
manufacture of more plutonium pits, leading to a ballooning of radioactive and
hazardous waste pollution, even as LANL falils to clean up the mess it has already
made and has no solution for the deadly mess it plans to make.

And this build-up of poisonous waste leads to increasingly deadly shipments on
New Mexico’s treacherous highways to the unstable chambers of WIPP, whose
acceptance of remote-handled waste opens the door to a revival of murderous
nuclear power. We taxpayers thereby subsidize and indemnify our own killers.

55-8

|| 55-9

The unlisted alternative that | would choose for LANL calls for the discontinuation of
DU explosions of any kind, the cessation of any efforts to test or design new nuclear
weapons, the total dismantling, in cooperation with all the other nuclear nations of
the world, of the US nuclear arsenal, and the thorough clean-up of LANL, returning it
to environmental livability.

Greenhouse gasses, global warming, alternative fuels-there are plenty of ethical
ways to do science at LANL. The alternatives listed in the SWEIS are in no way
beneficial to life on earth.

55-1
cont’d

55-4

55-5

55-6

55-7

55-8

testing sites will not exceed a total of 6,900 pounds (3,130 kilograms), on
average, per year. A note to explain this has been added to Table 5-9.

As stated in Chapter 3, Table 3-16, of the SWEIS, NNSA proposes
approximately 60 experiments per year using up to 10 pounds

(4.54 kilograms) of high explosives and 100 pounds (45 kilograms) of
depleted uranium. The material is contained within a certified steel
containment vessel; foam is not used at LANSCE.

LANSCE has the highest amount of radionuclide air emissions at the
site. Operations at LANSCE are closely monitored and as discussed in
Chapter 5, Section 5.6, if necessary, operational controls 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 “mock explosives” referred to by the commentor would not be a part
of a “nuclear hydroshot.” Mock explosives are defined as non-detonable
material used to simulate one or more properties of high explosives. They
would not consist of depleted uranium.

Experiments involving depleted uranium do not drive the proposed
increase in pit production, but rather provide data that support LANL’s
stockpile stewardship mission work. The pits that would be produced
at LANL would be used to replace existing pits. The number of nuclear
weapons in the Nation’s stockpile has been decreasing and NNSA
anticipates that future reductions will be possible. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for
additional information.

NNSA notes the commenter’s concerns regarding depleted uranium
testing and its relationship to increased pit production and waste
generation; however, NNSA disagrees with the allegation that it intends
to generate additional waste without conducting site cleanup. In fact,
NNSA intends to continue to safely manage waste and conduct its
environmental restoration at LANL as it carries out its national security
and other missions. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the
progress made in the environmental restoration program at LANL, while
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Commentor No. 55 (cont’d): Marilyn Hoff

55-9

Appendix | presents options and environmental analyses for conducting
future remediation activities 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. All wastes generated from LANL
activities will be stored protectively until they can be safely disposed of

in regulated facilities. Solid wastes, hazardous wastes, and mixed low-
level radioactive wastes will be disposed of in offsite disposal facilities.
Transuranic wastes will be disposed of at WIPP. Disposal of low-level
radioactive waste would occur in onsite and offsite disposal facilities.

The evaluation of human health effects from transporting radioactive
materials are detailed in Appendix K and summarized in Chapter 5 of

the LANL SWEIS. The results presented in Appendix K, Section K.7,
indicate that the risks to the public and crew per transport are very small.
As indicated in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the increase in pit production under
the Expanded Operations Alternative would add about 240 cubic yards
(180 cubic meters) of contact-handled transuranic waste annually. Using
the information provided in Chapter 5, Table 5-50, this would result in
about 25 additional shipments to WIPP annually. Using the risk factors
provided in Appendix K, Table K-3, the impacts from transporting these
additional wastes to WIPP would be very small; that is, a total additional
dose of about 0.18 person-rem to the population residing along the route.
This is a very small fraction, about 0.002 percent, of the dose the same
population would receive annually from natural background radiation.
Disposal of transuranic waste at WIPP was previously evaluated in

the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2) (DOE 1997b).
WIPP is an approved operating geological site for disposing of transuranic
wastes operated under the terms of a permit issued by the New Mexico
Environment Department.
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Commentor No. 56: Lisa Law

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, Ne exico (Draft SWEIS)

Thank you for your input g /
Gracias por su participacion Date/Fecha: Y2 v, é/ﬂ
PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE /

1. What comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
(Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Dfaft SWEIS?

e Nave

/eflz«f&( omeo ;;47407#

v ole

il e e Fedorsodn L in o 56-1
TRl £ /Aa/ dneE  Lie AND A/Ch/

&  lorzmr ~Tong. A= 2o

56-2

LI oo v 45(@@?
/& / NAETE_-oNTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE * N\ A7 200/ /¢ C AN

CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO ™

Name/Nombre: 15 4 A’l&) P
Addz&ss[]}uetc\ém p 0 gD >< .»?/5 é 4 j% :b }\/ /7/’
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zoyfh Postal: 71 MM;Z

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included

in the SWEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety.

NOTA: Favor de excluir informacion personal (direccién o mimero de teléfono) que no desea aparezcan en el SWEIS; todo comentario
recibido es incluido en su totalidad en el SWEIS.

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, SWELS Document Man,
Los Alamos Site Office = National Nuclear Security Administration * U.S. Department of [l\ergy 528 35th Street * Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

56-1

56-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding pit lifetime. 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 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, taking into account changing geopolitical conditions. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s statements.
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Commentor No. 56 (cont’d): Lisa Law
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Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



¥8-€

Commentor No. 57: Anonymous

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)

PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

ents do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
mentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

VRSN
o | AN

Thank you for your input
Gracias por su participacion

C Ay Ha s
— Vu\n |< Q(—,@w‘;‘\v

57-1

[N} N&\J\, \}\\J\,\N)M /
40 o )

g é‘ \ \ N
** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **

0 SN PR A g ot
OV AN WRTIRC % o UL UA&Q——-

Address/Direccion:

Jv\mst 05

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal:

~ NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you nb,eu tot bemg
the SWEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety.

TA: Favor de excluir informacion personal (direccion o ntmero cle teléfong el s

1o es incluido en su totalidad en el SWEIS.

PLEASE HAND THIS FORM IN OR MAIL BEFOR! E 5, 2006 t
FAVOR DE ENTREGAR ESTA FORMA O ENV'IARLA POR CORREO
ANTES DEL DIA 5 DE SEPTIEMBRE DE 2006 A:

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, SWEIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office * National Nuclear Security Administration + U.S. Department of Energy 528 35th Street + Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

o o er\tarm

57-1

Comment noted. It is regrettable that the commentor had difficulty
obtaining confirmatory information about the public hearings. Information
on the date, time, and location of the public hearings on the Draft SWEIS
was provided in the Federal Register notice, the letters transmitting the
document, in newspaper announcements in Albuquerque and northern
New Mexico, and on the DOE Los Alamos Site Office’s NEPA website.
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Commentor No. 58: Scott Wiseman

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
Gracias por su participacion Date/Fecha:

PLEASE PRINT/ FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

t comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
omentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

VUA AL Ay
Ny plaved sevenl

'Knam n‘:/u ‘Hfll\i WLM/ V\’enloL 58-1
e pged 4n TNCREASE u»c,\,'g‘, “r
a4 y v A be 0 416144 hs

T have Wwed Yo Norttarn N Motivo puad-
aFm/v e aud Y disausded bow, LANL 58-2

\
A

—P—ﬁﬂ"‘L and _natual phlces At prek,
‘ _Sthp Maohnoss A/OM/J

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

Naméﬁﬁﬁmbre: St Wk%/zam
 Address/Direccion: __19_AHdeza
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: __Smfa. T2 NM 517503

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included
in the SWEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety.

NO! de excluir informacion personal (direccién o ntimero de teléfono) que no desea aparezcan en el SWEIS; todo comentario
recibido es incluido en su totalidad en el SWEIS.

m PLEASE HAND THIS FORM IN OR MAIL BEFORE SEPTEMBER 5, 2006 to:
- "’AE‘I

FAVOR DE ENTREGAR ESTA FORMA O ENVIARLA POR CORREO

v&' 5 ANTES DEL DIA 5 DE SEPTIEMBRE DE 2006 A:
Ms. Elizabeth Withers, SWETS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office + National ity istration + US, f Energy * 528 35th Street + Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

G8-€

58-1

58-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding pit production and the
existence of nuclear weapons. The number of nuclear weapons in the
Nation’s stockpile has been decreasing and NNSA anticipates that future
reductions will be possible. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to LANL’s continued operation.
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Commentor No. 59: Miriam Sagan

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
Gracias por su participacién

Date/Fecha: Do oy Neo 3o aq

PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

1. What comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

Vs =d .

QAT i Qi

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **
Name/Nombre: _ S~ ~ ™ ~ R v«n T 5O =

Address/Direccion: Ga3E M= Nermo SH.

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: _Sers T s X1 TaQ

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included

in the SWEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety.

NOTA: Favor de excluir informacion personal (direccion o nimero de teléfono) que no desea aparezcan en el SWEIS; todo comentario
recibido es incluido en su totalidad en el SWEIS.

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, SWEIS Document Manager
i inistration + U.S. Energy * 528 35th Street * Los Alamos, NM 875442201

Los Alamos Site Office + National

” 9.1

|| 59-2

59-1

59-2

NNSA extended the comment period from 60 to 75 days in response to
requests for additional review time. For security reasons, NNSA exercises
caution when making decisions about posting documents on its website.
Consistent with established practice, NNSA made the Draft SWEIS and
the reference material available for public review in DOE Public Reading
Rooms in the general vicinity of LANL (in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and
Albuquerque). See Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.

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 additional information.
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Commentor No. 60: Barbara Conroy

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
Gracias por su participacién

Date/Fecha: g!lD/Dé

PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

1. What comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
¢Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

That od vanen 2

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

Name/Nombre: %MW ﬂmﬂ/

wsdoo Vo | IS 2621

Address/Direccién:

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal:

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included

in the SWEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety.

NOTA: Favor de excluir informaci6n personal (direccion o némero de teléfono) que no desea aparezcan en el SWEIS; todo comentario
recibido es incluido en su totalidad en el SWEIS.

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. Flizabeth Withers, SWEIS Document Manager
u inistrati Energy * 528 35th Street » Los Alamos, NM 87514-2201

Los Alamos Site Office + National Nuclear

60-1

60-2

60-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinions regarding pit production. Refer
to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, and
Section 2.12, Comparison to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for more
information.

The U.S. Congress and the President are responsible for establishing
funding levels for various government programs. The SWEIS evaluates
the environmental impacts of the alternatives for continued operation

of LANL. As noted in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.4, of the SWEIS,
implementation of decisions made in a ROD based on this SWEIS is
contingent on the level of funding allocated. NNSA intends to comply
with all environmental requirements pertaining to cleanup, including the
Consent Order entered into by the New Mexico Environment Department,
DOE, and the LANL contractor in March 2005.

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. 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.
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Commentor No. 61: Debra Link

61-1

61-1

LANL staff conduct a wide range of tests involving depleted uranium

to fulfill its nuclear weapon stockpile stewardship and development
responsibilities. However, there are no experiments or activities at LANL
that would involve the burning of depleted uranium. LANL staff has
tested new techniques to reduce emissions of depleted uranium, and,

as stated in Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1.1, of the SWEIS, has significantly
reduced particulate emissions by using aqueous foam during these tests.
Moreover, as stated in Chapter 5, Sections 5.4.1.1 and 5.14.3, the use of an
enhanced containment around these tests would also significantly reduce
air and water releases to the environment. Tabulated data in Chapter 4,
Section 4.4.3.1, show that measured uranium air concentrations around
the LANL site from 1999 through 2005 were 0.01 percent to 0.3 percent
of the applicable EPA limit. Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and
the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this
CRD for additional information.
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Commentor No. 62: Anne Sensenig

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexict_) D;aft SWEIS)

Thank you for your input
Gracias por su participacién

9l¢/oe

Date/Fecha:

PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

1. What comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
2Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?

> u
3 %ﬁé Yoo 'M Aranciad (bads jnipnlved , Yo dep Ha
el himen Cagts:

Tk ) ol How ou Ut irirrmoded (ocks from nucloac

Wagtz. prduchon _ —
ey 4mn. ),
1) —_
oduenh o Y, 4,
‘SDH“ (e are nd avd 3l

** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

Narne/Nombre: __ Hvine Senasi.

Address/Direccion: 33—0/ Wm SE

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: Wb,o.a korgue N &0

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included

in the SWEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety

NOTA: Favor de excluir informacion personal (direccion o namero de teléfono) que no desea aparezcan en el SWEIS; todo comentario
recibido es incluido en su totalidad en el SWEIS.

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, SWEIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office * National Nuclear Security Administration * U.S. Department of Energy * 528 35th Street + Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

62-2

| 62-3

62-2
cont’d

62-1

62-2

62-3

62-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition regarding the production, cost
and potential use of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

The U.S. Congress and the President are responsible for determining

the level of funding for government programs. This SWEIS evaluates

the environmental impacts of the alternatives for continued operation of
LANL. As noted in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.4, implementation of decisions
made in a ROD based on this SWEIS is contingent on the level of funding
allocated.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the social and

human costs associated with nuclear weapons production, including
environmental costs from nuclear waste production. Chapter 4,

Section 4.9, of the SWEIS shows the types and amounts of nuclear

waste generated in recent years from LANL operations; while Chapter 5,
Section 5.9, shows the amount of nuclear waste that would be generated
in future operations under the three SWEIS alternatives. Past disposal
practices led to releases to the environment from some disposal sites.
LANL’s environmental restoration program is investigating and cleaning
up release sites as discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, and Appendix |
of the SWEIS. All newly-generated radioactive wastes are disposed in
regulated facilities. At LANL, low-level radioactive wastes are disposed
of onsite at a location having controlled access. Other radioactive wastes
are transported offsite for disposal at licensed or permitted facilities. For
example, transuranic wastes are disposed of at WIPP, which is regulated
by both the New Mexico Environment Department and the Environmental
Protection Agency.

The SWEIS does not attempt to make a connection between nuclear
production and economic prosperity in New Mexico. Changes in per
capita income across the state and income disparity are not within the
scope of the analysis in this SWEIS; however, as indicated in Chapter 5,
Section 5.8.1, of the SWEIS, continued growth at LANL would have a
beneficial effect on both direct and indirect jobs in the region.
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Commentor No. 62 (cont’d): Anne Sensenig
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62-4
cont’d

62-5

62-5

NNSA notes the commentor’s request regarding pit production. Pit
production to ensure a safe and reliable stockpile does not violate the

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 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. 63: Joan Logghe

August 13, 2006
Dear Ms. Withers,

I am writing to oppose further increases in nuclear weapons research,
development or production. When I attended a meeting years ago in
Espafiola, billed as a Public meeting, I was appalled that when we broke into
small group and people were introduced, the public who made time to attend
were not included in introductions. I get the sense that the folks at The Lab
assume they have a mission and are above public scrutiny

1 asked then, and repeat my plea, that full heath monitoring be
ongoing and available to The Public as part of the good faith of a scientific
community. Living downwind of Los Alamos for 29 years, I have never felt
secure from waste, a point only brought home during the Los Alamos Cerro
Grande Fire, when my house was engulfed in red haze and smoke for days.
What was in that smoke? How close did the fire come to above ground 63-3
storage barrels of nuclear waste? I cant answer those questions, nor would
I trust any answer you could give as my trust as been eroded by past
behaviors of LANL.

I think our capacity to destroy the world had gone far enough.

Please turn the brilliant minds you have assembled to peace promoting
activities, solar fuels, batteries, home and transportation issues. As will 63-1
make our dependence on fossil fuel diminish, our goals for peace and a cont’d
cleaner environment show the world we have had a change of heart, and are
able to act proactively, not merely offensively and defensively

Please send me your latest statistics on cancer, miscarriage, Rio
Grande monitoring, and air quality to build some sort of good faith in this 63-4
community. Publish some facts in the Rio Grande Sun on just why we should
feel more secure with a modern pit facility above our heads.

I currently teach in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, Espanola, and abroad.
Please give me some sign of making amends for past waste disposal that to I| 63-5
me seems immoral and highly irresponsible. I cannot accept a plea of
ignorance when tribal people and Hispanics were hired to handle and dispose

|| 63-1

|| 63-2

of wastes in the good old day, nor can I accept a nuclear weapons plant 63-1
growing even more nuclear on the fire charred mountain terrain just above N
me. cont’d

I want to go on record with these comments.
Sincerely,

Josr Lot

Joan Logghe, poet, journalist, writing instructor, member La Puebla
Community Association. Downwind Mother and grandmother.

63-1

63-2

63-3

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.

NNSA does not perform full health monitoring in communities in the
LANL region; however, it does perform environmental monitoring as
discussed in the response to Comment 63-4. Also, refer to Section 2.6,
Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more information. Chapter 4,
Section 4.6, of the SWEIS summarizes the results of a LANL Public
Health Assessment prepared by an independent Federal agency, the
Department of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry. The report states that, “...there is no evidence of
contamination from LANL that might be expected to result in ill health to
the community,” and that “...overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area
are similar to cancer rates found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).

Smoke from all forest fires contains hundreds of organic and inorganic
combustion products. Carbon monoxide, formaldehyde, acrolein, furfural,
and benzene have been identified as potential health threats to wildland
firefighters. Concentrations of these chemicals in smoke are extremely
variable and depend on the type of fuel, weather conditions, efficiency
of combustion, and other factors. However, chemical monitoring by

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency during and after the Cerro
Grande fire suggest that these chemicals were probably not present in
high enough concentrations to pose a health threat to most people. A
number of studies have been conducted on the potential health impacts
of the 2000 Cerro Grande Fire. As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3,
an independent assessment of public health risk associated with LANL
area air contamination as a result of the fire was conducted by the Risk
Assessment Corporation at the request of the New Mexico Environment
Department (RAC 2002). The study examined data on contaminants that
were measured in air, on smoke particles, and in soil from the potential
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Commentor No. 63 (cont’d): Joan Logghe

63-4

release sites and concluded that exposure to LANL-derived chemicals and
radionuclides released to the air during the Cerro Grande fire did not result
in a significant increase in health risk over the risk from the fire itself.

The Risk Assessment Corporation study concluded that there was some
evidence of adverse health effects from breathing high concentrations of
particulate matter in the smoke, but that “Such exposures are associated
with any forest fire”. It is estimated that nearly 7,500 tons of particulate
matter were released to the atmosphere by the Cerro Grande fire, only

10 percent of which came from LANL sources. Many studies have
correlated exposure to fine particles with respiratory-related emergency
room visits and hospital admissions, work and school absences, premature
death, asthma, emphysema, heart disease, chronic bronchitis and acute
respiratory symptoms. Children, the elderly, and people with heart or lung
disease or respiratory infections are more sensitive to particulate matter.
The Risk Assessment Corporation report stated that “It is probable that
the calculated risk from PM, is greater than the risk from all chemicals
and radionuclides combined” (RAC 2002). During the Cerro Grande Fire,
the fire did approach the TA-54, Area G waste management area, but no
LANL structures or facilities containing radioactive or other hazardous
material were burned. Several burned areas at LANL (totaling about

320 acres) were known or suspected to be contaminated with radioactive
materials or chemicals.

NNSA does not routinely publish the type of information requested by

the commentor in the newspaper, but data are available. Chapter 4,
Section 4.6.1.1, of the SWEIS presents data on cancer incidence and
mortality in the Los Alamos region compared to State and national
averages. The LANL contractor publishes an environmental surveillance
report annually that reports the results of monitoring of air, surface water
(including the Rio Grande), groundwater, soil, vegetation, and animals.
Environmental surveillance reports are available in the LANL reading
room, on the internet at www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml, and upon
request.

The LANL SWEIS does not propose construction or operation of a
modern pit facility. Consideration of such a facility was included in

the cumulative impacts of the Draft SWEIS, but it has been removed in
the Final SWEIS following NNSA’s October 19, 2006, Notice of Intent
(71 FR 61731) to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and
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Commentor No. 63 (cont’d): Joan Logghe

63-5

Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement — Complex
2030 (now called the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation
SPEIS]) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4). In the NOI, NNSA announced the
cancellation of plans to prepare a supplemental EIS for a modern pit
facility. 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 center. The impacts from the Draft Complex Transformation
SPEIS are included in the Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SWEIS.

Past disposal of waste was conducted in a manner consistent with
contemporary standards. As standards have evolved, waste disposal
practices have also evolved. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS
describes the progress made in conducting the 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 Consent Order that was entered into

in March 2005. These analyses are meant to facilitate environmental
restoration decisions on waste sites and contaminated areas that will

be made by the New Mexico Environment Department. Chapter 1,
Section 1.4, states 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 additional information.
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Commentor No. 64: Nausika Richardson

‘% éﬁé 122 2006

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

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

538 35t Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,

T 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.

T 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 intrease pit production would not violate Article VI of the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty, which calls for complete disarmament of nuclear weapons.

64-1

64-2

64-3

64-4

64-1

64-2

64-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative. 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 wastes 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. In addition to activities in support of LANL’s Stockpile
Stewardship mission, 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.

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
explains 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
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Commentor No. 64 (cont’d): Nausika Richardson

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
DNESB 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.

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 lsanitary
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

Il e

64-5

64-6

64-7

64-8

64-7
cont’d
64-8
cont’d

I
‘ 64-9

64-4

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 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 cleanup of 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 additional
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 (Expanded Operations Alternative). On October 19, 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 modern pit
facility in any of the analyses. In discharging its stockpile stewardship
responsibilities, NNSA is not violating the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons. Refer to Sections 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
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Commentor No. 64 (cont’d): Nausika Richardson

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
technologies that support the environmental and public health. The SWEIS must

include a fourt] Wat fc jxhese activities.
Sincerely, / 7 7 ;/’(m‘——j

Print Name /V/g Uf//ﬁ; W(N/MZJ 0//
Address Po /fo X /S5
Prxor) NI FAS Rz

August3, 2006
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64-9
cont’d

64-10

64-11

64-12

64-13

64-5

64-6

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 additional information.

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 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 additional 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, of
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64-14

64-1
cont’d

64-1
cont’d

64-7

64-8

the SWEIS 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 existing 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 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
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64-9

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 and models used in the analyses. The SWEIS presents an
independent assessment of public health impacts from contaminants in
the LANL environment, and does not rely on the cited Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Public Health Assessment

in any specific way for its conclusions. The U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services, ATSDR, 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 ATSDR
Public Health Assessment because it is a relevant Federal agency study.
The draft Public Health Assessment was finalized by the ATSDR and
issued on August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006). The conclusions in the final
report are essentially unchanged from those in the draft report.

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, which presents data for the
past 6 years, LANL has a very good record of complying with permit
conditions. 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 evaluates and takes 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, these standards
are used in the Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2005
report (LANL 2006g) and the SWEIS in evaluating water quality data.
As Table 4-7 demonstrates, LANL staff compares surface water data to
a variety of standards in order to identify contaminants and data trends
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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 (LANL 2006a). 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
level is between 20 parts per billion and 56 parts per billion, below the
61 parts per billion EPA risk-based cleanup level established through the
Consent Order.

NNSA does not agree that there are over 1,400 unmonitored discharge
sites. As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.3, of the SWEIS, LANL
staff has managed stormwater runoff from its solid waste management
units under a Multisector General Permit Program, but 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 about 1,806 million gallons
(6,850 million liters) per year, of which 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year belong to DOE. In recent years, the largest annual use of
water by DOE and the County was 1,574 million gallons (5,958 million
liters) in 2000, when the Cerro Grande Fire occurred. As shown in
Chapter 4, Table 4-43, and discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, LANL
water usage has been and is expected to remain below the 542 million
gallons (2,050 million liters) per year target ceiling.

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
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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 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 implementation of other actions 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 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for more information
on the use of depleted uranium and high explosives in dynamic tests and
monitoring programs at LANL.

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 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, of the SWEIS. Although not
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expected, 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 change LANL’s
mission. As addressed in response to Comment no. 64-1, research in areas
promoted by the commentor is already occurring at LANL and would
continue regardless of the alternative selected in the SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the danger of expanding
plutonium pit production. Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS
shows the radiation doses received over the past 10 years from LANL
operations by the surrounding population and hypothetical maximally
exposed individual. The annual dose to the hypothetical maximally
exposed individual has consistently been smaller than the annual 10-
millirem radiation dose limit established for airborne emissions by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

The final LANL Public Health Assessment, by the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry, reports that, “...there is no evidence of
contamination from LANL that might be expected to result in ill health to
the community,” and that “...overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area
are similar to cancer rates found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).
Expanding pit production is projected to result in only minimal increases
in radiation doses and therefore indistinguishable health effects from
radiological emissions as shown in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, of the SWEIS.
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Rev. John Dear, SJ
Box 882
Cerrillos, NM 87010

www.johndear.org
August 14, 2006

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

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,

I’'m writing to add my voice and complete objection to plans for further development of
nuclear weapons. I do not support any increases in nuclear weapons research,
development or production. For this reason, I oppose the proposed expanded operations
alternative in the draft 2006 Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). This alternative will generate more radioactive and
chemical waste as well as increase dangerous air emissions and wastewater discharges
into the canyons that flow to the Rio Grande.

The draft SWEIS makes many references to a modern pit facility (MPF) capable of
producing 450 plutonium pits per year, despite widespread opposition to a MPF by New
Mexicans in 2003. These activities have dire local, national and international
implications. The draft SWEIS lacks a discussion of how a MPF or increase pit
production would not violate the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. There should be no
reference made to a MPF at LANL in the final SWEIS.

I object to the foundation and the methodology of the draft SWEIS, as the document is
not founded on accepted science and based on studies that also have not been finalized.
The analysis of risks to human health relies on the draft Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR) public health assessment for health impacts analysis. This
assessment was rejected by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and never
finalized. Furthermore, the draft SWEIS was released before either the risk assessment
for LANL’s low-level waste dump at Area G or the 2006 seismic hazard study were
completed. It is impossible to accurately determine the environmental and health impacts
for future operations at LANL based on incomplete analysis. The SWEIS must include a
reanalysis based on the findings in the 2006 Area G risk assessment and seismic hazard
study. The ATSDR assessment must be rewritten with public oversight and review and
only then can it be used in any analysis regarding LANL activities.

The draft SWEIS does not have appropriate or adequate discussion of clean up,

65-1

65-2

65-3

65-4

65-3
cont’d

65-5

65-1

65-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to production
of nuclear weapons and the Expanded Operations Alternative. 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, 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.

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 (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. 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
additional information.

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



€0T-€

Commentor No. 65 (cont’d): Rev. John Dear, SJ

environmental justice, the impacts of air and water emissions and waste disposal.
Contrary to my belief and wishes it rejects even the possibility that the mission of LANL
eould be changed toward peaceful and life-affirming research.

I object to the fact that increased cleanup was only ineluded 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 is not optional nor should it be tied to activities which threaten public
health and the environment, Increased Consent Order eleanup analysis should be included
in all three alternatives.

When implementing cleanup, LANL must do'so to the fullest extent possible. Lands must
be cleaned up to the level that allows for a future pregnant subsistence farmer and her
children to live on the land, grow food, raise animals and drink the water for their entire
lives with good health. All waste must be removed during cleanup.

LANL currently has approximately 40,000 drums of transuranic waste sitting above
ground in fabric tents awaiting shipment (o WIPP. However, the proposed expanded
operations focuses on a vast expansion of waste generation and removing drums that are
currently buried in Area G. DOE should address permanent disposal of existing waste
before further waste generation is even considered.

LANL activities jeopardize both water quality and quantity, New Mexicans rely on this
water for drinking and farming. Contaminants exceeding accepted levels for health have
already been found in surface water and the regional aquifer. DOE did not use the most
current waler quality standards or consider contaminants that are moved in running
canyons when analyzing the impacts to our water. DOE finds no problem with increasing
LANL's water usage above the amount allotted to it from the regional aquifer while
proposing to dump 268 million gallons of treated wastewater into the canyons which flow
to the Rio Grande. It is unacceptable that LANL blatantly disregards laws regulating
water quality and quantity.

LANL must be required to reevaluate and broaden their air sampling programs. Toxic and
radioactive air emissions do have a detrimental impact on the surrounding area and
people. The drafi SWEIS allows for processing 87,000 pounds of high explosives and up
to 6,900 pounds of depleted uranium (DU} to be blown up in “dynamic experiments™
annually. DOE must monitor and implement comprehensive sampling programs at all
open burning and open detonation sites and for all activities using high explosives and
DU. Beyond that, DOE must institute a program to stop all toxic air pollutant emissions
from LANL facilities and activities.

The Expanded Operations Alternative will result in higher demands for electricity, water
and natural gas, which will impact the environment as well as increased car emissions
from commuters. These impacts must be considered in the cumulative impacts of the
Expanded Operations Allernative.

65-5
cont’d

65-6

65-7

65-8

65-9

65-10

65-3

The SWEIS makes use of current, accepted, and well-documented
scientific models and data that have been, and continue to be, used widely
to analyze environmental impacts for the purpose of compliance with
NEPA. The analysis methods are essentially the same as those used to
prepare several DOE environmental impact statements that have recently
been published in final form or have been reviewed, in draft, by the public.
No Federal, state or private agency or institution with scientific standing
has challenged the fundamental scientific and technical adequacy of those
recent analyses. 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. All SWEIS data sources and references are
available to the public.

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 (ATSDR)
Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National Laboratory in any
specific way for its conclusions. However, under the 1986 amendments
to the Superfund law, ATSDR is responsible for conducting public health
assessments at each site on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) National Priorities List, and it is appropriate for the SWEIS to
acknowledge the conclusions of the Public Health Assessment for Los
Alamos National Laboratory because it is a relevant Federal agency study.
The draft Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National Laboratory
was available for public comment from April 26 to December 1, 2005.
The EPA did not reject the draft document; it submitted comments that
were by addressed by ATSDR in the final document. Appendix I to the
final Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National Laboratory
describes how the comments on the draft received from the public, other
Federal agencies (including EPA), and other stakeholders were addressed.
As stated in the final Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National
Laboratory (ATSDR 2006), released August 31, 2006, ATSDR conducted
its evaluations in accordance with guidance provided in the Public Health
Assessment Guidance Manual (available at www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/
PHAManual/index.html).
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Operations at LANL are a major violation of environmental justice. New Mexico has the
second highest minority population in the country. It is not possible that LANL activities
would have no effect on these populations. The analysis uses six-year-old information
and does not account for undocumented residents nor low-income individuals above the
poverty level. In addition, there are 15 Pueblos within the 50-mile radius of LANL, and
yet the public hearings are to take place during Pueblo feast days which assures in large
part that many will be un able to participate. [ request a reanalysis in the final SWEIS,
with public input and review.

My recommendation is that Congress change the mission of LANL to focus on research
and development into renewable energy, suchi 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. While DOE does think that such a
shift is possible, it is my belief that LANL must transition to peaceful and sustainable
research.

That means, what you should be working on is the dismantling of all nuclear weapons,
and the cleaning up of the environment. Nuclear weapons are immoral, impractical and
evil. As a Catholic priest, let me add that they are blasphemous to the Creator, an affront
to God, a total disrespect of Jesus’ commandment to love our enemies. The time has
come to abolish these weapons once and for all, and to create a new wofld o
nonviolence. God bless you.
ey

Sincerely,

s

(Rev.) John Dear, SJ

65-11

65-12

65-11
cont’d

65-13

65-4

65-5

65-6

To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including an
update to the seismic hazard analysis, completed in 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.

NNSA believes the project-specific analyses in the appendices, and the
analyses in Chapter 5, of the SWEIS present appropriate and adequate
analyses of LANL impacts. Appendix | provides an extensive discussion
of actions to comply with the Consent Order for cleanup of LANL. The
impacts of air and water emissions and waste disposal, and the potential
for environmental justice impacts, are addressed, as appropriate, in
Chapter 5 and the appendices; the results of the analyses are summarized
in Chapter 3 and the SWEIS Summary. NNSA notes the commentor’s
concerns 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
to support NNSA’s stockpile stewardship mission. Refer to Section 2.3,
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for additional 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,
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explains 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 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 cleanup of 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 additional
information.

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 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
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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 water quality standards in Chapter 4, Tables 4-7 and 4-9, of the
SWEIS 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 Environmental Surveillance at Los
Alamos during 2005 report (LANL 2006g) and this SWEIS in evaluating
water quality data. As Table 4-7 demonstrates, LANL staff compares
surface water data to a variety of standards that legally apply, in order

to identify contaminants and data trends that could indicate the need for
corrective actions.

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 allocated to DOE. In recent
years, the largest amount of water annually used by DOE and the County
was 1,574 million gallons (5,958 million liters) in 2000, when the Cerro
Grande Fire occurred. As shown in Chapter 4, Table 4-43, and discussed
in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, of the SWEIS, LANL water usage has been
and is expected to remain below its 542 million gallons (2,050 million
liters) per year allotment.

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. These 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.
As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, 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 would continue
to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources.

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 Clean Air Act, Title V,
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Commentor No. 65 (cont’d): Rev. John Dear, SJ

65-10

65-11

operating permit includes requirements for monitoring emissions from
sources at LANL and recordkeeping concerning those sources. Although
toxic and radioactive air emissions can potentially have detrimental
impacts, the past emission levels analyzed and those projected for LANL
would not be expected to cause unacceptable impacts on human health

or the environment, as shown in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, and Chapter 5,
Section 5.6.2. NNSA has revised Chapter 6, Section 6.4, of the SWEIS to
reflect that the open burning permits have been withdrawn at LANL staff’s
request and the associated activities have ceased. Refer to Section 2.10,
Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test
(DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for more information on high explosives
and depleted uranium activities.

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, of the SWEIS. Although not
expected, 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 and permitted effluent standards.
NNSA has revised Sections 5.4.1.3 and 5.13, and the Summary, to discuss
the potential increase in emissions from increases in commuter traffic to
LANL. 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 Counties and other locations.
The actual change in overall traffic emissions would be much smaller
because LANL-specific traffic is only a portion of the overall regional
traffic volume.

As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.11, of the SWEIS, no
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts on minority
and low-income populations would be expected to result from LANL
operations. The analyses presented in the SWEIS used the most recent
Census data available at the time the analysis was prepared. In collecting
data for the Census, the Census Bureau does not ask about the citizenship
of respondents. According to the Census Bureau, undocumented residents
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Commentor No. 65 (cont’d): Rev. John Dear, SJ

65-12

65-13

would be among those included in their counts given the Bureau’s success
in counting nearly every person residing in the United States. DOE and
NNSA define low-income populations in terms of the Census Bureau’s
statistical poverty level, which was used in the SWEIS. Since the Draft
SWEIS was published, the Census Bureau has released revised projections
through mid-2005 for select counties in New Mexico, including Santa

Fe County. These more recent projections would not change any of the
analyses presented in the SWEIS because the levels of minority or low-
income populations in the available counties did not change substantially
from the levels reported in 2000.

NNSA held three hearings on the Draft SWEIS in the region of LANL.
For people not able to attend any of those hearings, other means of
providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided. In addition,
NNSA held a briefing especially for the Pueblos at the Santa Clara Big
Rock Casino on July 26, 2006. This briefing provided an opportunity for
Pueblo members to talk with NNSA and LANL staff knowledgeable of the
alternatives and the projects included in the LANL SWEIS. Additional
information about the NEPA process is in Chapter 2, Section 2.2, of the
SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s recommendation 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.

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



60T-€

Commentor No. 66: Glory Dassi

From: glory dassi [mailto:gauridassiji@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2006 7:51 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: nuclear bomb factory

| am writing because i am apposed to the proposed expansion of production of
nuclear bombs at Los Alamose laboratory.| feel we should use all our resources and
energy towards a peaceful world. Learning new ways to communicate with other
countries. | feel it is very hypocritical for us to be beefing up bomb production in the
U.S when we are invading and threatening other countries for doing the same.More
bombs do not make us safe. It is not the answer.We need to practice what we preach
..Work towards world peace. Feed the hungry. House the homeless and the victims
of hurricane Katrina who are still with out homes.This would be a much better use of
our money.

g. Dassi
Taos, NM

66-1

66-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition regarding pit production and the
existence of 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. 67: Tamara Lynn,
Lynx Lightning

From: tamara lynn [mailto:colorqween@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2006 12:36 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Plutonium Pits

| am a resident of this lovely land we call New Mexico.l am thoroughly disgusted and
horrified that Los Alamos Laboratory would willingly seek to produce more poison.
The lands around the site have been soaked with radioactive waste for over sixty
years.How do we even begin to clean that up? It seems to me an outrageous lack
of reason. | DO NOT SUPPORT THIS.SIGNED, Lynx Lightning,Albuquerque,New
Mexico

67-1

67-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the generation of wastes
and opposition to LANL operations. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
Regarding cleanup activities, Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS
describes the LANL environmental remediation program, including major
accomplishments completed to date. Appendix I of the SWEIS presents
environmental impact information related to remediation activities at
LANL. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, the New
Mexico Environment Department is responsible for decisions concerning
cleanup of material disposal areas and similar actions at other LANL
locations that are subject to the requirements of the Consent Order.
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Commentor No. 68: Gabriel M. Hoare, SL.

From: Gabe Hoare [mailto:ghoare@nerinxhs.org]
Sent: Sunday, August 20, 2006 1:49 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Nuclear Proliferation

For the sake of all of the people, animals and other creatures who share this
beautiful earth, please give up this horrific making of Nuclear Warheads, their parts

, their waste. We must understand what that we are intelligent people, capable of
working together for peace and not for mutual destruction. STOP MAKING BOMBS,
STORING BOMBS, USING BOMBS OF ANY KIND, particularly using the power that
controls us. We cannot control it.

| am one of 400 women religious who beg you to bring a halt to the use of nuclear
energy. There are other ways to preserve our beautiful earth and what is left of our
peace and freedom.

Gabriel M. Hoare,SL.
2816 Manderly Drive
St. Louis, MO 63114
ghoare@nerinxhs.com

68-1

68-2

68-1

68-2

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

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding nuclear energy. The use
of nuclear energy for commercial electrical power is not within the scope
of the SWEIS, which focuses on the environmental impacts of continued
operation of LANL.
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Commentor No. 69: Katherine Whitefield

From: Katherine Whitefield [mailto:k2quill@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 19, 2006 9:32 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Please stop production of plutonium triggers

Dear Sir/Madam:

| oppose increased production of nuclear weapons, especially small mobile nuclear
weapons, as seriously undermining stability and the ability to control nuclear
weapons proliferation. | therefore oppose increased production of plutonium
triggers.

| oppose all production and usage of hiological, chemical, or DU weapons. |
oppose all usage of nuclear weapons; | support bilateral and multilateral nuclear
disarmament.

Some question about the Plutonium triggers

Q1: Is a nuclear device required as a trigger?

Less nuclear risk and waste for non-nuclear trigger

Only existing technology?

FUZE computer model from Anser, Inc Arlington VA based on alternative
technology or plutonium trigger?

Q2: Absolute need established or bias towards experimental methods versus
predominantly modeling and simulation

As a moral metaphor: Are “Vivisectionists” more biased than “Anti-
Vivisectionists” The burden of proof should be to establish a reason that strictly
requires the use of live animals

In this case, LANL staff and the community are at risk of nuclear
contamination. Exactly why, even if Plutonium triggers were believed to be
necessary, is substantively increasing testing and production at that level (80 = 4
x 20) required versus retiring old bombs? Why not use Anser’'s FUZE model (or
similar model) with existing test and production data?

Q3: Why did they close Rocky Flats in Colorado?
Lack of political will perceived in New Mexico?
How has LANL addressed problems of CO?

Q4: Existing waste disposal, i.e. is LANL a responsible party to date and therefore
why should greater responsibility be given to it?

Q5: What Bilateral treaties apply or even exist for triggers?
Secret republican arms escalation

69-1

69-2

69-3

69-3
cont’d

69-4

69-5

69-2
cont’d

69-1

69-2

69-3

69-4

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

As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the SWEIS, NNSA’s purpose
and need for agency action in this SWEIS remain the same as in the

1999 SWEIS - to provide support for NNSA’s core missions of ensuring

a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile as directed by the Congress and the
President. Cessation of these activities would be counter to national
security policy as established by the Congress and the President. As
footnoted in Chapter 1, Section 1.0, of the SWEIS, a pit is the central core
of a primary assembly (or trigger) in a nuclear weapon and is typically
composed of plutonium-239 or highly enriched uranium, or both, and
other materials; therefore pits are required in nuclear weapons. Evaluation
of U.S. participation in international treaties is not within the scope of
this SWEIS; however, the United States has signed a number of treaties
focusing on non-proliferation. Among them is the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Its objective is to prevent the spread
of nuclear weapons and weapons technology, to promote co-operation in
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and to further the goal of achieving
nuclear disarmament and general and complete disarmament. The United
States is currently reducing its nuclear weapons stockpile to meet its
obligations under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
and other treaties.

NNSA stockpile stewardship responsibilities entail both modeling and
physical research, development, and production of plutonium pits. In fact,
the Metropolis Center was developed to provide the computing power
required to support modeling efforts that reduce or eliminate most testing.
But pit production is required to replace pits and maintain the safety and
effectiveness of the existing stockpile, while the United States continues to
reduce its overall size.

Operation and closure of the former Rocky Flats Plant is not within the
scope of this SWEIS. Rocky Flats 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. LANL operations are not comparable to those at the Rocky
Flats Plant — LANL uses newer facilities and technology, has a much

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



ETI-¢

Commentor No. 69 (cont’d): Katherine Whitefield

69-5

lower level of pit production, employs improved operational controls and

management practices, and is subject to additional independent oversight.

Refer to Section 2.12, Comparison to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for
more information.

Past disposal of waste was conducted in a manner consistent with
contemporary standards. As standards have evolved, waste disposal
practices have also evolved. NNSA intends to continue to safely manage
waste in accordance with applicable requirements and conduct its
environmental restoration at LANL as it carries out its national security
and other missions. 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. 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. 70: Steven Reneau

From: Steven Reneau [mailto:stevereneau@worldnet.att.net]
Sent: Saturday, August 19, 2006 7:43 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comments on LANL SWEIS

| would like to provide a comment on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory.

| noticed reference to a Security-Driven Transportation Modifications Project, with

2 bridges across Mortandad and Sandia Canyons (TA-35 to TA-60 to TA-61) as
“auxiliary actions”, passing through Mexican spotted owl Areas of Environmental
Interest. Through environmental field work | am involved with at LANL, | know that
the 3core habitat? referred to here includes one of two identified Mexican spotted owl
nesting sites at LANL. Because the Mexican spotted owl is a threatened species
on the Threatened and Endangered Species list, and is known to successfully

nest here, as environmental stewards | believe DOE and LANL should go to extra
lengths to avoid potential disruption to this species. Planning a major road with
bridges close to a confirmed Mexican spotted owl nesting site, risking impacts to
this species, seems to be inconsistent with DOE and LANL!s stated goals to be
environmental stewards. It also seems inconsistent with the level of conservatism
DOE and LANL display on a daily basis in trying to minimize potential human heath
and safety incidents and environmental impacts through worker training, policies,
and procedures. | therefore recommend that the Security-Driven Transportation
Modifications Project be redesigned to give core habitat of the Mexican spotted owl
a wide berth.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this EIS.
Steven Reneau
White Rock, New Mexico

70-1

70-1

On February 21, 2006, DOE submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service a biological assessment and request for formal consultation
regarding proposed and on-going activities analyzed in the LANL SWEIS
(LANL 2006i). This document has been reviewed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service which issued its opinion in a series of letters to DOE
(see Chapter 6, Section 6.5, of the SWEIS). With respect to the bridges
over Mexican spotted owl Areas of Environmental Interest required

for auxiliary actions A and B of the Security-Driven Transportation
Modifications project, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concluded that
it could not analyze the effects of the proposed actions since the exact
location and design of the bridges have not been determined. Thus, the
agency requested that if either or both of these actions were selected, that
DOE submit a new request for consultation when plans are finalized; DOE
will comply with this request and work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to mitigate impacts. This commitment will be included in the
Mitigation Action Plan for the actions selected for implementation in the
Record of Decision supported by the SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 71: Margaret Davenport

From: Margaret Davenport [mailto:megdavenport@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, August 18, 2006 1:45 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Los Alamos Pitt Production

DOE,
To Whom it May Concern,

| am registering my vote aginst the proposed expansion of the nuclear weapons
projects at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. My concern is for the ground water
and waste disposal. Everything flows down from the Hill. 71-1

Please rethink this and change the focus. We need to develop our renewable
resources. and work to clean up and contain the existing wastes.

Thank you.
M.Davenport

71-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition and concerns related to increased
nuclear weapons activities proposed under the Expanded Operations
Alternative, and desire for activities at LANL to be focused on areas other
than those related to nuclear weapons production. 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.

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 that LANL can continue to
operate safely under any of the three alternatives.

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 mixed low-level radioactive
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. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD
for additional information.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS 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 | 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. Refer to Section 2.9,
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for additional information.

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



9T1-¢

Commentor No. 72: Allan Wheeler

From: Allan Wheeler [mailto:allanwheeler@palindrome.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2006 10:00 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: PIT PRODUCTION AFTER HANFORD

PUT ALL THOSE BRAINS AND MONEY AT LOS ALAMOS INTO A CRASH

PROGRAM TO FREE THE US FROM DEPENDENCE UPON FOREIGN OIL.

DON'T RISK GIVING US ANOTHER HANFORD — I LIVE ONLY 30 MILES
DOWNWIND.

ALLAN WHEELER

72-1

72-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s suggestion. Cessation of NNSA’s core
mission activities would be counter to national security policy as
established by the Congress and the President; therefore, ending these
activities at LANL is not being considered in the SWEIS. 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.
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Commentor No. 73: Nora Pearson

August 21, 2006

Yes,
This is Nora Pearson at XXX-XXXX in Santa Fe, New Mexico.

I would like to make a comment on the Lab making more pits, and | am
dead set against it. | don’t understand why anyone would want to do such
a thing.

You’re already making twenty, which you weren’t suppose to even have
been making, and | am against any escalation of nuclear....nuclear anything
for that matter.

73-1

Thank you.

73-1

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. 74: Cecelia Albert

From: cecelia [mailto:cecelia@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2006 8:19 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: C. Redinger

Subject: Expanded Plutonium Pit Production

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

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers:

| oppose the proposed expanded operations alternative in the draft 2006 Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL). This alternative will generate more radioactive and chemical waste as well
as increase dangerous air emissions and wastewater discharges into the canyons
that flow to the Rio Grande

The draft SWEIS makes many references to a modern pit facility (MPF) capable of
producing 450 plutonium pits per year, despite widespread opposition to a MPF by
New Mexicans in 2003. These activities have dire local, national and international
implications. The draft SWEIS lacks a discussion of how a MPF or increase pit
production would not violate the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. There should be no
reference made to a MPF at LANL in the final SWEIS.

The draft SWEIS does not have appropriate or adequate discussion of clean up,
environmental justice, the impacts of air and water emissions and waste disposal.
Contrary to my belief and wishes it rejects even the possibility that the mission of
LANL could be changed toward peaceful and life-affirming research.

| object to the fact that increased cleanup was only included in the Expanded
Operations and not part of the No a=Action and Reduced Operations Alternatives.
Compliance with the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) LANL Consent
Order for cleanup at LANL by 2015 is not optional nor should it be tied to activities
which threaten public health and the environment. Increased Consent Order cleanup
analysis should be included in all three alternatives.

The Expanded Operations Alternative will result in higher demands for electricity,
water and natural gas, which will impact the environment as well as increased car

74-1

74-2

74-3

74-4

74-5

74-1

74-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative and concerns about radioactive and chemical waste generation
as well as increased air emissions and wastewater discharges. 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.

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 (Expanded Operations Alternative). On October 19, 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 modern pit facility in
any analyses. In discharging its stockpile stewardship responsibilities,
NNSA is not violating the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. 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
additional information.
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Commentor No. 74 (cont’d): Cecelia Albert

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

Operations at LANL are a major violation of environmental justice. New Mexico has
the second highest minority population in the country. It is not possible that LANL
activities would have no effect on these populations. The analysis uses six-year-
old information and does not account for undocumented residents nor low-income
individuals above the poverty level. In addition, there are 15 Pueblos within the
50-mile radius of LANL, and yet the public hearings are to take place during Pueblo
feast days, which assures in large part that many will be unable to participate. |
request a reanalysis in the final SWEIS, with public input and review.

My recommendation is that Congress 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. While DOE
does think that such a shift is possible, it is my belief that LANL must transition to
peaceful and sustainable research.

Sincerely,

Cecelia Albert
P.O. Box 6958
Santa Fe, NM 87502

74-5
cont’d

74-6

74-7

74-6
cont’d

74-8

74-3

74-4

74-5

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
additional information. NNSA believes the project-specific analyses

in the appendices; and the analyses in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS present
appropriate and adequate analyses of LANL impacts. Appendix | provides
an extensive discussion of actions to comply with the Consent Order for
cleanup of LANL. The impacts of air and water emissions, and waste
disposal, and the potential for environmental justice impacts are addressed,
as appropriate, in Chapter 5 and the appendices; the results of the analyses
are summarized in both Chapter 3 and the Summary.

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.

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 has revised Sections 5.4.1.3 and
5.13, and the Summary, to discuss the potential increase in emissions
from increases in commuter traffic to LANL. Increased employment of
2.2 percent per year under the Expanded Operations Alternative could
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Commentor No. 74 (cont’d): Cecelia Albert

74-6

74-7

74-8

result in similar increases in LANL commuter-specific vehicle emissions
from additional employee vehicles commuting from Santa Fe and Rio
Arriba Counties and other locations. The actual change in overall traffic
emissions would be much less since LANL-specific traffic is only a
portion of the overall regional traffic volume.

As discussed in Section 5.11, no disproportionately high and adverse
environmental impacts on minority and low-income populations would

be expected to result from LANL operations. The analyses presented

in the EIS used the most recent Census data available at the time the
analysis was prepared. In collecting data for the Census, the Census
Bureau does not ask about the citizenship of respondents. According to
the Census Bureau, they expect that undocumented residents are among
those included in their counts given their success in counting nearly

every person residing in the United States. DOE and by extension NNSA
define low-income populations in terms of the Census Bureau’s statistical
poverty level, which was used in the SWEIS. Since the Draft SWEIS was
published, the Census Bureau has released revised projections through
mid-2005 for select counties in New Mexico, including Santa Fe County.
This information was compared to the data for 2000 and these more recent
projections would not change any of the analyses presented in the SWEIS
since the level of minority or low-income populations in the available
counties did not change substantially from the levels reported in 2000.

NNSA held three hearings on the Draft SWEIS in the region of LANL.
For people not able to attend any of those hearings, other means of
providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided. In addition, a
briefing especially for the Pueblos was held at the Santa Clara Big Rock
Casino on July 26, 2006. This briefing provided an opportunity for
members of Pueblos to talk with NNSA and LANL staff knowledgeable
of the alternatives and the projects included in the LANL SWEIS. See
additional discussion in Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD.

NNSA notes the commentor’s recommendation 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. 75: Dr. Steven S. Spencer

August 22, 2006

My name is Dr. Steven Spencer. I’ve lived in Santa Fe for 21 years, |
guess.

I came here looking forward to final chapters of my career and
retirement...life with grandchildren and so on.

I’m absolutely sickened by the fact that the Lab is going to undertake
another escalation of nuclear weaponry materials including plutonium pits
and so on.

I hope that they will look to the wishes of the peaceful people in this part
of the world, and NOT, NOT, NOT, do that kind of thing.

My phone number in Santa Fe is XXX-XXXX.
Dr. Steve Spencer.
Thank you.

75-1

75-1

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. 76: Shel Neymark,
Shel Neymark Architectural Ceramics and Glass

SHEL NEYMARK ARCHITECTURAL CERAMICS & GLASS

P.O. Box 25, Embude MM B7531 (505) 579-4432 lizshel®cybermesa com shelneymark com

July 15, 2006

Ta : Ms Elizabeth Withers
LS DOEMNNSA

Los Alamuos Site Office
52835 St

Los Alamos N 87544-2201

Re; Commend on Draft Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
(yperation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos New Mexico

Diear Ma Withers,

Thank you for sending me a copy of the SWEIS. In looking it over 1 found that
some important environmendal impact issues were overlooked, such as what would
happen to the environment if these bombs LAMNL is building the pits for were actually
usad,

Just how many “LCF"s™ would there be if, for example, if n bunker buster bomb
that LANL is developing was dropped on a moderate sized city? Since our government
has discarded the “no first use,” pelicy for nuclear weapons, it would be appropriate to
determine what a retalistory sirike on Albuguergue (a Hkely target because it is such a
large reposttory of weapons,) would do to the water quality in the middle Rio Grande
WValley,

iy Another issue ignored under the “Human Health™ section is; what is the impact of
spending vast quantities of money on developing and building more weapons when this
money could be used to pay for the healthcare of uninsured and under insured
Americans?

I hope you consider these issues in your final statement. | am in favor of the
“Reduced Operations™ alternative and a halt to more pit production. 'We don't need more
new weapons, The 12,000 already in our stockpile are enough (o destroy life on this
planet many times over. Thank vou,

Sincerely, Shel Neymark
PO Box 25
Embudo, NM 87531

T .'I} ? -
K ll'i!, k!'_rl.'\,-u\i':
/

76-1

76-2

76-3

76-1

76-2

76-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding use of nuclear weapons.

The impacts associated with the detonation of nuclear weapons, however,
are not within the scope of this SWEIS. This SWEIS addresses the
environmental impacts associated with alternatives for operations at
LANL.

The issue of funding priorities is not within the scope of the SWEIS. The
U.S. Congress and the President are responsible for determining funding
levels for government programs.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production. Cessation
of NNSA’s core mission activities in support of NNSA’s Stockpile
Stewardship Program would be counter to national security policy as
established by the Congress and the President. Therefore, ending these
activities at LANL is not being considered in the SWEIS. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 77: Ann Chew

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office
National Nuclear Security Administration
U.S. Department of Energy
528 35th Street
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201

LANL — SWEIS Testimony, August 10, 2006

The Department of Energy has a deplorable record when it comes to the
safety of citizens in regards to the weapons productions facilities
across the US. This track record has proven just as deplorable at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory as elsewhere. In the site evaluation of
the LANL facility that was made available to the public | noted that it
sites many instances where the Department of Energy has fallen very
short in its ability to protect the environment. Los Alamos National
Laboratories was put in a remote area, high on a mountain because of
the concerns for secrecy during World War 2. Today the location of the
Laboratory is antithetical to its purposes if its purpose is to produce
nuclear weapons.

| would like a response from my testimony here to explain to the
public what kind of rational puts a nuclear weapons production facility
on top of a windswept mountain, in the middle of a wild fire zone, and
at the source of a watershed that feeds the Rio Grande/Bravo River —
the life blood of New Mexico providing water for 10 million people.
Rocky Flats, the previous pit production facility in Colorado that was
closed for its egregious environmental behavior, pumped
plutonium-contaminated waste into creeks that were feeding public water
supplies. A horrific wave of infant defects, cancers, and other
problems followed. Not only was the water supply contaminated but
plutonium particulate was found in the soils and sands surrounding the
facility. One particle of plutonium if breathed or otherwise ingested
can kill a human or animal. Documented cases of plutonium particulate
found in the ashes of children from Rocky Flats who were cremated after
death attest to that.

| would like a response from my testimony here to explain to the
public what LANL intends to do with the waste storage problem that it
is already plagued with - before even thinking about creating more. Is
the DOE intending to move the 12,500 drums buried before 1971 that is
currently contaminating the aquifer to WIPP — such action further
endangering the population with the possibility of an accident or
spill? When an aquifer is contaminated there is no way to remediate it.
What about the tritium, plutonium and other radionuclides found in the
canyons on neighboring areas? On top of the Pajarito Plateau is than
enormous nuclear waste dump in a fire prone zone. Is the plan to
continue the storage of this waste in tents? What happens in the event
of a fire or some major weather calamity? Plutonium doesn’t burn but
carried by the wind it can land on any farmer’s land. One particle of
plutonium if breathed or otherwise ingested can kill a human or animal.

Why would any rational person or agency want to put a nuclear weapons
production facility on top of a windswept mountain, in the middle of a
wild fire zone, and at the source of a watershed? Please answer this.

77-1

77-2

77-3

77-1
cont’d

77-1

77-2

77-3

As the commentor states, LANL’s location was selected during World
War Il because of its isolation. The continuing mission of LANL, starting
at that time, has been support of the U.S. nuclear weapons program. As
the needs of the U.S. weapons program have changed, so has the role
LANL serves in the program. As announced in the ROD for the Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship
and Management (DOE/EIS-0236), LANL was selected as the location
for re-establishment of a pit fabrication capability partly because of

its existing facilities and capabilities (61 FR 68014). NNSA is aware

of the potential for wildfire and has undertaken an ongoing wildfire
hazard reduction and forest health improvement program, including
extensive forest thinning, to reduce wildfire risk. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS
describes the air, water, and other types of impacts associated with the
three alternatives for operating LANL. As summarized in Chapter 3,
Table 3-19, LANL operations are not expected to result in major
detrimental impacts to the environment.

Environmental impacts associated with past operations at Rocky Flats

are not the subject of this SWEIS. The interim levels of pit production
proposed at LANL are much lower than those conducted at Rocky Flats.
Chapter 4, Table 4-26, shows that the cancer incidence and mortality rates
in the counties around LANL are comparable to those of the rest of the
United States. Chapter 5, Section 5.6, of the SWEIS presents radiological
emissions and population radiation dose data associated with projected
operations. All projected doses are a small fraction of the normal
background radiation dose received by the population in and around
LANL.

DOE currently stores transuranic wastes in both aboveground and
belowground configurations in TA-54. These wastes include “newly
generated” waste, as well as legacy transuranic wastes that were generated
after 1970, but before a transuranic waste disposal facility was available.
There is an ongoing program to characterize and prepare these wastes

for shipment to WIPP. As discussed in Appendix H, Section H.3, of

the SWEIS, LANL follows a program that gives the highest priority to
shipping transuranic wastes that present the greatest risk in the event of an
accident. NNSA intends to ship all of the LANL legacy transuranic waste
to WIPP over the next 10 years. The risks of transporting these wastes and

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



vZ1-¢

Commentor No. 77 (cont’d): Ann Chew

Something which is not addressed in the SWEIS review is the spiritual
and psychological landscape? Why is there such an inordinately high 77-4
teen suicide rate in Los Alamos? Why did the travesty of Columbine
High take place in Littleton Colorado, the bedroom community for the
Lockheed Martin plant? Is it just coincidence, or could the water have
been contaminated? Chemicals discharged from the plant that are known
to cause aggression, neurologicat disorders, depression, cancers, birth
defects, leukemia, and other types of problems, are found in the
Columbine Valley. Or is it the soul of a human that has lost all hope
for a just and compassionate world? Please before you consider putting
this pit production facility here answer these questions. | call for a
definitive research project of the towns close to all the weapons 77-4
production facilities to be done on the psychological effects on cont’d
children ~ and adults of WMD facilities.

| do not want to see our children brought up in an environment that
condones production of these weapons. | want the children growing up
here to see a bright future with possibility of working at the Los

Alamos National Laboratory on life-affirming activities, on

technologies that bring answers to the real nationai security issues of 77-5
global climate change, on the use of renewable energy forms, on -
technologies for the remediation of the horrific wastes from the
nuclear industry that started here and that are causing such suffering
here and all over the world. This is a common sense vision that |
believe is held by the majority of people in this bio-region.

Sincerely,

(A thued

Ann Chew
123 Valley Dr
Santa Fe, NM 87501

T77-4

77-5

of accidents while the wastes remain in storage are addressed in Chapter 5,
Sections 5.10 and 5.12, of the SWEIS. To mitigate the potential for a

fire that could affect LANL facilities, a forest thinning program has been
implemented, as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1. Wastes buried

prior to 1970 are being addressed through the environmental restoration
program at LANL. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, 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. Appendix | of the SWEIS presents options and environmental
analyses regarding future remediation activities at LANL that are primarily
related to the Consent Order that was entered into on March 1, 2005.
These analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and other contaminated
areas, including canyons, and provide environmental impact information
to facilitate future environmental restoration decisions that will be made
by DOE and the State of New Mexico. Appendix I, Section 1.3.4.1,
summarizes technologies for remediation of groundwater and directs the
reader to additional sources of information. NNSA intends to implement
actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless of other
actions analyzed in the SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the possible spiritual
and psychological effects of living near U.S. nuclear weapons facilities.
Spiritual and psychological effects, however, are not within the scope of
this SWEIS. Studies regarding the psychological impacts of living near a
DOE facility have not been conducted, and DOE has no plans to perform
such studies. There are also no studies that link teenager suicide rates to
DOE operations. DOE recognizes that teenage suicide is a complicated
nationwide and local social issue, and has provided grants in the past to
local organizations to promote free suicide prevention counseling.

In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the Stockpile
Stewardship Program, research is conducted in the areas identified 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. 78: Marion Seymour

Ms Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

Los Alamos New Mexico August 14,2006

Los Alamos National Laboratories was put'in a remote area, high in the
Mountains because of secrecy during WW2. This location is not
appropriate for building nuclear weapons. It is in the middle of a

wild fire zone and at the source of a watershed that feeds the Rio Grande/
Bravo River which provides water for 10 million people

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, ratified by the USA in 1970
Mandates that all the nuclear arsenals be dismantled in concert with the other
Nuclear powers. The USA must take steps to abide by the Treaty.

The Constitution states that all treaties ratified by the United States
Shall be the “Supreme Law of the Land” More important than the
Legal aspect of our responsibility is the moral issue. There are other
Ways of solving conflicts that do not entail loss of life.

As a leader of the free world, as we like to think of ourselves, we
Have the opportunity to lead by example.

Let us tell the world that there has been enough violence and now
Is the time to take a look at other ways. This could be an action
Of strength and resolve, not weakness.

It is a fact that when people feel respected and have the basic necessities
Of life, that they are less inclined to join terrorist groups. Our actions
Often show great disrespect for large groups of peopie and so they

Feel distain towards Americans.

Most Americans are ready to see their tax dollars go towards
Activities that are educational and healing. There is enough
pain and suffering in the world we must not add to it.

Marion Seymour Wlrteve. 5&9444/\ oy

2300 W. Alameda St D2 Santa Fe N.M 87507

78-1

78-2

78-1

78-2

As the commentor states, the location of LANL was selected during
World War 11 because of its isolation. The continuing mission of LANL,
starting at that time, has been support of the U.S. nuclear weapons
program. As the needs of the U.S. weapons program have changed, so
has the role LANL serves in the program. As announced in the ROD for
the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236), LANL was selected

as the location for re-establishment of a pit fabrication capability partly
because of its existing facilities and capabilities (61 FR 68014). NNSA is
aware of the potential for wildfire and has undertaken an ongoing wildfire
hazard reduction and forest health improvement program, including
extensive forest thinning, to reduce wildfire risk. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS
describes the air, water, and other types of impacts associated with the
three alternatives for operating LANL. As summarized in Chapter 3,
Table 3-19, LANL operations are not expected to result in major
detrimental impacts to the environment. In addition, refer to Section 2.6,
Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more information regarding
impacts to the Rio Grande River.

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement regarding the need to abide by
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The United
States is a world leader in the implementation 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 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.
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Commentor No. 79: Kristin McNamara

79-1

T 7

TR cpssdad of the o pprrtc omd Fomileas
- SN S 4l pnd //ﬂyz/ PSS N 2

et 1A Besihs il imiad At

‘%uinﬁwwﬁ*—’w WMMJ

.:)”/L}/? /;\«u///{ﬂd_ %’—_{/é{‘{g»? S

/' /JlJbZ«.f S - N—

ot

o) e Do

62/8 MDD CAY
Tswo M £7571

79-1

Pit production at LANL supports stockpile stewardship activities and does
not violate the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 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. 80: Calvin Tribby

From: Calvin Tribby [mailto:ctribby@unm.edu]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2006 8:51 PM

To: Withers, Elizabeth

Cc: dave@radfreenm.org

Subject: DOE/NNSA Hearing for Albuquerque

To:

Elizabeth Withers

Office of Environmental Stewardship

U.S. Department of Energy National Nuclear Security Administration
(DOE/NNSA) Los Alamos Site Office

528 35th Street Los Alamos, NM 87544

Ms. Withers,

Decades of nuclear bomb activities and production of nuclear weapons at LANL,
New Mexico, has already resulted in the following:

- Release of radioactive waste, chemicals and heavy metals to lakes, rivers, streams
and wetlands. This includes the Rio Grande, Albuquerque’s future source of drinking
water.

- The ground water that provides drinking water to communities in Northern New
Mexico - including Santa Fe - is contaminated with dangerous cancer-causing
materials.

- Worker contamination and accidents at LANL are commonplace.
- LANL facilities are vulnerable to terrorist attacks due to their location above-ground.

- Rocky Flats, the former pit production plant in Colorado, was shut down in 1989
due to severe environmental contamination that will forever prohibit residential
development.

Should Albuquerque have a voice in the production of atomic bombs at Sandia
National Laboratories and LANL?

Yes, due to the proximity of Albuguerque to these extreme environmental concerns.

The multi-billion dollar costs of these weapons programs deprive citizens of health
care, education, a clean environment and fosters a new international arms race.

Thanks for your time,

Calvin Tribby
301 Richmond SE
Albuquerque, NM 87106

80-1

80-2

80-3

80-4

80-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the releases of radioactive
waste, chemicals and heavy metals. 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. Under all alternatives, NNSA would continue to

meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources at LANL.

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. Past disposal of waste was conducted in a manner
consistent with standards in effect at that time. As standards have evolved,
waste disposal practices have also evolved. Future disposal of waste in
Area G would be performed in compliance with applicable regulations.
A drinking water pathway analysis has been added to Appendix C,
Section C.1.4.2 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 is comparable to drinking water
from the Jemez River, which is not downstream of LANL. As described
in Chapter 5, 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 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 of March 2005 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 Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect
contamination that has resulted from past practices. NNSA evaluates and
takes corrective action for occurrences of contamination in groundwater
and surface waters at LANL, 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 and Section 2.6, Offsite
Contamination, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 80 (cont’d): Calvin Tribby

80-2

80-3

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 recurrences. The impacts of postulated facility
accidents, taking into account the likelihood of accidents, are described

in Chapter 5, Section 5.12. With regard to terrorism, 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 that citizens of Albuquerque have
input on nuclear weapons production. Citizens have the opportunity
through elections and communications with their elected representatives to
voice their opinions on U.S. policy related to nuclear weapons production
activities at LANL and Sandia National Laboratories. Previously, DOE
prepared the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996),
which evaluates the environmental impacts of the nationwide nuclear
weapons complex, including the weapons support activities at LANL

and Sandia National Laboratories. Subsequently, environmental impacts
of operating the individual sites were evaluated in the Final Site-Wide

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



6Z1-€

Commentor No. 80 (cont’d): Calvin Tribby

80-4

Environmental Impact Statement for Sandia National Laboratories/

New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0281) (DOE 1999b) and the Final Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos
National Laboratory (1999 LANL SWEIS) (DOE 1999a). This new LANL
SWEIS addresses the environmental impacts of continued operations at
LANL, including the production of the plutonium pits that are used in
nuclear weapons. Although there were no public hearings in Albuquerque,
other means of providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided.
Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process,
of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities

of the U.S. Government. The U.S. Congress and the President are
responsible for determining funding levels for government programs.
This SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of the alternatives for
continued operation of LANL. 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.
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Commentor No. 81: Arthur L. Sargent

From: Arthur Sargent [mailto:sargent@kitcarson.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 17, 2006 8:16 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comment

Living in Taos -- way too close to LANL and the planned expansion of production

of plutonium pits -- | am opposed to such plans. The Labs tragic history of

environmenal violations, lack of concern for employee well being and water table

pollution leaves the Lab with zero credibility.

Instead if increased plutonium pit production the Lab would better serve the interests

of the nation and New Mexico, if it made a priority:

1. to clean the environmental damage done to date and just waiting to happen in

unsafe burial pits;
2. develop alternative sustainable clean energy sources; and
3. ways and means to reduce world levels of nuclear weapons.
Sincerely
Arthur L. Sargent

|| s

81-2

81-1
cont’d

81-1

81-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded pit production
and desire for activities at LANL to be focused on areas other than
those 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 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 | 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. Refer to Section 2.9,
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for additional information.

Chapter 4, Section 4.6.2, of the SWEIS presents detailed information
about LANL worker historical radiation exposure as well as occupational
injury and illness rates. The data in Table 4-28 shows that from 1999

to 2005, the average annual dose to workers with a measurable dose

was less than 100 millirem, or less than 20 percent of annual normal
background radiation. Worker injury and illness rates in recent years

(see Table 4-30) were less than 50 percent of those reported in 1996

and 1997. LANL has a comprehensive system of designs, procedures,
operations, and monitoring to protect workers and the health of the
community. These are illustrated in the discussion of specific historical
accidents in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3. 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” (ATSDR 2006).
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Commentor No. 81 (cont’d): Arthur L. Sargent

Chapter 4, Section 4.3, of the SWEIS addresses environmental standards
for surface and groundwater quality and LANL compliance with these
standards. Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.3 address air quality standards and
compliance. Compliance with applicable Federal and State environmental
standards is also documented in annual LANL environmental surveillance
reports. NNSA is continuing to remediate past releases of radionuclides
and hazardous constituents and reduce current releases. NNSA also
conducts a waste minimization and pollution prevention effort at LANL as
summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.9.
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Commentor No. 82: Dorelen Bunting

From: Dorie Bunting [mailto:dbunting3@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2006 12:31 PM
To: Withers, Elizabeth

Subject: SWEIS hearings 8/25/06

Dear Ms Withers, | am writing to request that you schedule hearings in Albuquerque
on the LANL SWEIS.

Sincerely, Dorelen Bunting

I| 82-1

82-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for a public hearing in Albuquerque.
Although there were no public hearings in Albuquerque, other means of
providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided, such as U.S. mail,
e-mail, a toll-free telephone line, and a toll-free fax line. It should be
noted that all comments, whether written or provided orally, are given
equal weight and consideration. See Section 2.2, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 83: Anne MacNaughton

From: Anne MacNaughton [mailto:macnaugt@laplaza.org]

Sent: Saturday, August 26, 2006 10:33 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: senator_bingaman@bingaman.senate.gov; Senator_Domenici@domenici.senate.
gov; web@doeal.gov; Domenici@doeal.gov

Subject: NO on expanded LANL facilities

No new bomb pit production in New Mexico!
We already said that, in 2004. 83-1
LANL must clean up the existing facility. Now.

The Rio Grande corridor is populated and is a significant watershed,
both culturally and biologically. This is not the location in which to
generate thousands of pounds of transuranic waste.

Find a more remote site for this kind of activity.

83-2

Sincerely, Anne MacNaughton
New Mexico Congressional District 3

Anne MacNaughton
Box 7120 NDCBU
Taos, NM 87571
XXX-XXX-XXXX

83-1

83-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production in New
Mexico. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS 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 | 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. These
analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and other contaminated

areas and provide environmental impact information to facilitate future
environmental restoration decisions that 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 additional information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about LANL'’s location, which

was selected during World War 11 because of its remoteness and isolation.
The SWEIS addresses alternatives for continued operation of LANL.

The purpose of the continued operation of LANL is to provide support

for DOE’s core missions as directed by the Congress and the President.
Relocation of LANL is not within the scope of the SWEIS. Refer to
Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD
for more information.
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Commentor No. 84: Ed Johnson

From: Ed & Karen Johnson [mailto:;johnsons@highstream.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 14, 2006 8:14 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: No Nukes

dismantle all of its nuclear weapons, since we were the first country to commit mass 84-1

The world has no need for nuclear weapons. The USA should lead the way and |
murder in this way. It is time to turn away from violence.

Regards,

Ed Johnson
Imagine...nothing to kill or die for

84-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to 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. 85: Patrick Burns

From: Patrick Burns [mailto:gpsburns@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2006 8:22 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: new plans

Please read attached.

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 85 (cont’d): Patrick Burns

CRY-BABY

J. Robert Oppenheimer, the first director at Los Alamos went to visit President Truman after the United States
became the only nation to have ever used the weapons of mass destruction he and his Manhattan Project peers
developed and said, “I feel we have blood on our hands.” Truman takes his handkerchief out of his pocket and offers it
to Oppenheimer and replied, “Well, here, would you like to wipe your hands? The blood is on my hands. Let me worry
about that. Never mind, it’ll all come out in the wash.” Truman is said to have later called Oppenheimer a “crybaby.”

Oppenheimer tried to put the genie back in the bottle. He pushed for an association to be formed that had
representatives from all nations, and while this was being done, "no bombs be made.” International control of nuclear
energy was being proposed to prevent a massive stockpile buildup. This upset the war machine He had his security
clearance revoked in 1954 and for 13 years had wiretaps and was under surveillance. Decades later when he was asked
by a newsman if President Johnson should heed Robert Kennedy's advice and initiate talks with the Russians to halt the
spread of nuclear energy, Oppenheimer replied: "It's 20 years too late. It should have been done the day after Trinity.”

At the lab's Bradbury Museum in Los Alamos, it tells us there are about 200 tons of plutonium in weapons or
weapon parts and about 1,200 tons in existence. “We try to just focus on the science,” museum spokesperson John
Rhoades said. "Yet we know people are bringing in with them these big issues in their mind: Why do we still have
nuclear weapons? The Russians went away; what are you guys still doing here? Those are questions that beg an
answer, and we're trying to do something about that.”

The good news is that nuclear bombs have not been used since the end of World War II. The irony is that the
real Frankenstein that could destroy its creator probably won't be bombs, but the unbelievably frightening mess that has
been created manufacturing all these weapons. Los Alamos keeps three tons of "strategic" plutonium on reserve and
production of pits on the Hill (something Los Alamos gave up over four decades ago) has begun and there are plans to
expand this work big-time.

The pits had been manufactured at Rocky Flats Nuclear Weapons Plant for the past 40 years until hundreds of
violations of environmental laws caused it to close for good in the early 1990's. In the 1980's at Rocky Flats Colorado,
the drums used to store the waste materials began deteriorating. The plant began discharging radioactive wastes in
drinking water and secretly burning material in an incinerator that was supposed to be shut down. Rockwell
International, the contractor who ran the plant, was given an $8.6 million government bonus for disposing waste in

such an efficient manner.

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 85 (cont’d): Patrick Burns

Already, Chromium, which can cause cancer when ingested, was located at four times the drinking-water
standard in one monitoring well near the lab.

The Department Of Energy maintains this new work in Los Alamos of producing new “pits” is needed for
“stockpile stewardship." Activists call it “welfare for wealthy weaponeers.”

Because of the Lab, Los Alamos County, has the highest median income at in the country at over $93,000.
The rest of the state falls near the bottom nationally. The lab employs more than 8,300 and with about 3,000
additional contract workers, is northern New Mexico's largest institution. It has an annual budget of more than $2
billion.

Which makes me, like Oppenheimer, a cry-baby. If the mission at Los Alamos was changed to end global
warming, cut our addiction to fossil fuels, or feed the world, perhaps the world-class scientists with their seemingly

bottomless well of financing could become a positive force in shaping the 2000’s.

I| 85-1

85-2

85-1

85-2

As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.2, in 2005 chromium
concentrations between 375 and 404 parts per billion were detected in
Well R-28 in the regional aquifer below Mortandad Canyon. Additional
sampling in 2006 indicates that chromium contamination is present in the
regional aquifer in a limited area beneath Sandia and Mortandad Canyons
and in perched groundwater beneath Mortandad Canyon. Chromium
contamination was not detected in water-supply wells. In recognition of
these results, the LANL contractor has prepared an Interim Measures Work
Plan for Chromium Contamination in Groundwater (LANL 2006a), which
lays out plans for data collection and modeling as a basis for selecting and
implementing a remedy. Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this
CRD for more information.

Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities would be counter to national
security policy as established by the Congress and the President; therefore,
ending these activities at LANL is not being considered for this LANL
SWEIS. Activities that support research of global warming, energy
independence, and other initiatives are conducted at LANL. Refer to
Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 86: David B. McCoy, Assistant Director,

Citizen Action New Mexico

From: Dave McCoy [mailto:dave@radfreenm.org]
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2006 9:26 AM
To: Withers, Elizabeth; LANL_SWEIS

Subject: LANL SWEIS Hearing for Albuquerque

August 22, 2006

U.S. Department of Energy

National Nuclear Security Administration

Los Alamos Site Office

Attn: Ms. Elizabeth Withers,

Office of Environmental Stewardship

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544
ewithers@doeal.gov and LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov

Dear Ms. Withers:

Citizen Action New Mexico notes that an additional 15 days was made available for
comments to the Los Alamos National Laboratory Site-Wide Environmental Policy
Act (LANL SWEIS). We believe that this period is inadequate because the DOE has
failed as yet to hold a public hearing in the Albuquerque area regarding the LANL
SWEIS. We believe that the failure to hold a hearing in Albuquerque represents a
violation of the National Environmental Policy Act. If the DOE persists in not holding
a hearing here, we intend to challenge the LANL SWEIS under the NEPA, the
Administrative Procedures Act and the Due Process Clause.

Citizen Action does not view the failure to hold public hearings in Albuguerque as
a discretionary matter to be decided by the DOE, but rather as a duty of DOE to
comply with the intent and policy of the NEPA. As explained to you earlier, the
LANL SWEIS involves a connected action which will automatically trigger other
actions at Sandia National Laboratory (SNL) with a potentially significant effect on
the environment. The actions at LANL and SNL are an interdependent part of a
larger action of bomb making activities in New Mexico and nationally that have had
a devastating impact on, for example, water resources, release of hazardous and
radioactive wastes, and storage and disposal of wastes.

At the Idaho National Laboratory (INL), the DOE has repeatedly held public hearings
in Jacksonhole, Wyoming, a town of no more than 10,000 residents that is more
than 125 miles from the INL. The DOE has no excuse for failing to hold hearings in
Albuquerque, NM, a major metropolis of 600,000 people at 60 miles from LANL and
having the Sandia National Laboratory that is closely associated with LANL in its

operations.

86-1

86-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s position regarding public meetings
related to the LANL SWEIS. Although no public hearings on the Draft
LANL SWEIS were held in Albuquerque, New Mexico, other means of
commenting on the Draft SWEIS were provided. See the discussion in
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this
CRD for more information.

Additional information was included in Appendices C and D regarding the
potential radiological impacts of air emissions and contaminants in the Rio
Grande on people remote from LANL. This information indicates that the
LANL SWEIS analysis correctly focuses on air impacts in the vicinity of
LANL (generally within 50 miles) and notes that extending beyond that
distance would only add a few percent to the collective dose in spite of

the large number of people potentially affected. Similarly, information
shows that drinking water from the Rio Grande, which could be impacted
by LANL, is comparable to drinking water from the Jemez River, which is
not downstream of LANL.

Previously, DOE prepared the Final Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/
EIS-0236) (DOE 1996), which evaluated the environmental impacts of
the nationwide nuclear weapons complex, including weapons support
activities at LANL and Sandia National Laboratories. Subsequently, the
environmental impacts of operating the individual sites were evaluated
in the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory (1999 LANL SWEIS)
(DOE 1999a) and the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Sandia National Laboratories/New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0281)

(DOE 1999b).
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Commentor No. 86 (cont’d): David B McCoy, Assistant Director,
Citizen Action New Mexico

Moreover, the issues presented by the LANL SWEIS involve effects of national

concern and require notice in the Federal Register under the Council on

Environmental Quality Regulation §1506.6 Public Involvement. Please be so kind as 86-2
to furnish us with a copy of the Federal Register notice the DOE filed regarding the

LANL SWEIS.

CEQ Regulations, §1501.8 “Time Limits” states, “Federal agencies are
encouraged to set time limits appropriate to individual actions.”

Federal agencies may consider the following factors while determining the
appropriate time periods:

» Potential for environmental harm
» Size of the proposed action
*  Number of persons and agencies affected

» Degree to which relevant information is known and if not known the time required
for obtaining it

» Degree to which the action is controversial.
The minimal statutory requirement for any ordinary EIS is 45 days. The SWEIS

is voluminous, some five inches high, in all comprising approximately 2,000 86-2
pages containing often dense material. We request that you take these factors into cont’d
consideration.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

David B. McCoy

Assistant Director

Citizen Action New Mexico
PO BOX 4276

Albuquerque, NM 87196-4276
XXX-XXX-XXXX

From: Withers, Elizabeth [mailto:ewithers@doeal.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2006 3:46 PM

To: Dave McCoy

Subject: RE: Los Alamos Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (LANL SWEIS).

Thank you - your e-mail message has been received and will be given due
consideration. Elizabeth Withers, LANL SWEIS Document Manager

86-2

NNSA published a Federal Register Notice announcing the availability

of the Draft LANL SWEIS on July 7, 2006 (71 FR 38639). Responding
to requests for additional review time, NNSA extended the 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.
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Commentor No. 86 (cont’d): David B McCoy, Assistant Director,
Citizen Action New Mexico

From: Dave McCoy [mailto:dave@radfreenm.org]

Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2006 11:17 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: dave@radfreenm.org

Subject: Los Alamos Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (LANL SWEIS).

8/1/2006

U.S. Department of Energy

National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office

Attn: Ms. Elizabeth Withers,

Office of Environmental Stewardship
528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544.

Dear Ms. Withers,

Citizen Action New Mexico notes with interest that the Los Alamos Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (LANL SWEIS) presentations will be given at three
locations, none of which include a location in Albuquerque.

We are requesting that the period for comments be extended for an additional I 86-2
thirty (30) days until October 5, 2006 and that the Department of Energy provide

its presentation in the Albuquerque area. Albuquerque is the major population
center of New Mexico, located 60 miles distant from LANL, with many citizens and
organizations concerned with nuclear weapons issues. There is extensive public
concern over environmental contamination, transport, waste storage, nuclear
proliferation, potential terrorism and violation of international treaties.

86-1

We note that the DOE failed to provide environmental scoping meetings for the cont’d

LANL SWEIS and has no plans to host a public hearing for the LANL SWEIS in
Albuquerque. This is despite the fact that the Sandia National Laboratories may be
directly involved in implementing activities which would be related to increased pit
production at LANL. We consider that these possible cumulative actions and effects
must be considered in an EIS. The connected actions analysis is required even if
the environmental effects of the proposed action are not significant.

We would appreciate a timely response to this e-mail and await the date and location
where DOE will provide its presentation in Albuquerque.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

David B. McCoy

Assistant Director

Citizen Action New Mexico
(XXX)-XXX-XXXX

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 87: Edgar and Catherine Meyer

From: Edgar Meyer [mailto:model_em@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2006 5:07 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: EPA-EIS 2006027, DOE-EPA 0380

Draft LANL_SWEIS Comments
EPA-EIS 2006027
DOE-EPA 0380

Although my wife and | are opposed to the proposed expansion of plutonium trigger
production capacity, the specific issue here is the release of toxic and radioactive
substances into the soil, air, and water.

Besides being illegal, such continuing and proposed increased release of these
toxic substances is detrimental to this country and its citizens, especially the young
and those unborn for the countless generations spanning the half-life of numerous
nuclear daughter elements.

The environmental impact of the proposed releases is unhealthy; it must be
vehemently opposed, the impact of this response. Is the health and the lives of those
downstream and downwind of such little value to you?

We urge you to oppose this expansion.

Sincerely,

Edgar and Catherine Meyer
508 Verde Road
Taos, NM 87571

Edgar F. Meyer

Professor Emeritus, Texas A&M University
Adjunct Professor, UNM-Taos

508 Verde Road

Taos. NM 87571
http://molecular-sculpture.com

87-1

87-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expansion of LANL pit
production capacity under the Expanded Operations Alternative, but does
not agree with the statement that its operations are illegal. NNSA operates
LANL as directed by the President and the Congress and complies with
the laws and regulations of the Federal government and the State of New
Mexico. Chapter 5, Section 5.6, of the SWEIS addresses the health
impacts of proposed construction and operations at LANL. Annual
radiological releases to the air from routine operations under the Expanded
Operations Alternative would result in a projected dose to the maximally
exposed individual of less than 8.2 millirem, which corresponds to an
increased risk of developing a latent fatal cancer of about 1 chance in
203,000 (4.9 x 10 per year).
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Commentor No. 88: Christopher M. Timm, PE

From: Cmtimmpe@aol.com [mailto:Cmtimmpe@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2006 4:02 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: LANL SWEIS comments

Ms. Elizabeth Withers:

The major concern that | have with the Site-Wide EIS is that it does not adequately
evaluate whether the decisions reached as a result of the previous Site-Wide EIS,
particularly those related to waste management, are still valid under present day
conditions. Specifically, the decision to expand Area G in TA-54 should be vigorously
re-examined in light of the continuing discovery of new groundwater pollution
problems directly related to LANL operations and the improvements in waste
management. There is no defense for knowingly leaving both pre-1970 TRU wastes
as well as thousands of cubic feet of radioactive mixed waste in landfill directly above
a major water supply aquifer. The sense of the nation over the past 10 years has
been to locate and operate radioactive and hazardous waste disposal sites where
they would have minimal affect on the environment for thousands of years into the
future. This sense has resulted in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and comparable
nationally oriented disposal sites. Therefore, the continued insistence on disposing
of radioactive and mixed waste at LANL is out of sync with the nations preference.
Further, no commercial production or R&D facility comparable to LANL maintains
their own on-site landfills. They have found that it is safer across the full range of
ES&H aspects to dispose of their radioactive and hazardous wastes in licensed off-
site disposal facilities. LANL should take the responsible position and proactive lead
to propose the same approach and this SWEIS is the ideal vehicle for that approach.

| also have specific comments on the SWEIS which are attached.

Thank you,
Christopher M. Timm, PE
(XXX) XXX-XXXX - cellular

88-1

88-2

88-1

88-2

DOE’s decision to expand waste management into Area G, Zones 4 and

6 was included in the ROD for the 1999 SWEIS (64 FR 50797), and as
such, is part of the No Action Alternative of the new SWEIS; the current
SWEIS is not revisiting this decision. Past practices at LANL have
resulted in contamination of shallow groundwater that has a potential of
contaminating the regional aquifer under Pajarito Plateau. Past disposal
of waste was conducted in a manner consistent with contemporary
standards. As standards have evolved, waste disposal practices have

also evolved. NNSA intends to continue to safely manage waste and
conduct its environmental restoration at LANL as it carries out its national
security and other missions. NNSA intends to comply with the Consent
Order of March 2005 that stipulates that groundwater will be protected
and that cleanup levels of the groundwater will be maintained for human
health. NNSA is committed to protecting drinking water sources. Refer
to Section 2.5, Water Resources, and Section 2.9, Compliance Order on
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this
CRD for more information.

Although LANL operations generate low-level radioactive, mixed low-
level radioactive, and transuranic wastes, only low-level radioactive
waste is disposed of onsite at LANL. Mixed low-level radioactive waste
is disposed of offsite at facilities permitted for both radioactive and
hazardous constituents. Transuranic waste is transported to the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. The decision to continue onsite disposal of low-
level radioactive waste at LANL was made as part of a programmatic EIS
on DOE’s waste management program. DOE determined that low-level
radioactive waste would be disposed of at two regional facilities (Hanford
and the Nevada Test Site), as well as some decentralized facilities, such as
LANL (65 FR 10061).
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Commentor No. 88 (cont’d): Christopher M. Timm, PE

Comments on Draft LANL Site Wide EIS
August 13, 2006

Summary Volume

1. Page S-5, Figure S-2. Within the Plus Box of this figure, the third bullet should
be revised to indicate the new or expanded projects will be implemented in
support of decommissioning or site closure activities.

2. Page S-7. The paragraph entitled “Waste Management Facilities Transition
Project” should include a statement indicating that TA-54/Area G will be
expanded for the continued disposal of low-level radioactive wastes.

3. Page S-7. Footnote 3 on this page could be interpreted that the NNSA is not
legally obligated to fulfill the Consent Order. The statement should be restated to
eliminate that possible impression.

4. Page S-14. Section S.5.2. TA-54 should be recognized as a key facility due to
the plans to leave a large amount of radioactive waste buried above a major public
water supply aquifer for eons to come.

5. Page S-24. Section S.7 The substantial increase in the number of employees
over projected should not be presented as a neutral or beneficial impact from an
environmental perspective since the employee growth has increased demands on
a very scarce resource, water, worsened traffic, and put additional stress on the
ecology of the surrounding area.

6. Page S-25, Table S-3. Under Land Resources, the estimated area for the Area G
expansion is stated to be 41 acres, which does not agree with the area estimate of
72 acres shown in the Waste Management and Pollution Prevention section of this
table on page S-35. Which is correct?

7. Page S-29, Table S-3. There is no discussion of impacts or changes in quality in
the Groundwater section. The facts that there has been identification of
groundwater contamination above standards (chromium) and of organic
compounds not previously found should both be acknowledged in this section.

8. Page S-33, Table S-3. The increase in the employment levels to levels higher
than projected has impacted environmental justice in that these are generally
higher paid employees who are buying the available real estate in the area of
LANL and forcing the lower income people to live further away with a
consequent increase in their commuting costs and an increase in the likelihood of
serious accidents while commuting (more time on the road = greater probability
of accident).

88-3

88-4

88-5

88-6

88-7

88-8

88-9

88-10

88-3

88-4

88-5

88-6

88-7

Summary, Figure S-2, and Chapter 1, Figure 1-3, have been revised to
clarify that site closure and remediation activities are “new or accelerated.”
The language selected acknowledges a revised approach to environmental
remediation in accordance with the requirements of the Consent Order.

The paragraph cited by the commentor on page S-7 of the Draft LANL
SWEIS for the Waste Management Facilities Transition Project identifies
actions that could be taken that have not been previously reviewed
under NEPA. This includes providing new low-level radioactive waste
management facilities in TA-54, as identified in the paragraph. These
proposed new facilities would support operations for the low-level
radioactive waste disposal area expansion. As summarized in Table S-3
of the SWEIS Summary, the low-level radioactive waste disposal area
expansion of Area G was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS and a decision

on the expansion of waste disposal into Zones 4 and 6 of Area G was
issued in the ROD based on that impact analysis. The use of Zones 4
and 6 for low-level waste disposal is then part of the No Action baseline
for operations at LANL and NNSA does not expect to reverse or modify
the 1999 decision based on this new 2008 SWEIS. Area G needs to

be expanded westward, initially into Zone 4, to be able to site the new
low-level radioactive waste processing facilities, which is discussed in
Appendix H, Section H.3.2.2.4, of the SWEIS.

Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS indicates that NNSA intends to
implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order, regardless
of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS. A text box
has been added to the Summary to explain this.

TA-54, along with TA-50, is included in the Key Facility entitled
“Waste Management Operations: Solid Radioactive and Chemical Waste
Facilities.” The titles of Key Facilities are brief and do not include the
associated technical areas. Figure S—4 in the Summary identifies the
Key Facility technical areas and includes TA-54. Please see Chapter 2,
Section 2.4.14 for a complete description of the Key Facility entitled
“Waste Management Operations: Solid Radioactive and Chemical Waste
Facilities.”

It is stated in the Summary, Section S.7, that the number of LANL
employees has exceeded the projections from the 1999 SWEIS and
specifically that “a larger number of employees increases the tax base and
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Commentor No. 88 (cont’d): Christopher M. Timm, PE

9. Page S-35, Table S-3. The actual impacts discussion in the Waste Management
and Pollution Prevention section should address whether the objectives for
removal, repackaging, and off-site disposal were met. In particular, it should
indicate whether or not all the low-level mixed radioactive waste was sent off-site
by the end of 2005 as stated in the DOE Five Year Plan for Environmental
Management, page 84.

10. Page S-42, Table S-4. The discussion under Waste Management Operations:
Solid Radioactive and Chemical Waste Facility should discuss the planned Area
G expansion and particularly discuss why the same expansion would be required
under the Reduced Operations Alternative.

11. Page S-47. Air Quality. This section does not address the impacts on air quality
related to the increased commuter miles required under the Expanded Operations
Alternative. The discussion on Page S-50 under Socioeconomics indicates that
the increase in staff would result in growth in Santa Fe and Rio Arriba County
which in turn would result in a significant increase in emissions of air pollutants
due to the daily commutes to LANL.

12. Page S-50. Socioeconomics. This section ignores the potential impacts on the
‘second ring’ of counties, namely: San Miguel and Sandoval Counties under the
Expanded Operations Alternative. The cost of housing in Santa Fe and Los
Alamos will force many of the new employees to live in one of those three
counties but the tax revenue will probably be disproportionate since the most of
the sources of retail items are in other counties. Thus, the strain on local resource,
such as law enforcement, may require tax increases.

13. Page S-51. Waste Management. First comment: The discussion about the No
Action alternative only mentions the expansion into Zone 4 of Area G. Does this
mean that there would not be any expansion into Zone 6 as was planned by the
1999 SWEIS? (See Table S-3 on Page S-35). Second comment: This section
should state whether the expansion of Area G would be required under the
Reduced Operations Alternative. Third comment: The last paragraph of this
section recognizes that the volumes of low-level radioactive waste that may be
generated during cleanup would be more than can be disposed at LANL and
indicates that the SWEIS included an analysis for off-site disposal. That analysis
should have evaluated the environmental benefits and impacts of disposing of all
radioactive wastes off-site rather than just those wastes generated by cleanup.

88-11

88-12

88-13

88-14

88-12
ccont’d

88-15

88-8

88-9

88-10

88-11

88-12

results in a higher level of economic activity.” No other statement is made
or implied that site employment has a neutral or beneficial impact on any
other resources. As further stated in the second paragraph of Section S.7,
projected impacts from the 1999 SWEIS are compared to actual changes in
resources in Table S—3 of Section S.7 to include changes in infrastructure
requirements and ecological resources.

Forty-one acres is the amount of land that would be disturbed for low-
level radioactive waste disposal whereas 72 acres is the area of land
designated or reserved for waste disposal. Table S-3 (and Table 2-5) has
been revised to clarify this difference.

The table summarizing past performance relative to the 1999 SWEIS
projections has been revised to reflect the detection of chromium in the
regional groundwater.

NNSA is not aware of any data that would support the statement that
lower income people in the area of LANL are being disproportionately
forced to live further away from their place of employment. Increases in
employment at LANL generally help the regional economy through the
creation of higher paying direct jobs that lead to the creation of additional
indirect jobs as funds flow into the local economy.

The intent of Summary Table S-3 is to compare actual impacts and
performance changes with projections in the 1999 SWEIS rather than

with objectives defined in the DOE Five Year Plan for Environmental
Management. Consistent with the impacts discussion of the 1999 SWEIS,
the waste management impacts were defined in terms of quantities
generated for each waste type. Specific management objectives, such

as removal or repackaging goals, are useful to measure progress or
efficiency, but are not indicators of environmental impacts, provided that
storage space and management practices are adequate. Requirements

for the treatment and disposal of mixed low-level radioactive waste are
established under the Site Treatment Plan, a requirement under the Federal
Facility Compliance Order administered by the New Mexico Environment
Department. All Site Treatment Plan deadlines and milestones for mixed
low-level radioactive waste were met in 2005.

The disposal statement in the Summary, Table S—4, under Waste
Management Operations: Solid Radioactive and Chemical Waste Facility
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Commentor No. 88 (cont’d): Christopher M. Timm, PE

14. Page S-65, Table S-5. First comment: The Waste Management Section of this
table is mis-leading in that all the categories of TRU waste are not included under
the TRU waste heading — namely liquid TRU wastes are included under the low-
level radioactive waste category. It would be expected that this TRU waste would
be treated and converted to a form acceptable for the WIPP and the resultant
volume should be presented. Second comment: Since waste units are given in
both volumetric terms and generations terms over time (volumes/year), it is not
clear if the quantities shown for a given waste category are the totals for ten years
or the yearly totals. For example, is the liquid TRU waste volume expected to be
30,000 gals per year or 30,000 gallons for the ten year period?

15. Page S-69. Water Resources. This section does not address the cumlative
impacts of any of the alternatives. All alternatives involve either construction or
D,D, & D which would have some potential impact on the water resources
ranging from stormwater runoff impacts to the potential impacts of spills or leaks
during those activities. In addition, the increased activities envisioned for LANL
under either the No Action or Expanded Operations Alternatives would increase
water use by LANL which would impact the groundwater in terms of dimishing
availability and may impact groundwater quality by the continued extraction of
high quality groundwater thereby enhancing the movement of contaminated
groundwater.

16. Page S-71. Waste Management. First Comment: The projected TRU waste
volume (37,000 cubic meters) can not be correlated with the volumes listed in
Table S-5, page S-64 for the Expanded Operations Alternative; which is correct?
Second comment: The last sentence of this section infers that new facilities to
dispose of TRU wastes would be built at LANL under Expanded Operations
Alternative. This does not agree with earlier statements that only low-level
radioactive wastes will be disposed at LANL and with the DOE Five Year Plan
for EM.

17. Page S-86. Summary of Impacts. The discussion should make the intent of DOE
clear with respect their plans for LANL should additional low-level and TRU
radioactive waste disposal capacity be needed. Basically, the discussion should
indicate if the intent is to locate those facilities at LANL or to assume off-site
disposal. Further, the impacts should be evaluated as appropriate with respect to
transportation, etc. Note: the discussion in Table S-18 under the Removal Option
indicates that the increased volume of low-level radioactive waste would require
use of off-site disposal capacity but does not address the disposal of the TRU
waste even though it has been acknowledged earlier that WIPP may not be able to
accommodate the increased volume.

88-16

88-17

88-18

88-19

88-20

88-21

88-13

88-14

88-15

has been supplemented to acknowledge that Area G disposal operations
will be expanded into Zones 4 and 6 as necessary. Because this is a
summary table, no discussion has been added to the Reduced Operations
description to explain why Zone 4 expansion is included in this alternative.
Regarding the first comment, plans are to expand first into Zone 4 and
then into Zone 6 as needed. Note that Chapter 3, Section 3.1.3.15,
acknowledges that Zone 6 is available for future expansion. Regarding the
second comment, a statement has been added to Summary Section S.9.1,
Waste Management, that acknowledges that low-level radioactive

waste will continue to be generated under Reduced Operations and that
expansion of disposal operations into Zones 4 and 6, as necessary, will be
undertaken to provide disposal capacity.

Text has been added to the Summary, Section S.9.1, and Chapter 5,
Section 5.4.1.3, to discuss the potential increase in emissions from
increases in commuter traffic to LANL. Increased employment of

2.2 percent per year under the Expanded Operations Alternative could
result in increases in LANL commuter-specific vehicle emissions from
additional employee vehicles commuting from Santa Fe and Rio Arriba
County and other locations. The actual change in overall traffic emissions
due to the Expanded Operations Alternative would be much less than

2.2 percent since LANL-specific traffic is only a portion of the overall
regional traffic volume.

If new LANL staff increasingly move into counties such as San Miguel or
Sandoval, this would likely increase the average level of income in these
counties given the higher average salary associated with LANL employees
and, as such, a higher tax base would result. Also, as higher income
employees moved into these counties, the increased demand for retail
items locally would be likely to result in the eventual opening of new retail
sources to serve the increased demand.

The SWEIS analyzes impacts of transporting low-level and mixed low-
level radioactive wastes at on- and offsite disposal facilities. (Disposal of
mixed low-level radioactive wastes at LANL is not currently authorized.)
The SWEIS also analyzes impacts of transporting solid, chemical,

and transuranic wastes to offsite treatment and disposal facilities. The
Waste Management subsection of the Summary, Section S.9.1, has been
modified to indicate that the SWEIS includes analyses of transporting
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Commentor No. 88 (cont’d): Christopher M. Timm, PE

88-16

88-17

88-18

solid, chemical, and all radioactive wastes to offsite treatment and disposal
facilities.

A header was inadvertently omitted from this table. The liquid wastes,
both transuranic and low-level radioactive, should have appeared
following the header “Liquid Radioactive Waste.” This header has been
added to Summary Table S-5 of the Final SWEIS. Additional details on
the types and quantities of liquid waste, and resulting solidified waste,
are presented in Chapter 5, Tables 5-40, 5-43, and 5-48, for each of the
alternatives.

The quantities for radioactive liquid waste in the Draft SWEIS Summary
Table S-5 represent annual quantities. For consistency with other waste
quantities reported on the table, these values have been modified for the
Final SWEIS to reflect generation over 10 years. Corresponding changes
have been made to Chapter 3, Table 3-19, and Chapter 5, Table 5-37, in
the Final SWEIS.

Additional detail on cumulative impacts on water resources is included in
Chapter 5, Section 5.13. This section includes a discussion of sediment
contamination from the past 50 years. Sediment contamination from
LANL activities is reflected in water quality in the receiving streams.
Current water quality monitoring indicates that state water quality
standards are not exceeded in downstream reaches of the Rio Grande, and
existing water quality is expected to improve over time. Additionally,
LANL staff manages stormwater runoff from both industrial and
construction activities under Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans.
NNSA requires cleanup of any spills or leaks, monitoring of surface water
runoff, and implementation of best management practices for the control
of stormwater runoff quality and quantity. Additional detail on stormwater
management at LANL is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.3,
Stormwater Runoff. Movement of groundwater contamination is also
discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.13. However, questions about the

rate and direction of contaminant movement must be more thoroughly
investigated before the cumulative effect on groundwater resources

can be evaluated. Section 5.13 discusses the LANL studies planned or
underway to evaluate contaminant movement in groundwater. Availability
of groundwater for LANL operations was analyzed cumulatively and is
presented in Table 5-83 of Section 5.13, which has been revised in the
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Commentor No. 88 (cont’d): Christopher M. Timm, PE

88-19

88-20

Final SWEIS. Since the Draft SWEIS was issued, DOE has removed

a modern pit facility from further consideration at LANL. Without the
contribution from a modern pit facility, LANL operational demands
combined with the larger and growing demands of other Los Alamos
County users are not projected to exceed the currently available water
rights managed by Los Alamos County as presented in revised Table 5-83.
Further, 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. 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.

Table S-5 of the Summary includes waste quantities associated with
three alternatives for the continued operation of LANL as defined in

the SWEIS. The quantity of transuranic waste cited in Section 5.9.2,
Waste Management, of the SWEIS Summary is the maximum value
estimated for cumulative waste generation. At the time the Draft

SWEIS was prepared, the cumulative values included waste generation
from the continued operation of LANL, plus waste generation from a
modern pit facility. NNSA has since announced the cancellation of the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship
and Management for a Modern Pit Facility with the Notice of Intent

to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Environmental Impact Statement — Complex 2030 (now called the
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (71 FR 61731).
Consequently, a modern pit facility is not included in the cumulative
impacts discussion of the Final SWEIS. The cumulative impacts analysis
of the Final SWEIS addresses the possible impacts from siting and
operating a new consolidated nuclear production center at LANL as
analyzed in the Complex Transformation SPEIS which was issued as a
draft on January 11, 2008 (73 FR 2023). The cumulative transuranic waste
volume cited in Section S.9.2, Waste Management, reflects the possible
generation of transuranic waste from the new center, and therefore is larger
than that projected in Table S-5 for the Expanded Operations Alternative.

The cited statement regarding the potential need for new waste disposal
facilities was not intended to imply that transuranic waste disposal
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Commentor No. 88 (cont’d): Christopher M. Timm, PE

88-21

facilities would be constructed at LANL; if such a facility were needed,
it would likely be similar to WIPP and would be addressed as a DOE-
wide waste management issue. This section has been revised to remove
the ambiguity. Additional details about waste management cumulative
impacts are in Chapter 5, Section 5.13, of the SWEIS.

Because the need for significantly larger low-level and transuranic waste
disposal capacity will depend on future regulatory decisions by the

State of New Mexico, it is premature to provide a detailed analysis of
disposal needs. Offsite disposal capacity for low-level radioactive waste
disposal exists, and the SWEIS considers the impacts of transporting

all solid, chemical, and radioactive wastes off the LANL site, as well as
the impacts of transporting all low-level radioactive waste to Area G. If
very large volumes of low-level radioactive waste are generated from
full implementation of the Removal Option, then DOE may need to
modify its plans for use of onsite LANL disposal capacity. Options could
include redesign of disposal units, commitment of additional land to waste
disposal, or use of existing capacity at a faster annual rate. The projected
transuranic waste volume from full implementation of the Removal
Option may cause the total projected LANL transuranic waste volume to
exceed the volume attributed to LANL in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE 1997b). Decisions about disposal of this transuranic waste at the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, if it is generated, would be made considering
the needs of the entire DOE complex. Any transuranic waste without a
disposal pathway would be safely stored until disposal capacity becomes
available. Section S.9.3 of the Summary has been revised based on the
above discussion.
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Commentor No. 89: Steven S. Spencer, MD

From: ssspencer@pol.net [mailto:ssspencer@pol.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2006 9:09 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: plutonium pits

Miss Elizabeth Withers
RE: plutonium pits

Dear Miss Withers,

When | returned from a summer absence from our Santa Fe home and learned of the
Lab’s plans to escalate its bomb-making activity with the production of plutonium pits,
| felt physically ill and depressed. | have lived here for 21 years, and have greatly
appreciated the sane and peaceful character of this community. | have felt reassured
that the Lab was moving away from the death and destruction industry and into
peaceful pursuits. Perhaps | was deluding myself.

| am absolutely and irrevocably opposed to the resumption of the production of
nuclear weaponry at LANL. | hope and pray that misguided effort will be dropped in
the name of sanity.

I| 89-1

Sincerely yours,

Steven S. Spencer, MD
2154 Calle de Sebastian
Santa Fe, NM 87505

89-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of nuclear
weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for additional information.
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Commentor No. 90: M. J. Baker

From: houstonsongbird@houston.rr.com
[mailto:houstonsongbird@houston.rr.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2006 7:37 AM

To: LANL_SWEIS Subject: Plans to increase production of plutonium “pits”

Importance: High

| am strongly opposed to the plans to increase production of plutonium “pits” I| 90-1
(triggers) for nuclear weapons from 20 to 80 at the Los Alamos National Lab (LANL).

Please change the mission of LANL to focus on research and development of real

global human needs such as renewable energy, reversing global warming, and 90-2

creating technologies that minimize harmful impacts to public and environmental
health.

Thank you,

M J Baker
PO Box 1867
Bellaire, TX 77402-1867

90-1

90-2

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

Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities in support of NNSA’s
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security
policy as established by the Congress and the President. Therefore,
ending these activities at LANL is not being considered in the SWEIS. In
addition to performing 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. 91: Donald Baltz

From: prismworks@webtv.net [mailto:prismworks @webtv.net]
Sent: Monday, August 21, 2006 5:25 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS Subject: Chemistry & Metallurgy Research Replacement

Dear Ms. Elizabeth Withers,

| am amazed that only Los Alamos, Espanola, and Santa Fe were the only cities

given a meeting with regard to citizen input on the environmental impact of nuclear 91-1
bomb production. All the cities on the Rio Grande are and will be impacted by the

pollution from the Labs, and southeastern New Mexico with WIPP and the proposed

LES plant haven't really addressed the question of nuclear waste storaage.

In the next several days | will send several of my letters to the editor which refer
to the need to stop further nuclear bomb production. | have written them over the
2002-2006 period.

Our president and legislators seem unable to face the discipline needed to set
priorities. Tearing up the credit card approach to budget requests of the Pentagon,
which fills the pockets of special corporations at the expense of the majority of us
citizens and our descendants, is the drastic step that has to be taken.

First of all, the politically motivated, half-measure cutbacks on a few long range
military items doesn’t begin to stop the bleeding of the natiion’s income. What good
are the stockpile of nuclear weapons if their use will be as dangerous to us as to
an enemy, even granting we can determine where the enemy is? What has our
military might accomplished, going on three years, in stopping terrorism? It's not
working even in forcing occupational democracy on Irag, or even, whispering the
unmentionable, controlling their oil reserves.

Legislating more tax cuts favoring the wealthiest only gives the campaign fund
raisers more monetary control over docile, hand picked candidates. The loud-
mouthed declaration of we don't torture, or stay the course, drowns the country’s
consensus that not war but diplomacy is needed.

And the first step is admitting that we must join with the world’s nations in the
peaceful pursuit of human rights, in preventing terrorist plots, in protecting our health
and the planet’s, in backing the International Criminal Court, in banning land mines,
and so much more. Expanding military production needs to be moved farther down
the list of priorities.

Are our representatives in House and Senate listening to us or to the military and
special interest lobbyists? Are we speaking loud enough? Are you?

Donald Baltz
P.0.Box 2583
Corrales,NM 87048

91-1

NNSA notes that the public hearings held in the vicinity of LANL were
one avenue for a citizen to provide input on the Draft LANL SWEIS.
Although public hearings were not held in other locations in New Mexico,
other means of providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided.
Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process,
of this CRD for more information. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS presents the
impacts of LANL operations on the affected environment. Based on the
magnitude of potential impacts, the affected environment is generally in
the vicinity of Los Alamos.

Disposal of transuranic waste at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant has

been addressed in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0026-S2)
(DOE 1997b); the Nuclear Regulatory Commission addressed the
proposed Louisiana Energy Services facility, including waste management
activities, in the Environmental Impacts Statement for the Proposed
National Enrichment Facility in Lea County, New Mexico (NRC 2005).
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Commentor No. 92: Ron Simmons

August 25, 2006

Elizabeth Withers,

This is Ron Simmons. 1’ve just got your name and number out of the New
Mexican newspaper.

I am just a 35 year resident of New Mexico. | live in Santa Fe.

I would, in the strongest terms, urge the Lab to not go in the direction

of plutonium pit production or any other nuclear weapons research. Of
course that’s a little wishful thinking, but the direction of our Labs, |
believe, needs to be changed slowly but surely in the direction of research
on renewable energy, solar volcaic - and wind energy, automobile,
anything that will move our economy and country away from oil and
toward renewable resources is what | believe our money should be spent
for on the Labs.

92-1

I believe that nuclear weapons, we have signed a nuclear nonproliferation
treaty, and we’re not keeping our part.

We’re going blithely ahead with maintaining and increasing our nuclear
weaponry and insisting that other countries can’t have or touch this type of
research in weapons. And that’s setting us up to be the target of have and
have nots which is the basic thing behind terrorism.

So, I think we should pay attention to renewable energy research, and I| 92-1
thank you very much. My number is XXX-XXXX in Santa Fe. cont’d

I| 92-2

Thank you.

92-1

92-2

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.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding compliance with a
nuclear nonproliferation treaty. 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. 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.
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Commentor No. 93: Barbara L. Turner
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93-1

| 932

93-3

| 93-1
cont’d

93-1

93-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding potential health impacts
of LANL operations in light of past performance of the Rocky Flats Plant.
LANL operations are not comparable to operations at the Rocky Flats
Plant because of 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.

Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS provides information on current
cancer mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico and counties
surrounding LANL. Table 4-26 shows that some cancer rates in Los
Alamos vicinity are lower than the national average and some are higher,
which is typical of any area. This section also presents information from
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 which determined 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).

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 is comparable
to drinking water from the Jemez River which is not downstream of
LANL. The health impacts analysis uses air monitoring 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.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes progress made by NNSA
in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL. Since
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Commentor No. 93 (cont;d): Barbara L. Turner

93-3

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.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities
of the U.S. Government. The U.S. Congress and the President are
responsible for determining funding levels for government programs.
This SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of the alternatives for
continued operation of LANL.
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Commentor No. 94: Jan Lustig

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS)

1) Rl

ou for your input

or su participacién Date/Fecha: 8/20/060

PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

1. What comments do you have on the Draft SWEIS?
¢Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Draft SWEIS?
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** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **
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Direccion: PO . B0x 9253

i City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: Sﬂm"\ FC NM_ Brsod

Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included

WEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety.

de excluir informacion personal (direccion o ntimero de teléfono) que no desea aparezcan en el SWEIS; todo comentario
do en su totalidad en cl SWEIS.

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, SWEIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office + National Nuclear Security Administration + U.S. Department of Energy * 528 35th Street + Los Alamos, NM 87514-2201

94-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s issue related to creating more weapons of
mass destruction. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, of the SWEIS,
an increase in pit production is needed to meet the near-term needs of
the Stockpile Stewardship Program. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to

Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 95: Helenty Homans

August 13, 2006

Elizabeth Withers

DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site Office
528 35th Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Dear Elizabeth Withers;

Unfortunately I am not able to come to any of the public hearings on August 8, 9
and 10 on the draft of "Site-Wide Envi I Impact S for Continued
Operations at Los Alamos National Lab" due to a back injury, so instead I am using
the mail.

The proliferation of nuclear weapons is the greatest threat to the continued
existence of civilized life on our planet, and I simply do not understand how at a
time of so much unrest and conflict in the world the Superpower US is propoesing to 095-1
add i d pl ium prod and double the amount of radioactive wastes
for which there is no permanent safe storage. How can we tell North Korea and
Iran, who signed the Non-Proliferation Treaty, that they cannot enrich uranium for
nuclear reactors when we, who have not signed the treaty, have a nuclear arsenal
second to none? As Hans Blix, former head inspector of the UN WMD inspection
team in Iraq said , in his most recent report: "The US needs to take the lead, and
most likely others will follow", instead of quadrupling the production of plutonium
in Los Alamos and producing highly enriched uranium in Eunice, NM as we are 95-2
about to do. We need to download, as was the exp when others agreed to
abide by the Non-Proliferation Treaty , in order to be credible and make the case
that we are NOT the threat that so much of the world today perceives us to be. Of
course, such a course requires a rigid international inspection system, INCLUDING
the i ion of our i i But, how much better off the world would be if

P

that were the role we chose to play!

1 am an 80 year old woman and I don't want to see the entire world blow up. I

ask for a glimpse of a future that holds more promise and beg you to refrain from
adding more destructive pons to our already i ane'nal.

“G ien"'f /—éc mens
Helenty Homans
25 Jacona Road
Santa Fe, NM 87506
() .-

| o

95-1

95-2

95-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding plutonium pit
production and waste storage and disposal. As indicated in Chapter 1,
Section 1.2, of the SWEIS, NNSA’s purpose and need for agency action
in this SWEIS remain the same as the 1999 SWEIS: The purpose of
continued operation of LANL is to provide support for NNSA’s core
missions as directed by the Congress and the President. NNSA’s need to
continue operating LANL is focused on its obligation to ensure a safe and
reliable nuclear stockpile. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for additional information.
Under the Expanded Operations Alternative, the amount of radioactive
waste generated by LANL operations would increase. However, all
wastes are stored onsite and managed protectively until disposed of.
Disposal options vary by waste type. Low-level radioactive waste may
be safely disposed of onsite at LANL or at an offsite facility. Mixed
low-level radioactive waste will be disposed of offsite at a facility that
meets standards for both radioactive and hazardous wastes. Transuranic
waste will be transported to WIPP. All disposal facilities are designed and
operated in accordance with standards developed specifically for the waste
type accepted. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for
more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The United States is a signatory
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and is in
compliance with the treaty and other international treaties that generally
promote nonproliferation or specifically require a reduction in the U.S.
nuclear weapons stockpile. The United States is currently reducing its
overall stockpile size. 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, of this CRD for more
information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increasing the number of
nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons
and Pit Production, of this CRD for additional information.
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Commentor No. 96: Simone Withers Swan

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

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201

Inre: LANL — SWEIS Testimony, August 10, 2006

Dear Ms. Withers,

The Department of Energy has a deplorable record
when it comes to the safety of citizens in regards to the
weapons productions facilities across the US. This track
record has proven just as deplorable at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory as elsewhere. In the site evaluation
of the LANL facility that was made available to the
public I noted that it sites many instances where the
Department of Energy has fallen very short in its ability
to protect the environment. Los Alamos National
Laboratories was put in a remote area, high on a mountain
because of the concerns for secrecy during World War 2.
Today the location of the Laboratory is antithetical to its
purposes if its purpose is to produce nuclear weapons.

I would like a response from my testimony here to
explain to the public what kind of rational puts a nuclear
weapons production facility on top of a windswept
mountain, in the middle of a wild fire zone, and at the
source of a watershed that feeds the Rio Grande/Bravo
River — the life blood of New Mexico providing water for

96-1

96-1

As the commentor implies, LANL’s location was selected during World
War Il because of its isolation. The continuing mission of LANL, starting
at that time, has been support of the U.S. nuclear weapons program. As
the needs of the U.S. weapons program have changed, so has the role
LANL serves in the program. As announced in the ROD for the Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship
and Management (DOE/EIS-0236), LANL was selected as the location
for re-establishment of a pit fabrication capability partly because of

the existing facilities and capabilities (61 FR 68014). NNSA is aware

of the potential for wildfire and has undertaken an ongoing wildfire
hazard reduction and forest health improvement program, including
extensive forest thinning, to reduce wildfire risk. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS
describes the air, water, and other types of impacts associated with the
three alternatives for operating LANL. As summarized in Chapter 3,
Table 3-19, LANL operations are not expected to result in major
detrimental impacts to the environment.
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Commentor No. 96 (cont’d): Simone Withers Swan

10 million people. Rocky Flats, the previous pit
production facility in Colorado that was closed for its
egregious environmental behavior, pumped plutonium-
contaminated waste into creeks that were feeding public
water supplies. A horrific wave of infant defects, cancers,
and other problems followed. Not only was the water
supply contaminated but plutonium particulate was found
in the soils and sands surrounding the facility. One
particle of plutonium if breathed or otherwise ingested
can kill a human or animal. Documented cases of
plutonium particulate found in the ashes of children from
Rocky Flats who were cremated after death attest to that.

96-2

I would like a response from my testimony here to
explain to the public what LANL intends to do with the
waste storage problem that it is already plagued with -
before even thinking about creating more. Is the DOE
intending to move the 12,500 drums buried before 1971
that is currently contaminating the aquifer to WIPP — such
action further endangering the population with the
possibility of an accident or spill? When an aquifer is
contaminated there is no way to remediate it. What about
the tritium, plutonium and other radionuclides found in
the canyons on neighboring areas? On top of the Pajarito
Plateau is than enormous nuclear waste dump in a fire
prone zone. Is the plan to continue the storage of this
waste in tents? What happens in the event of a fire or
some major weather calamity? Plutonium doesn’t burn
but carried by the wind it can land on any farmer’s land.
One particle of plutonium if breathed or otherwise

96-3

96-2

96-3

Environmental impacts associated with past operations of Rocky Flats

are not the subject of the SWEIS. The interim levels of pit production
proposed at LANL are much lower than were conducted at Rocky Flats.
Chapter 4, Table 4-26, shows that the cancer incidence and mortality
rates in counties around LANL are comparable to those of the rest of the
United States. Chapter 5, Section 5.6, presents radiological emissions and
population radiation dose data associated with projected operations. All
projected doses are a small fraction of the dose from normal background
radiation received by the population in and around LANL.

DOE currently stores transuranic wastes in both above- and below-ground
configurations in TA-54. These wastes include “newly generated” waste
as well as legacy transuranic wastes that were generated after 1970, but
before a transuranic waste disposal facility was available. There is an
ongoing program to characterize and prepare these wastes for shipment

to WIPP. As discussed in Appendix H, Section H.3, a program giving the
highest priority to shipping transuranic wastes that present the greatest risk
in the event of an accident is followed at LANL. NNSA intends to ship
all of the LANL legacy transuranic waste to WIPP over the next 10 years.
Risks associated with transporting these wastes and of accidents while

the wastes remain in storage are addressed in Chapter 5, Sections 5.10
and 5.12. To mitigate the potential of a fire affecting LANL facilities, a
forest thinning program has been implemented as discussed in Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.2.

Wastes buried prior to 1970 are being addressed through the
environmental restoration program at LANL. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6
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. Appendix | 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. These analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and
other contaminated areas, including canyons, and provide environmental
impact information to facilitate future environmental restoration decisions
to be made by DOE and the State of New Mexico. Section 1.3.4.1
summarizes technologies for remediation of groundwater, and directs the
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Commentor No. 96 (cont’d): Simone Withers Swan

ingested can kill a human or animal.

Why would any rational person or agency want to put
a nuclear weapons production facility on top of a 96-1
windswept mountain, in the middle of a wild fire zone, cont’d
and at the source of a watershed? Please answer this.

Something which is not addressed in the SWEIS
review is the spiritual and psychological landscape? Why
is there such an inordinately high teen suicide rate in Los
Alamos? Why did the travesty of Columbine High take
place in Littleton Colorado, the bedroom community for
the Lockheed Martin plant? Is it just coincidence, or
could the water have been contaminated? Chemicals
discharged from the plant that are known to cause
aggression, neurological disorders, depression, cancers,
birth defects, leukemia, and other types of problems, are
found in the Columbine Valley. Or is it the soul of a
human that has lost all hope for a just and compassionate
world? Please before you consider putting this pit
production facility here answer these questions. I call for
a definitive research project of the towns close to all the
weapons production facilities to be done on the
psychological effects on children — and adults of WMD
facilities.

96-4

I do not want to see our children brought up in an

environment that condones production of these weapons.

1 want the children growing up here to see a bright future I| 96-5
with possibility of working at the Los Alamos National

96-4

96-5

reader to additional information sources. NNSA intends to implement
actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless of other
actions analyzed in the SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the possible spiritual
and psychological effects of living near U.S. nuclear weapons facilities.
Spiritual and psychological effects, however, are not within the scope of
the SWEIS. Studies regarding the psychological impacts of living near a
DOE facility have not been conducted and DOE has no plans to perform
such studies. There are also no studies that link teenager suicide rates to
DOE operations. DOE recognizes that teenager suicide is a complicated
national and local social issue and has provided grants in the past to local
organizations to promote free suicide prevention counseling.

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. 96 (cont’d): Simone Withers Swan

Laboratory on life-affirming activities, on technologies

that bring answers to the real national security issues of

global climate change, on the use of renewable energy 96-5
forms, on technologies for the remediation of the horrific cont’d
wastes from the nuclear industry that started here and that

are causing such suffering here and all over the world.

This is a common sense vision that I believe is held by the

majority of people in this bio-region.

Sincerely,
simone withers swan . Lo Q -
632 avenida celaya ﬁv —

santa fe, nm 87506

august 21, 2006

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 97: David Patton

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, N ico (Draft SWEIS)

u for your input
, por su participacién

g1 /oé
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= Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included
WEIS; comments received are included in the SWEIS in their entirety.

excluir informacién personal (direccién o nimero de teléfono) que no desea aparezcan en el SWEIS; todo comentario

es incluido en su totalidad en el SWEIS.

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, SWEIS Document Manager
Los Alamas Site Office + National ¥ * US. Depa Fnergy 526 35th Strect + Las Alamos, NM 87584-2201

97-1

97-2

97-1

97-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to any plutonium pit production
at LANL. The waste numbers stated in the comment are the projections
of waste generated for all routine operations under the Expanded
Operations Alternative. Not all of this waste would be disposed of onsite;
transuranic waste would be disposed of at WIPP and most chemical
wastes are shipped offsite for treatment and disposal. Chapter 5 of the
SWEIS analyzes the environmental impacts of LANL construction and
operations, including pit production and resulting waste generation and
storage. LANL operations are in compliance with regulations that protect
public health and the environment and, based on the SWEIS analyses,
would continue to be in compliance even under the Expanded Operations
Alternative. LANL has monitoring programs that sample air, water and
soils, and the results are reported in annual environmental surveillance
reports. Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more
information related to the concerns raised in this comment. Regarding
increased security risk, DOE gives high priority to the safety and security
of all of its facilities. Security is an integral consideration in the designs
and operating procedures for new and existing DOE facilities. Chapter 4,
Section 4.6 has been revised to include additional discussion of the
measures taken to protect assets at LANL.

LANL staff conducts a wide range of tests involving depleted uranium
to fulfill its nuclear weapon stockpile stewardship and development
responsibilities. High explosives are detonated in close proximity

to depleted uranium in order to observe the impact of detonation on
depleted uranium. However, there are no experiments or activities at
LANL that would involve the burning of depleted uranium. LANL staff
has tested new techniques to reduce emissions of depleted uranium and,
as stated in the SWEIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1.1, has significantly
reduced particulate emissions by using aqueous foam during these

tests. Moreover, as stated in Sections 5.4.1.1 and 5.14.3, the use of an
enhanced containment around these tests would also significantly reduce
air and water releases to the environment. Tabulated data in Chapter 4,
Section 4.4.3.1, show that measured uranium air concentrations around
LANL from 1999 through 2005 were 0.01 to 0.3 percent of the applicable
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency limit. Refer to Section 2.10,
Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test
(DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for additional information.
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Commentor No. 97 (cont’d): David Patton
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L OO

97-3

97-4

97-3

97-4

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. Seismic characteristics of the LANL environment are
described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, of the SWEIS. Consistent with
NEPA guidelines, the SWEIS analyzes a spectrum of accidents that is
representative and bounding for all potential accidents. In the event of

an accident that is not been explicitly addressed in the SWEIS, there is
reasonable assurance that the impacts of any such accidents to workers and
the public are no greater than those that have been analyzed. The impacts
from postulated facility accidents including earthquakes are described

in Chapter 5, Section 5.12. Following the NEPA process but prior to the
design, construction and operation of new facilities, safety studies in the
form of Hazard Assessment Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that
include seismic risks would be prepared to address a more comprehensive
set of accidents. 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.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities
of the U.S. Government. The U.S. Congress and the President are
responsible for determining funding priorities for government programs.
Determining funding priorities is not within the scope of the SWEIS,
which evaluates the environmental impacts of the alternatives for LANL
operations.
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Commentor No. 98: Therese Patton

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico (Draft SWEIS
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do en su totalidad en el SWEIS.

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, SWEIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office » National Nuclear Security Administration + U.S. Department of Energy * 528 35th Street « Los Alamos, NM 875442201
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98-1

98-2

98-1

98-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to all plutonium pit production
at LANL. The waste numbers stated in the comment are the projections
for all routine operations under the Expanded Operations Alternative.

Not all of this waste would be disposed of onsite; transuranic waste

would be disposed of at WIPP and most chemical wastes are shipped
offsite for treatment and disposal. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS analyzes the
environmental impacts of LANL operations, including pit production

and resulting waste generation and disposal. LANL operations are

in compliance with regulations that protect public health and the
environment, and, based on the SWEIS analyses, would continue to be

in compliance even under the Expanded Operations Alternative. LANL
has monitoring programs that sample air, water and soils, and the results
are reported in annual environmental surveillance reports. Refer to
Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more information
related to the concerns raised in this comment. Regarding increased
security risk, DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of all of its
facilities. Security is an integral consideration in the designs and operating
procedures for new and existing DOE facilities. Chapter 4, Section 4.6,
has been revised to include additional discussion of the measures taken to
protect assets at LANL.

There are no experiments or activities at LANL that would involve the
burning of depleted uranium. LANL staff conducts a wide range of

tests involving depleted uranium to fulfill its nuclear weapon stockpile
stewardship and development responsibilities. High explosives are
detonated in close proximity to depleted uranium in order to observe the
impact of detonation on depleted uranium. Tabulated data in Chapter 4,
Section 4.4.3.1, show that measured uranium air concentrations around
LANL from 1999 through 2005 were 0.01 to 0.3 percent of the applicable
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency limit. LANL staff have tested
new techniques to reduce emissions of depleted uranium, and, as stated

in Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1.1, has significantly reduced particulate
emissions by using aqueous foam during these tests. Moreover, as stated
in Sections 5.4.1.1 and 5.14.3, the use of an enhanced containment around
these tests would also significantly reduce releases to the environment.
Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for additional
information.
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Commentor No. 98 (cont’d): Therese Patton
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98-2
cont’d

98-3

98-4

98-3

98-4

The SWEIS does not include any proposals for the construction of new
pit manufacturing facilities. Based on their use, existing LANL structures
may be retrofitted and upgraded, as necessary and appropriate, or their
operations may be limited to meet current seismic standards. Refer to
Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this
CRD for additional information regarding a new pit manufacturing
facility. The impacts of accidents, including those occurring as a result of
seismic activity, are addressed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS.
NNSA is working to prepare all stored and newly generated transuranic
waste for shipment to the WIPP. Shipment rates to WIPP have increased
significantly over past years and this progress is expected to continue
with a commensurate reduction in waste stored above ground. Refer to
Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for additional information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be focused
on areas other than those related to nuclear weapons production, especially
on cleanup of the LANL site. 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

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 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. 99: Albert C. Marshall

August 26, 2006
P.O. Box 52
Sandia Park, NM87047

Ms. Elizabeth Withers

Office of Environmental Stewardship

U.S. Department of Energy, National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544

Dear Ms. Withers:

I have two principal concerns relating to the proposed plan to quadruple pit production at
Los Alamos National Laboratory. Quadrupling pit production is not simply a quadrupling
of nuclear materials, nuclear waste, and management effort. In the absence of a dedicated
pit-production facility, quadrupling pit production represents a transition of Los Alamos
from research laboratory to a research/production facility. This transition alters the
mentality from a basically ivory-tower organization to an organization with a production
mission. How can we be assured that production goals will not take precedence over
safety and environmental concerns? The statement that facility “air will be filtered” is not
very reassuring. Surely, the air at Rocky Flats air was filtered, yet worker safety and the
environment were severely compromised. Although plutonium is not “the world’s most
toxic substance,” it is certainly not benign. The half-life is long enough for it to remain in
the environment for generations but short enough to exhibit a high specific activity
(curies/gram). Needless to say, accidental releases of plutonium are a major concern.
Given the close proximity to Los Alamos residents and the near proximity of
Albuquerque, the decision regarding weapons production should not be taken lightly.

The second concern relates to the message that we send to the world. We are now
lecturing the world about nuclear proliferation and threatening some nations who dare to
develop their own nuclear weapons. In the absence of a cold war, our huge stockpile of
nuclear weapons is clearly unjustifiable. A U.S. commitment to sustained production of
new nuclear weapons will be seen as hypocritical and any trust in U.S. good intentions
will be lost. Threatened nations will be tempted to ignore the U.S. and build their own
nuclear weapons as insurance against U.S. attack. To maintain credibility, as a minimum,
any new pit production must be visibly connected with a net reduction in our nuclear
weapons stockpile. One might also ask why we need to produce 80 new pits per year.

99-1

I‘ 99-2

99-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the potential effect
pit production would have on safety at LANL. Public and worker
health are of paramount importance and take precedence over all other
activities including pit production 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. Regarding the
filtering of radiological air emissions, DOE, together with the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, has been strengthening its high-
efficiency particulate air filter program for several years through formal
recommendations (DNFSB 1999, 2000, 2004). DOE-STD-3020-2005
requires acceptance testing of high-efficiency particulate air filters that
are intended for use in DOE nuclear facilities (DOE 2005c). The Nuclear
Air Cleaning Handbook (DOE 2003b) was reviewed, updated, and
reaffirmed in accordance with a Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board
recommendation (DNFSB 2000). This handbook is used by NNSA to
ensure that permanent programs are institutionalized and are in place to
test and maintain high-efficiency particulate air filter performance.

Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3, of the SWEIS 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. In addition, the Congress
established the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board to provide
independent safety oversight of the NNSA nuclear weapons complex.

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
review the reports and respond with commitments to update and improve
safety systems and safety basis documentation. Refer to Section 2.13,
Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, of this
CRD for more information. In making a decision on the operating level
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Commentor No. 99 (cont’d): Albert C. Marshall

How many nuclear weapons do we need in this post-cold-war era to maintain a credible
deterrence?

I hope these and other concerns will be given sufficient time for careful consideration
before any decision is made regarding pit production at Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Sincerely,

ool (. Pansiatf

* Albert C. Marshall

Nuclear Engineer
Retired Distinguished Member of Technical Staff
from Sandia National Laboratory

99-2
cont’d

99-2

of LANL, NNSA will take into consideration the potential impacts of
accidents as addressed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the size of the

nuclear weapons stockpile. The United States has signed a number

of international treaties to reduce its nuclear weapons stockpile and is
currently reducing its stockpile in compliance with these treaties. The
number of nuclear weapons needed to maintain a credible deterrence is

a political and strategic issue addressed outside the scope of the SWEIS,
which focuses on evaluation of the environmental impacts of alternatives
for operations at LANL. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, of the
SWEIS, as part of the Expanded Operations Alternative, NNSA has
proposed to increase the production of pits from 20 pits to up to 80 pits per
year. NNSA estimates that up to 80 pits per year are needed to meet the
near-term needs of the Stockpile Stewardship Program.
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Commentor No. 100: Cathie Sullivan and Caron Balkany, Esqg.

From: Cathie Sullivan [mailto:cathiesullivan@att.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2006 10:28 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: DSWEIS attached comment

Dear Ms Withers,

Please see attachment for our DSWEIS comment. We appreciate the time extension
for comments. Outside of NEPA processes the public has little opportunity to
know/comment on Lab activities. DOE oversight has become more critical than

ever considering Linton Brook’s Memo to site managers to back off on non nuclear
oversight. This is in particularly a concern of ours regarding the BSL3.

Cathie Sullivan

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 100 (cont’d): Cathie Sullivan

and Caron Balkany, Esq.

By e-mail to
LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov

Dear Ms. Withers,

We wish to comment on the 2006 Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory
(DSWEIS) with reference to DOE 1996 (DOE/DP-0137), Plutonium: The First

50 Years, United States Plutonium Production. Acquisition and Utilization from
1944 to 1994

In the DSWEIS, a footnote on page S-23 summarizes the Department’s
explanation for accounting disparities in plutonium disposition at Los Alamos
Lab from 1944 and 1994 between accounts tracking plutonium inventories and
accounts tracking plutonium wastes buried at the Lab or later shipped to WIPP
as due to:

--- unknown losses in ductwork, piping, and other processing infrastructure;
--- unknown losses due to different plutonium handling matrices;

--- unknown losses due to statistical variations in measurements;

--- unknown losses because measurement technology was inadequate;

--- unknown losses in waste due to unknown material concentration factors and
unknown ‘matrix factors’;

--- unknown losses from unmeasured accidental spills;

--- and unknown losses due to errors in recording and reporting numbers and
arithmetical rounding.

Relevant to these explanations, an independent study issued November, 2005 by
the Institute For Energy and Environmental Research (IEER) titled: Dangerous
Discrepancies: Missing Weapons Plutonium in Los Alamos National
Laboratory Waste Accounts concludes that approximately 300 kilograms of
weapons grade plutonium cannot be accounted for at Los Alamos, a quantity
sufficient for about 60 nuclear weapons. Three hundred kilograms is several
times more than the amount of plutonium thought held by the North Koreans,
and about which the Bush administration expresses grave concern. In fact,
should diplomatic efforts fail, the Bush Administration has not forsworn
pre-emptive military strikes against North Korean nuclear facilities

100-1

100-1

As stated in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the SWEIS, historical
differences in the plutonium inventory are not within the scope of the
SWEIS. LANL materials control and accountability procedures are in
compliance with DOE Orders. In a letter to the president of the Institute
for Energy and Environmental Research dated February 28, 2006, the
NNSA Administrator replied to recent allegations of the accounting
discrepancy of plutonium at LANL (NNSA 2006a). This apparent
discrepancy is a result of the different tracking and reporting procedures
for site security and for waste management organizations. Comparison
of the information contained in the two systems cannot be used to draw
conclusions about the control and accountability of special nuclear
material.
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Commentor No. 100 (cont’d): Cathie Sullivan
and Caron Balkany, Esq.

IEER authors Arjun Makhijani, PhD, and Brice Smith, PhD, also state in
Science for Democratic Action, Vol 14, #2, p14, a summary article of the longer

report that:

B Tt is not known whether the [lost] plutonium was buried as

We request in the strongest possible terms that the LANL SWEIS address the
evidence and documentation presented in the IEER report and explain to the
public where an amount of plutonium sufficient to manufacture approximately
60 nuclear weapons IS! The Department’s hand-waving explanations listed at
the top of this letter invoking ‘lost in the ductwork’, ‘rounding errors’ and

waste, sent to the Waste Isolation Pilot Project, or diverted

If much or most of the plutonium was disposed of as buried
waste, the annual reports of plutonium lost to waste in the
accounting of the Nuclear Materials Management Safeguards
System (NMMSS) are wrong,

If the missing plutonium is actually in the waste that is stored
and destined to be sent to WIPP, than the WIPP waste
characterization is incorrect and the certification of that waste
for shipment to WIPP is seriously deficient.

If the WIPP accounts are correct then the large amounts of plutonium
shown as being discarded to waste in the 1980s in the NMMSS
account must be wrong.

‘matrix losses’ are inadequate 100-1

We ask for a serious investigation by LANL to resolve these large plutonium
accounting discrepancies before contemplating expanding the plutonium
mission at Los Alamos. New Mexicans must be confidant that their health and
New Mexico’s environment will not be subjected to Lab-inflicted damage due
to sloppy control of plutonium.

cont’d

Sincerely yours,

Cathie Sullivan Caron Balkany, Esq
1336 Bishops Lodge Road 17 Paseo Vista

Santa Fe, New Mexico Santa Fe, New Mexico
87506 87508

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Commentor No. 101: David Burnbaum and Terry Blackman

September 3, 2006

Yes,

My name is David Burnbaum and my wife is Terry Blackman, and we both
want it to be known that we absolutely morally and politically oppose the
construction or repair of any nuclear weapons anywhere in the world, and
that we certainly don’t want this work to happen anywhere near where we
live or where our children are growing up.

And that we know that there is no doubt that this plan, to begin the
construction of pits here in New Mexico at Los Alamos, is a ridiculously
dangerous and stupid plan.

So, we would very much appreciate it if you would call the whole thing
off.

Thank you.

101-1

101-1

NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to pit production and the
management of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more
information.
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Commentor No. 102: Patricia J. Manion, SL Ph.D.

From: Patricia J Manion [mailto:pjsl@juno.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 10, 2006 1:17 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Cc: pegheartl@msn.com

Subject: For your report
September 10, 2006
Ms Elizabeth Withers

The public hearing | attended at Santa Fe Community College concerning the
proposed increased nuclear production at the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) was excellent in terms of the clear testimony so many well-informed citizens
presented. Unfortunately those presentations will not be fully represented in your
monstrously long report and may even fall through the cracks among so much
blather.

LANL is proposing to quadruple its nuclear production from 20 plutonium pits

- triggers for nuclear weapons - to 80 pits per year. The concerns of citizens of
Santa Fe and the whole of New Mexico that this move will have long-term impacts
on the health of surrounding communities, lab workers, water resources and the
environment pales when we look at the detrimental impact it will have on the whole
international movement for solving disputes through peaceful efforts that do bring
results.

The Department of Energy (DOE) and the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) has held three public hearings in northern New Mexico on the LANL Site-
Wide Environmental Impact Statement or SWEIS. But why have you not engaged
the broader diplomatic community, inquiring just how helpful or detrimental your work
at LANL is for improving conditions in the world?

It is hard to believe that there is any interest at all in fostering a peaceful, war-less
world. All one can surmise is that this effort is to keep the military war complex alive
and engaged in every corner of the world. Do you have any competent thinkers
among SWEIS that have noticed that war- building has never done anything but
foster more antipathy and keeps the world embroiled in multiple conflicts around the
globe while the US war industries continue to make a “killing” in $s while millions
die? Die for what? Discontinue the charades of open meetings and sit down and
think through how you can persuade the US president and congress to take a
different tack that could lead the world to cooperation in building a better existence
for everyone. LANL is not making anyone safe but is has been and is taking the
world to disaster. Wake up!

Patricia J Manion SL PhD
417 Hillide Avenue
Santa Fe, NM 87501

102-1

102-2

102-3

102-4

102-1
cont’d

|| 102-3
cont’d

102-1

102-2

102-3

102-4

This CRD presents the comments received by NNSA including oral
comments provided at public hearings or by phone and those submitted

in writing. NNSA considers all of these comments and addresses them
within the context of NEPA. Thus, responses to the major issues that
emerged from the public comments received as well as the individual
comments are addressed in this volume. Where appropriate, changes have
been made to the LANL SWEIS. Methods other than the NEPA process
are appropriate for Administration officials or private citizens to influence
U.S. international policy. See additional discussion in Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, and Section 2.2,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD.

NNSA notes the commentor’s statement regarding international peace
efforts. It is not within the scope of the SWEIS.

NNSA is responsible for implementing missions assigned by the

President and the Congress. This SWEIS has been prepared to assess the
environmental impacts of implementing those NNSA mission activities
assigned to LANL. See additional discussion in Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding military conflicts and the
“war industry.” Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 103: Virginia W. Ikeda

From: Ginger Ikeda [mailto:ikedafam @bujindesign.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 09, 2006 5:01 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: proposal to increase production

Attn: Ms. Elizabeth Withers, Office of Environmental Stewardship

| am writing regarding the LANL Site-Wide EIS, in which there is a proposal to ramp . . . .

up production of nuclear “pits”. As a USA citizen by birth, | want to express my I‘ 103-1 103-1  NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increasing pit production.
complete dismay and alarm! The down-side to nuclear proliferation in all countries, Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production,
including this one, is enormous... an immediate one, the dangerous waste, for I‘ 103-2 of this CRD for more information.

which there is no safe disposal solution - ever. There are moral issues, concerning . o L .
the destruction of life, either by direct or indirect means. | could go on. The upshot 103-2 LANL operations generate radioactive waste, which is safely stored onsite
is that the USA has a responsibility to take the lead in disarmament and non- until disposed of. Disposal options vary by waste type and facility waste
proliferation. acceptance criteria. Low-level radioactive waste may be safely disposed

of at LANL or at an offsite facility. Mixed low-level radioactive waste
is treated and disposed of offsite at facilities that meet standards for both

| am totally opposed to the proposal mentioned above, and | hope you will consider I| 103-1
radioactive and hazardous wastes. Transuranic waste is transported to

my comments. cont’d

Sincerely, WIPP. All disposal facilities are designed and operated in accordance with
Virginia W. lkeda standards developed specifically for the waste type accepted.
3320 15th St.

Boulder, CO 80304
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Commentor No. 104: \Velva Jones

From: VELVA JONES [mailto:jonesyl@spro.net]
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2006 12:49 PM

To: Withers, Elizabeth

Cc: senator_bingaman@bingaman.senate.gov

Subject: Increased Bomb Production; Draft LANL SWEIS Comments

To Whom It May Concern:

It is my understanding that the DOE and NNSA have refused to have public meetings
in Albuquerque regarding the possibility of increased bomb production at Los Alamos.
Those people are only 60 miles downstream from Los Alamos; regardless of their
opinion on the matter, they have a right to comment. Increased pit production at
LANL could result in devastating long-term impacts to the health of surrounding
communities, lab workers, drinking water, the environment, and on international
peace-keeping efforts. People have a right to comment on this proposal that may
have a significant impact on their futures.

This matter affects all U.S. taxpayers. Citizens need to be made aware of the
proposal and the cost. Many people don't even realize that we're still making nuclear
bombs or that we already have a huge stockpile! The United States government has
not yet properly addressed the Downwinder issues resulting from the nuclear fallout
of the 1950s and 1960s, and one fear is that increased nuclear bomb production will
result in renewed testing. We all know what the effects of that action would be!

The multi-billion dollar costs of weapons programs such as this deprive citizens of
health care, education, a clean environment and fosters a new international arms
race.

The taxpayers who would be paying for this program are the same people who pay
your wages. They have a right to make their wishes known!

Velva Jones

PO Box 694

Eagle, Idaho 83616
jonesyl@spro.net

104-1

104-2

104-1
cont’d

104-3

104-1
cont’d

104-1

104-2

104-3

NNSA agrees with the commentor’s position that citizens of Albuquerque
have a right to comment on the Draft SWEIS. Although there were no
public hearings in Albuquerque, other means of providing comment on
the Draft SWEIS were provided, such as U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free
telephone line, and a toll-free fax line. It should be noted that all
comments, whether written or provided orally, are given equal weight
and consideration. See Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.

Chapter 5 of the SWEIS addresses the environmental impacts of the

Expanded Operations Alternative, which includes increased pit production.

Impacts to the health of the public and employees, as well as impacts on
groundwater and other media are all described. The analysis in Chapter 5
indicates that there would be only minor impacts as a result of increased
pit production. Analysis of the impact on international peace-keeping
efforts is not included in the SWEIS, which focuses on the environmental
impacts of carrying out the missions assigned to LANL by the Congress
and the President.

The focus of this SWEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
LANL operations. The environmental impacts associated with past
nuclear weapons testing are not within the scope of this SWEIS. The
United States currently has no plans to resume underground nuclear
weapons testing, in keeping with international treaties. Instead, NNSA
is meeting its mission to maintain, monitor, and assure the performance
of the nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile through advanced simulation
and computing techniques. The Metropolis Center, whose expansion is
evaluated in Appendix J of the SWEIS, is a critical facility in providing
these capabilities.
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Commentor No. 105: Robin Gay Wakeland

From: ROBIN G WAKELAND [mailto:rgwakeland4036@msn.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 03, 2006 12:54 PM|
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: SWEIS comment

Los Alamos National laboratory should not manufacture plutonium pits; it should
cease immediately current production and not engage in any further production;

pit production is a violation of the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty and threatens
world security; further, it is unnecessary to our security, has no socially redeeming
effects, and causes inflation because it creates no benefits to society while spending
taxpayers money; additionally, it creates pollution to air and water and soil which
costs more taxpayers money to clean up; the government should spend money

on manufacturing smokestack scrubbers which remove sulfur and other pollutants
from factories and power plants and therefore make American manufacturing
competitive internationally (effectively an ecologically redeeming government subsidy
to American manufacturing) while cleaning up the air; precedents for this large scale
government subsidy to American economy is the public water works project which
brought water the San Joaquin valley for crop production (1st half 20th century) and
the deeding of large tracts of public land to the railroad company for easement and to
sell off for profit, to build the transcontinental railroads, 19th century.

Robin Gay Wakeland
PO Box 29174
Santa Fe NM 87592
XXX-XXX-XXXX

105-1

| 105-2

105-3

105-1

105-2

105-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL.
Operations at LANL are not in violation of the Strategic Arms Limitation
Treaty or 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. U.S. 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. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information. An analysis of the social implications and
effects on inflation are not within the scope of this SWEIS, which focuses
on evaluating environmental impacts.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding creation of additional
pollution. Refer to Chapters 4 and 5 of the SWEIS that describe the
practices employed at LANL to limit the release of contaminants to the
environment and the projected impacts from any releases that do occur.
LANL staff monitor and document these results in annual environmental
surveillance reports that are available to the public on the LANL website
(www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml). LANL operations are
conducted in compliance with all Federal and state laws and regulations
regarding emissions of contaminants.

NNSA notes the commentor’s preference regarding the funding priorities
of the U.S. Government. The U.S. Congress and the President are

responsible for determining the level of funding for government programs.

This SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of the alternatives for
continued operation of LANL.
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Commentor No. 106: Percyne Gardner

From: Percyne Gardner [mailto:kirk@newmexico.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2006 9:10 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comment on Draft SWEIS for LANL

Sept 6, 2006

Comment on Draft SWEIS for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National
Laboratory

| object to LANL picking up where Rocky Flats left off. How can we possibly be in
the business of building plutonium pits to add to the present horrors of war? Not to
mention creating untold amounts of high-level radioactive waste with no place to put Il 106-2
it! This insanity must stop! 1l 106t-%j
con

|| 106-1

LANL is so capable of moving into the non-lethal, non-bomb arena of technology. It
can become the leader in developing benefits for humankind, instead of the destroyer
of humanity. As a grandmother of nine, | pray LANL will continue to move towards
peaceful possibilities such as nanotechnology for the benefit of our children and
grandchildren and the safety of our environment.

Percyne Gardner

837 Highland Drive
Las Vegas, NM 87701
XXX XXX XXXX
kirk@newmexico.com

106-3

106-1

106-2

106-3

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.

LANL operations do not generate high-level radioactive waste; waste
types generated and managed at LANL are described in Chapter 4,

Section 4.9. Disposal options vary by waste type, but all disposal facilities
are designed and operated in accordance with standards developed
specifically for the waste type accepted.

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be
focused on areas other than those 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.
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Commentor No. 107: Dee Homans and Andrew Davis

From: Andrew Davis/Dee Homans [mailto:davhom@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2006 3:36 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: draft EIS/our comments

To whom it concerns at the NNSA:

We are totally opposed to the expansion of plutonium pit production that is being
considered in the draft EIS for LANL's continued operation. There will be increased
health and safety risks for all New Mexicans as well as the psychological and moral
distress due to our continuing involvement in the production of weapons of mass
destruction.We as well as our children have grown up in the shadow of “the bomb”,
afraid of the possibility of human-caused annihilation of 100s of thousands of people
and the destruction of entire ecosystems due to our actions. The hypocracy that is
involved in our country’s blatant disregard of the nuclear non-proliferation treaty and
its continued role as a producer and purveyor of lethal weapons at the same time
that we feel entitled to invade other countries whom we claim have weapons of mass
destruction is appalling. We should instead be taking the moral high ground and
leading the world in an effort to dismantle nuclear weapons. We don’t need anymore!
Let's convert the lab’s mission into something which is life-affirming.

Sincerely,

Dee Homans

Andrew Davis

P.O. 1354,

Santa Fe, New Mexico
87504

XXX-XXXX

107-1

107-2

107-3

107-4

107-1

107-2

107-3

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 notes the commentor’s concern regarding the potential health
and safety risks from LANL operations. Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the
SWEIS provides information on current cancer mortality and incidence
rates in New Mexico and counties surrounding LANL. Chapter 4,
Table 4-26, shows that some cancer rates in the Los Alamos vicinity
are lower than the national average and some are higher, which is
typical of any area. This section also presents information from 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, which determined 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).

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 regarding contamination of

the Rio Grande. The analysis shows that drinking water from the Rio
Grande that could potentially be impacted by LANL is comparable to
drinking water from the Jemez River, which is not downstream of LANL.
The health impacts analysis uses air monitoring 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. The psychological impacts and moral implications related to
LANL operations are not within the purview of NEPA.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinions regarding nuclear nonproliferation
treaty compliance and U.S. foreign policy. The United States is a world
leader in the implementation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
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Commentor No. 107 (cont’d): Dee Homans and Andrew Davis

107-4

Nuclear Weapons. Operations at LANL that support the NNSA mission
to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile are not in violation of the
treaty. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information.

Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities would be counter to national
security policy as established by the Congress and the President; therefore,
ending these activities at LANL is not being considered for the LANL
SWEIS. Activities that support research of other initiatives important

to the Nation are conducted at LANL. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 108: Timothy Long

From: Tim Long [mailto:nstoys@kitcarson.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2006 3:10 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Plutonium Pit Production

Dear Ms Elizabeth Withers:

| am writing to voice my opinion in opposition to any increase in nuclear weapons,

research development or production. | am specifically opposed to the proposed 108-1
expanded operations in the draft 2006 Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement

for LANL. This alternative will generate more toxic waste into our air and water and || 108-2
thus the Rio Grande. | am concerned that this project would violate the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty. || 108-3

Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely,

Timothy Long
HC81 Box 617
Questa, NM 87556

108-1

108-2

108-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to nuclear
weapons research, development, or production at LANL, and specifically,
the Expanded Operations Alternative. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

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 wastes 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.

Implementation of the Expanded Operations Alternative supports NNSA’s
mission to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile and is not in
violation 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 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.
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Commentor No. 109: Jose Griego, Ph.D.

From: Jose Griego [mailto:jose@nnmc.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2006 1:27 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: lllegal PIT production

| write to strongly oppose the production of nuclear PITs at LANL. As a life-long

resident of northern New Mexico, it is my duty to leave a healthy community to my

children and grandchildren. The proposed PIT production would add greater dangers 109-1
to our environment, not to mention that you are painting a bigger target in northern

NM for potential terrorist attacks.

President Bush’s authorization of greater PIT production at LANL is illegal. Mr. || 109-2
Bush is a war criminal and a liar, and must be impeached. His violation of the

US constitution is flagrant and | oppose his mandates based on legal and ethical

grounds.

Jose Griego, Ph.D.
Embudo, NM

109-1

109-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of nuclear
pits at LANL. The SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of three
alternatives for LANL operations, all of which include pit production. As
the impact analysis in Chapter 5 shows, the impacts of pit production at
LANL at any of the levels of operation do not result in large detrimental
impacts to the environment.

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.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the legality of pit
production. Increasing pit production would violate no U.S. law or
international treaty to which the United States is a party. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 110: Stephen R. Spencer,
Regional Environmental Officer, U.S. Department of the Interior

United States Department of the Interior k’

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY _‘-'-\.‘
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance TAKE PRIDE
P.O. Box 26567 (MC-9) INAMERICA

Albuguerque, New Mexico 87125-6567

IN REPLY REFER TO.

September 5, 2006

File 9043.1
ER 06/677

Ms. Elizabeth Withers

SWEIS Document Manager

U.S. Department of Energy

National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office

528 35™ Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544

Dear Ms, Withers:
The U.S. Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact

S for Ce p of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos County, I | 110-1
New Mexico. In this regard, we have NO COMMENT.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.
Sincerely,

(i Hperen

Stephen R. Spencer
Regional Environmental Officer

110-1

NNSA acknowledges the U.S. Department of the Interior letter.
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Commentor No. 111: Bernard R. Foy, Conservation Chair,
and Tom Taylor, President, Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society

From: Bernard Foy [mailto:bdfoy@newmexico.com]

Sent: Monday, September 04, 2006 7:40 PM

To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Comments on LANL SWEIS - Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society

US Department of Energy

National Nuclear Safety Administration
Los Alamos Site Office

Attn: E. Withers

Los Alamos, NM

e-mailed to LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov
4 September 2006

Ms. Withers:

The Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society would like to submit the following comments
as part of the public comment process for the Site-wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Los Alamos National Laboratory. Since e-mail is still not completely
reliable, we would appreciate a reply indicating that our comments have been
received prior to the close of the period and that they will be considered.

The Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society has about 12000 members throughout
northern New Mexico, and we have been keenly interested in environmental
stewardship at LANL. The draft SWEIS concerns us greatly because of impacts on
the Mexican Spotted Owl that we feel are easily avoidable through basic planning.

Appendix J describes a sub-project called the Security-Driven Transportation
Modifications. The most alarming aspect of this project is summarized on p. J-32:
“The new road would pass through portions of the core and buffer zones of the
Sandia-Mortandad Mexican spotted owl Areas of Environmental Interest. Thus, the
potential exists to impact Mexican spotted owls both directly (within the core zone)
and indirectly (within both the core and buffer zones).” Other aspects of road-building
for this project are also expected to disturb Spotted Owl habitat.

We believe that LANL can easily satisfy its transportation needs across the site
without disturbing ANY Spotted Owl habitat. We find it difficult to believe that all
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action have been investigated. Constructing
new roads across canyons on the Pajarito Plateau is a very expensive undertaking
that would waste taxpayer’s money, when an abundant network of roads across the
site already exists. While we can understand the desire to re-route traffic for security
concerns, the most sensible road construction involves previously disturbed areas
and routes primarily located on mesa tops. Appendix J does not indicate that either
of these principles is being followed.

111-1

111-2

111-1

111-2

DOE continues to be concerned about threatened and endangered

species at LANL. To ensure protection of these species, DOE complies
with the Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management

Plan for the LANL site (see Chapter 4, Section 4.5, of the SWEIS).

On February 21, 2006, DOE submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service a biological assessment and request for formal consultation
regarding proposed and ongoing activities analyzed in the LANL SWEIS
(LANL 2006i). This document was reviewed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, which issued its opinion in a series of letters to DOE
(see Chapter 6). Data from this biological assessment and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service responses to it were incorporated into the appropriate
sections of this Final LANL SWEIS. With respect to the bridges over
Mexican spotted owl Areas of Environmental Interest that are required

for Options A and B of the Security-Driven Transportation Modifications
Project, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concluded that it could not
analyze the effects of the proposed actions because the exact locations and
designs of the bridges had not been determined. Thus, if either or both of
these options were selected, the agency requested (see Chapter 6, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service letter dated June 22, 2006) that DOE submit a new
request for consultation after plans are finalized. DOE will comply with
this request. This commitment will be included in the Mitigation Action
Plan for actions selected for implementation in the Record of Decision
supported by the SWEIS.

As discussed above, NNSA complies with the Threatened and Endangered
Species Habitat Management Plan for the LANL site and will continue

to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service about the proposed
project and auxiliary actions. Use of the existing network of roads
(essentially the No Action Option for the Project) would neither improve
transportation flow within the Pajarito Corridor nor provide the needed
security upgrades. The proposed actions will ensure secured vehicular
access to NNSA facilities within the Corridor while facilitating a
pedestrian rather than vehicle-intensive campus environment that should
be more compatible with area wildlife. Implementation of the auxiliary
actions would further improve traffic flow within LANL. Construction
of new bridges, roads, parking areas, and other structures would occur on
the mesas—canyons will be spanned, not used for roadways—and, where
possible, would occur within areas already disturbed by human activity.
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Commentor No. 111 (cont’d): Bernard R. Foy, Conservation Chair,
and Tom Taylor, President, Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society

We take a dim view of a mitigation strategy that states that “activities will be
restricted” during the breeding season. The risks of destroying a successful Spotted
Owl nest site are simply too great. No “mitigation” strategies are as good as

simply avoiding the disturbance in the first place. We disagree that an acceptable 111-1
compromise is to disturb potential habitat that is not currently occupied by the Owl, cont’d
because today’s “potential” habitat is tomorrow’s occupied habitat. Even the most
knowledgeable Spotted Owl experts cannot foresee which piece of habitat the bird
will move to in future years.

Appendix J clearly does not comprise a full environmental analysis of the Security- 111-2
Driven Transportation Modifications. It does not consider a range of alternative cont’d
routes for the roads in question, and it does not analyze the impacts on wildlife
comprehensively. In this regard, it is a hastily prepared, poorly constructed
document. We therefore make the following recommendations. (1) The draft SWEIS
should be modified to indicate that any future disturbance of Mexican Spotted Owl
habitat, for transportation purposes or any other, would entail the preparation of a
complete and comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement that is a separate 111-1
document from the current SWEIS. (2) The draft SWEIS should be modified to cont’d
indicate that every reasonable attempt will be made to AVOID disturbance of Spotted
Owl habitat whenever possible, going above the planned practice of “mitigating” the
damage from road construction. This would make it far more believable that LANL is
practicing wise land stewardship and wildlife stewardship in the course of fulfilling its
mission.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the LANL SWEIS.
Sincerely,

Bernard R. Foy, Conservation Chair

Tom Taylor, President

Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society

e-mail: tn21tay@comcast.net and bdfoy@newmexico.com P.O. Box 22083 Santa
Fe, NM 87502-2083

Appendix J, Section J.1.3.1, was revised to address the negative aspects of
implementing the No Action Option.
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Commentor No. 112: Laurie Dickerson Moreau

From: Laurie Dickerson [mailto:laurieintaos @earthlink.net] 112-1  NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL.
?g,”fA'\’,ll‘l)_”dS"WEslgptember 04, 2006 8:28 AM The purpose for continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core
Subject: LANL EXPANSION missions as directed by the Congress and the President, which includes

ensuring a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more
Dear. Ms. Withers: information.

As a resident of Northern New Mexico, | an unequivocally opposed to ANY and ALL || 112-1
expansion of plutonium pit production at LANL. Water is scarce here, and we should
not be diverting it from home and agricultural uses for this purpose, nor shoud! we 112-2
risk the water table here furhter by this expansion. The risks to my health, and the

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

health of all New Mexicans are not worth the current contamination we suffer in our I| 112-3 disposed of at LANL. Chemical waste and low-level radioactive mixed
air and water. Please do not turn LANL into a radioactive storage and waste dump waste from LANL operations are sent offsite for treatment and disposal;
facility. 191 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. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD
for additional information.

Please instead clean up LANL; we should be focusing on alternative energies at cont’d
LANL - we have the brain trust to do so, just apparently not the will nor vision.

Laurie Dickerson Moreau
212 Los Rios Road Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress that

Arroyo Hondo, NM 87513 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 | 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. These
analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and other contaminated

areas and provide environmental impact information to facilitate future
environmental restoration decisions that 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 additional information.

112-2  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 allocated 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 4, Table 4-43, and discussed
in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, LANL water usage is expected to remain
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Commentor No. 112 (cont’d): Laurie Dickerson Moreau

112-3

below its 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year allotment.
Green building requirements encouraging state-of-the-art strategies
for sustainable site development, water savings, energy efficiency, and
material selection will reduce water use for new facilities that replace
older buildings.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the potential health
impacts of LANL operations. Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS
provides information on current cancer mortality and incidence rates in
New Mexico and counties surrounding LANL. Chapter 4, Table 4-26,
shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos vicinity are lower than the
national average and some are higher, which is typical of any area. This
section also presents information from 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,
which determined 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). 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. Chapter 5, 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 Rio Grande water that could
potentially be impacted by LANL is comparable to drinking water from
the Jemez River, which is not downstream of LANL. The health impacts
analysis uses air monitoring 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.
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Commentor No. 113: Ellen Brodsky

From: Ellen Brodsky [mailto:ellenbro@laplaza.org]
Sent: Monday, September 04, 2006 3:38 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Public Comment

As a citizen of New Mexico | oppose the expanded operations alternative proposed
by DOE for a number of reasons, including but not limited to the following:

1. Los Alamos National Laboratories is situated on three major fault lines. The draft
SWEIS has not incorporated recent seismic data indicating that seismic activity is
due soon. A 2006 seismic hazard study is due to be released this year. DOE should
wait for the results of that study before making any proposals.

2. Although DOE wants to increase operations, it has cut its requiest for
environmental cleanup at LANL for fiscal yar 2007 of about $55 million. There are
already over 18 million cubic feet of waste buried in unlined pits, shafts and trenches
at LANL. DOE will expand the low-level radioactive waste dump by 70 acres this
fall. The fact that DOE is cutting its budget for cleanup at the same time that it is
significant looking to expand its waste emissions indicates that their priorities do not
lie in protecting the health, welfare and environment of New Mexico residents.

3. The country does not need more nuclear weapons. We already have enough to
blow up any enemy (maybe the world). We need to invest in renewable energy and
cleanup technologies for the toxins already created by LANL.

Thank you for your consideration.

Ellen Brodsky
PO Box 1102
Taos, NM 87571

113-1

113-2

113-3

113-1

113-2

An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in 2007

(LANL 2007a). 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.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities of
the U.S. Government. Funding decisions for LANL will be made by the
Congress and the President, and are not within the scope of this SWEIS,
which evaluates the environmental impacts of the alternatives. The
Record of Decision for the 1999 SWEIS documented the DOE decision to
continue onsite disposal of low-level radioactive waste at LANL, and to
expand disposal capacity by up to 72 acres (29 hectares) (64 FR 50797).
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress DOE has
made in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.
Appendix | of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses
for conducting future remediation activities at LANL primarily related
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Commentor No. 113 (cont’d): Ellen Brodsky

113-3

to the Consent Order that was entered into in March 2005. These
analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and other contaminated
areas, and provide environmental impact information to facilitate future
environmental restoration decisions to 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 additional information.

As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the SWEIS, the purpose of

the continued operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions as
directed by the Congress and the President, which includes ensuring a safe
and reliable nuclear stockpile. This does not entail adding more nuclear
weapons, but maintaining the existing stockpile. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for

more information. In addition to its national security mission, however,
LANL currently conducts research in the areas of renewable energy and
environmental cleanup technologies. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative
Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 114: Frances Christ

From: Frances Christ [mailto:mfchrist@optonline.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2006 6:52 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Opposed to NNSA's proposals

| am strongly opposed to the NNSA's proposal to increase the production of

plutonium pits, radioactive bomb wastes that will be transported on New Mexican

highways, increase the storage capacity of materials such as plutonium, and expand

the mission of LANL's new plutonium lab. 114-1

All of these actions are highly detrimental - they make peaceful arbitration less likely
to be chosen in times of conflict, they increase damage to the environment, and they
increase the danger of a terrorist threat.

Sincerely,
Frances Christ

114-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to NNSA’s proposal to

increase the production of plutonium pits. The SWEIS addresses three
alternatives for continued operation of LANL, none of which includes a
new plutonium lab. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS describes the environmental
impacts of pit production and resulting waste generation and disposal.
While increased pit production would result in increased transuranic
waste generation and transportation of this waste to WIPP, the impacts

are expected to be minimal. Regarding a terrorist threat, 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.
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Commentor No. 115: Beryl Schwartz

From: Beryl Schwartz [mailto:berylls@taosnet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2006 1:50 PM\
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Written comment on draft SWEIS

Public comment on 2006 LANL SWEIS by Beryl Schwartz, Taos, New Mexico:

The range of alternatives in the current LANL SWEIS from which the public is asked
to choose presents no alternative to the present business as usual, a business which
puts local communities in northern New Mexico and the world at a unacceptable risk.
Each alternative for the manufacture plutonium pits leads to restarting a nuclear arms
race, exaggerated and accelerated in the expanded alternative to greatly expand pit
production which also produces increased nuclear waste and increases radioactive
pollutants contaminating water and land, and further hazards in the event of a quake
or wildfire.

Even with No Change, LANL would continue to explode over four tons of depleted
uranium into the atmosphere during procedures innocuously named in the SWEIS as
“expending” in “dynamic” or “hydrodynamic” tests. Such dispersal of DU into the air
of northern New Mexico further contaminates the air, water, and soil of it's pueblos,
villages, towns and cities and is not only irresponsible but criminal, particularly as
other countries have recognized and acknowledged the danger of DU and have
stopped its use. Furthermore, according to former Livermore physicist Marion Fulk,
DU when exploded decimates into nano particles of uranium oxides and nitrides as
essentially weightless as the earth’s atmosphere, upon whose winds it can travel
the world over. When inhaled these radioactive, poisonous heavy-metal uranium
particles, capable of catalyzing cell disintegration, can travel and set up camp
anywhere in the body, causing, among various other illnesses, cancer and birth
deformities. LANL's explosion of DU is a danger not only to the people of northern
New Mexico, but to people worldwide, now and forever.

LANL purports that their major mock nuclear tests are merely for “Stockpile
Stewardship.” However, NNSA head, Linton Brooks, avidly promotes a new
generation of “usable nukes”-- nuclear bunker busters and mini-nukes and whatever
other diabolically irresponsible creations LANL's minds are hatching, and a new
nuclear bunker buster has already entered the US arsenal during the regime of
Stockpile Stewardship, inviting other countries to do the same.

A Brookhaven report states that 220,000 Ibs of DU munitions were exploded at LANL
prior to 1999, but does this include munitions exploded by the Dept of Defense and
does this SWEIS even tabulate the munitions currently exploded by the Dept of
Defense at LANL? What explains the difference between the 6900 Ibs per year for

115-1

115-2

115-3

115-4

115-1

115-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the three alternatives
evaluated in the SWEIS and preference for an alternative that does not
include activities related to 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, and is therefore not being considered in
the SWEIS. 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. Monitoring programs at LANL
address air, water, and soils, and the results are reported in the annual
environmental surveillance reports. LANL operations are in compliance
with regulations that protect public health and the environment and, based
on the SWEIS analyses, would continue to be in compliance under the
alternatives evaluated in 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. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of
this CRD for additional information. The impacts from postulated facility
accidents including earthquakes and wildfires are described in Chapter 5,
Section 5.12. Following the NEPA process but prior to the design,
construction and operation of new facilities, safety studies in the form of
Hazards Assessment Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that include
seismic risks would be prepared to address a more comprehensive set of
accidents. 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.

Please refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for
more information on LANL’s use of depleted uranium and its monitoring
program.
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Commentor No. 115 (cont’d): Beryl Schwartz

dynamic experiments on page (3-25) and about 8.600 Ibs for the same purpose on
page (5-49), more than 4 tons per year?

While the Neutron Science Center proposes testing DU in “contained” explosions,
100 Ibs per shot, what kind of containment is being proposed? Foam-filled tents, as
has been tried with DARHT “hydroshots?”

The Neutron Science Center (LANSCE, aka TA-53) appears (pp 3-85 and 5-87) to
release 30,400 curies per year in “gaseous mixed activation product’-an astonishing
and appalling amount, indicating the radionuclides created by LANL's particle
accelerator are not very efficiently contained at LANSCE. The “Reduced Alternative”
of the current SWEIS would shut down LANSCE. A good idea! Another question:
On page 3-22 of Volume | of the SWEIS in a chart for High Explosives Processing
Facilities, the Expanded Operations Alternative proposed an increase from 2,910
Ibs/yr to 5000 Ibs/yr of “mock explosives.” Do these “mock explosives” consist of
depleted uranium?

Given the use of a health study that was rejected by the DOE, seismic information
that was not fully explored, and the proposed construction of an underground facility
not many feet above volcanic ash, this draft SWEIS should go back to the drawing
board.

The unlisted alternative that | would choose for LANL calls for the discontinuation of
DU explosions of any kind, the cessation of any efforts to test or design new nuclear
weapons, the total dismantling, in cooperation with all the other nuclear nations of
the world, of the US nuclear arsenal, and the thorough clean-up of LANL, returning it
to environmental livability. There are many challenges for LANL scientists:

Greenhouse gasses, global warming, alternative fuels, cleaning up nuclear waste,
and repairing the damage done to human health by radiation . The Iternatives listed
in the SWEIS are in no way beneficial to life on earth.

115-4
cont’d

115-5

115-6

115-7

115-1
cont’d

115-3

115-4

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding health effects associated
with depleted uranium at LANL. The radiological health consequences of
LANL’s operations involving depleted uranium for all three alternatives
analyzed in the SWEIS are presented for normal operations in Chapter 5,
Section 5.6 and, for accidents, in Section 5.12. Appendix C presents the
chemical and radiological consequences associated with the consumption
of LANL area flora and fauna that contain contaminants including
uranium. Airborne radionuclide emissions at the LANL site perimeter,

as well as at onsite and regional locations, are monitored continually by
the radiological air sampling network, referred to as AIRNET, for such
particles. The data from AIRNET stations are tracked for several years

to determine if a trend or impact in the airborne radionuclide emissions
exists. The data collected from stations near DARHT did not indicate a
trend that needs to be tracked. Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium
and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of
this CRD for additional 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 Chapter 2,
Section 2.2.6, and Appendix | of the SWEIS, and in Section 2.9, Consent
Order and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD.

All depleted uranium proposed to be used in testing at LANL is
accounted for in the SWEIS. Chapter 3, Table 3-9 (on page 3-25 in

the Draft SWEIS), indicates that the maximum (on average) amount of
depleted uranium used for high explosives testing annually would be
6,900 pounds (3,130 kilograms); Chapter 5, Table 5-9 (on page 5-49

in the Draft SWEIS), shows a total of 8,649 pounds (3,931 kilograms)
of depleted uranium. This apparent inconsistency can be explained as
follows: Table 5-9 identifies the maximum amount of depleted uranium
that could be used in any one of the three high explosives testing sites
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Commentor No. 115 (cont’d): Beryl Schwartz

115-5

115-6

115-7

while Table 3-9 is a single maximum limit for all high explosives
testing combined. The total amount of depleted uranium used at all
high explosives testing sites will not exceed a total of 6,900 pounds
(3,130 kilograms), on average, per year. A note has been added to
Table 5-9 to indicate the overall annual limit.

The linear accelerator experiments at LANSCE are different from the
hydrotests at DARHT. At LANSCE, the depleted uranium is used as

a target for the study of the effect of neutrons on the material. The
experiment is contained within a certified steel containment vessel, which
is located and confined within Experimental Area C, one of the buildings
at TA-53.

LANSCE does have the highest amount of radionuclide air emissions at
the site. Operations at LANSCE are closely monitored and as discussed

in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, if necessary, operational controls would

limit the dose to the hypothetical 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. Mock explosives, non-detonable
material used to simulate one or more properties of high explosives, do not
consist of depleted uranium.

NNSA assumes the commentor is referring to the LANL Public Health
Assessment prepared by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR),
and the comments on the report by EPA. The SWEIS does not rely on
the ATSDR LANL Public Health Assessment in any specific way for its
conclusions. The LANL Public Health Assessment was finalized and
released August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006). Appendix I of 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. See
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this
CRD for more information.

To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including an
update to the seismic hazard analysis, completed in 2007, are considered
in the Final SWEIS analyses. Information under development that is not
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Commentor No. 115 (cont’d): Beryl Schwartz

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.

NNSA assumes that the volcanic ash the commentor refers to is the

thick, structurally weak, non-welded tuff interval identified at depth
beneath the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility

site at TA-55. The rocks beneath LANL consist of alluvium underlain by
sediments and tuffs that are variably welded and indurated as discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.2. These tuffs, which comprise the Bandelier Tuff,
Otowi Pumice Bed, and Puye Formation, may form the upper 300 feet

(91 meters) of rock beneath LANL (based on data from Characterization
Well R-13, located in TA-5). Although these are tuffs, they are not
necessarily weak layers—they form the foundation for most of the
facilities at LANL. In addition, any below-grade structures would be built
using best construction practices to mitigate any structural weaknesses in
the strata. Below the Puye Formation, the tuffs give way to the Cerro del
Rios Basalt. Additional site investigation is underway to determine the
lateral extent of the ash layer as an indicator of whether it is a significant
issue for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility

or other facilities. As further geological information becomes available

it would be factored into the planning process and building modification
decisions for new or existing structures in the area of effect. 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, 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. 116: Tim Gale

From: tim gale [mailto:tpgale@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2006 11:49 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Cease the Madness

Dear Ms. Withers,

| recently learned about the plans for Los Alamos to quadruple its production of
plutonium pit triggers for various type of nuclear weapons. | am foursquare against
this. All nations of the world should be stepping back from nuclear weapons
production and use. If the US continues increasing its stockpiles and threatening
the use of nukes, tactical or otherwise, our poor example will only lead to more
proliferation and possible exchanges. The Non Proliferation Treaty was a step in
the right direction. Why are we falling away from those principles? So we can keep
creating more hazardous waste and continue courting the disaster of a nuclear
exchange?

The outrageous and immoral policies of the Bush administration are legion and
this latest move only underscores their already abysmal track record. The military
industrial complex in the US has profited immensely from Bush administration
policies. This latest move at Los Alamos is assuredly more of the same old
game. The NNSA is acting directly against the interests of peace, prosperity and
environmental preservation here in the US and abroad.

Cease the Madness and consider the future of the earth and your children’s well
being.

Sincerely,
Tim Gale

116-1

116-1

cont’d

116-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear
weapons. Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently
viewed by the United States as a means to further the Nation’s
nonproliferation objectives. U.S. confidence in its nuclear stockpile

is likely to remain important in future arms control negotiations as the
Nation moves to further reduce its overall stockpile size. The pits that
would be produced at LANL would be used to replace existing pits. The
number of nuclear weapons in the Nation’s stockpile has been decreasing
and NNSA anticipates that future reductions will be possible. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information including stockpile reduction information.
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Commentor No. 117: E. Besada

From: Dr. Besada [mailto:ebesada@nova.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2006 11:24 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject:

Dear Sir/Madam:

My name is Eulogio Besada I'm writing this e-mail to voice my opposition to the

development and expansion of nuclear weapons production at Los Alamos National

laboratory. I've come to the realization that rather than serving as a deterrence, the 117-1
continue relying and trusting our security and that of the World on Nuclear weapons

is equivocal and unjustifiable and this may lead to the opposite undesirable scenario,

that is the use of these weapons.

Respectfully;
E. Besada

117-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons 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. 118: Ann E. Fonfa

From: AnnFonfa@aol.com [mailto:AnnFonfa@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2006 8:25 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: (no subject)

| oppose expanded nuclear weapons production at Los Alamos National Laboratory. Bl 118-1
This is never going to be the way to fight our current enemies. And | hope it will
never be the way we fight our future enemies.

All we are doing is placing our children and their future at greater and greater risk.
Please do not go forward with expansion. 1 1181

cont’d
Ann E. Fonfa
7319 Serrano Terrace
Delray Beach, FL 33446-2215
(XXX)XXX-XXXX
fax XXX-XXXX

118-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to the expansion of nuclear
weapons operations at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for additional information.
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Commentor No. 119: Debra Link

From: debra link [mailto:link@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2006 11:38 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: depleted uranium

Ms. Withers, In regard to Lanl expanding its nuclear “processing” activities, | ask you
the question, how in good conscience, can the labs be “burning” depleted uranium, 119-1
outside, with no containment, no filtering, directly degrading our environment in

a very serious way? Is this moral?And now, you're asking the public tax payer to
support more weapons manufacturing when the lab completely ignores necessary

119-2
safeguards to it's already existing dangerous (and immoral) activities. I‘

| used to be proud of my country, | am no longer. Debra Link

119-1

119-2

NNSA does not agree with the commentor’s statement that these
operations are “directly degrading our environment in a very serious
way.” The LANL contractor monitors air, water, soils and foodstuffs

as part of its environmental monitoring programs and publishes the
results in annual environmental surveillance reports which are available
to the public (www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml). Releases from
current operations, including the hydrodynamic testing using depleted
uranium, are well within regulatory limits to protect public health and
the environment. In addition, depleted uranium is not burned in open
burning pits. Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for
more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the operating safeguards
at LANL. LANL operations are performed according to procedures
developed to implement DOE regulations, orders, and standards designed
to safeguard the health and safety of workers and the public and to protect
the environment. LANL operations are furthermore subject to oversight
and audits.
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Commentor No. 120: Vincent D. Murphy

From: Vincent Murphy [mailto:vinali@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2006 1:09 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Expanding Nuclear Pit Production

Gentlemen:

Please under no circumstance expand the Nuclear Pit production. This is an Il 1201
egregious and unreasonable attempt to promote death to our planet. The more
bombs we have the more chance someone of our so called leaders will use them.

We have had enough death and destruction in the twentieth century, please let's not
carry it into the twenty first. More nuclear bombs will not make us safer. It'll will just
make us a bigger target.

Vincent D. Murphy

11 Carnegie Dr.

Smithtown, NY,11787-2028
XXX-XXX-XXXX

120-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to the expansion of pit production
at LANL. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for additional information.
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Commentor No. 121: Tiska Blankenship

U.S. Department of Energy

National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Office

Attn: Ms. Elizabeth Withers,

Office of Environmental Stewardship
528 35™ Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Dear Ms. Withers:

1 have recently been made aware that Los Alamos Site-Wide Environmental Statement
(LANL SWEIS) presentations will be given at three locations, none of which include a
location in Albuquerque. 121-1

I am very interested in these hearings but am dismayed that none of them will be in
Albuquerque, where I live. I am disabled and it is extremely difficult for me to attend
events that require great efforts by me to travel. I am sure that I am not the only
Albuquerque citizen who finds attending these meetings difficult, if not impossible.
Examples of citizens who would find it difficult to attend might be: working 9-5 citizens,
single mothers with children, elder citizens who do not easily drive, or just about anyone
trying to keep up with a busy life in the 21" Century. Since a “hearing” implies that it is
ap ion to inform, educate, and seek public counsel, I think that you must want me
and other interested citizens to attend.

Therefore, please start holding the hearings in Albuquerque. We are the major
population center in New Mexico and we are downstream from Los Alamos — a serious

concern. Also, we in Albuquerque are directly affected by the possibility of increased 121-1
production of Plutonium Pits and that activity’s connection to Sandia Labs, which would )
make for more nuclear waste moving through our city on its way to WIPP. We cont’d
Albuquerq are ially being left out of the opportunity for the hearings by the

inconveni and extreme hardship of ding such hearings.

Please have DOE provide an Albuquerque hearing that is timely and convenient. I look
forward to your response to my request.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Tiska Blankenship

1523 Solano Dr. NE
Albuquerque, NM 87110
Tiska@unm.edu
XXX.XXX.XXXX

121-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for a hearing in Albuquerque.
Although there were no public hearings in Albuquerque, other means

of providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided. Refer to
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this
CRD for more information.

Potential impacts of the alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS, including the
impacts associated with transportation of waste, are presented in Chapter 5
of the SWEIS.

Environmental impacts of operating Sandia National Laboratories in
support of NNSA’s mission are addressed in the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996), which evaluates the
environmental impacts of the nationwide nuclear weapons complex, and
the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Sandia National
Laboratories/New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0281) (DOE 1999b).
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Commentor No. 122: Elizabeth “Betsy” Martinez PA-C, Robert P. Martinez,

Margaret M. Hess, Sandra O’Kelly, Patricia Hannigan

PO Box 670
Ranchos de Taos, NM 87557
505/758-1970

betsym @laplaza.org
8/09/06

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

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Enery

528 35™ Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,

T am writing as a member of Pax Christi, New Mexico, a Catholic Peace and Justice Group, and as a
health care worker in Northern New Mexico since 1979, as a mother and citizen. Friends and family are
also signing this letter to express our opposition to any increases in nuclear weapons research, developmer
or production. We oppose the proposed Expanded Operations Alternative in the draft 2006 Site-Wide
Envirc | Impact Si (SWEIS) for Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). This alternative
will generate more radioactive and chemical waste, increasing toxic air emissions and wastewater
discharges into the canyons near Los Alamos.

We oppose a “modern pit facility” (MPF) at Los Alamos, and believe that it would violate the Nuclear I
Nonproliferation Treaty.

Since the draft SWEIS includes calculations based on the EPA-rejected draft Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) assessment, and does not adequately address the low-level wa:
dump at Area G, the draft needs to be rewritten.

Increased Consent Order cleanup analysis should be included in all three alternatives, not only in the
Expanded Operations Alternative. Compliance with the New Mexico Environment Department
(NMED)/LANL Consent Order for cleanup at LANL by 2015 is not optional, and must not be tied to
activities which threaten public health and the environment.

‘We strongly believe that Congress must change the mission of LANL. LANL could lead the world in
research and development of renewable energy, such as solar, wind and biomass, and clean up technologi
that support the environment and public health. The SWEIS must include a fourth alternative that focuses
on these activities. The security of the United States would be strengthened by clean energy independence
rather than accelerating the arms race. The economy of New Mexico and the nation could be improved by
focusing on these life affirming priorities.

- Sincerilj,
73 Faraiers i nniga Elizabeth (Betsy) Martinez PA-C
Tt e e SN iy vl
He 15 B¢t
DT
Porcbec DT,

122-1

122-2

122-3

122-4

122-5

122-1

122-2

122-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to any increases in nuclear
weapons research, development, or production and to the proposed
Expanded Operations Alternative. 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 the
Expanded Operations Alternative, including management of radioactive
and chemical waste, monitoring of air emissions, and treatment or
monitoring of wastewater before discharge through NPDES-permitted
outfalls. The commentor is correct that this alternative results in greater
amounts of radioactive and chemical waste as well as increased air
emissions and wastewater discharges; however, as demonstrated in the
SWEIS, these increases can be safely managed. Refer to Section 2.6,
Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more information.

In October 2006, NNSA announced cancellation of the planned
supplemental EIS for a modern pit facility in 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) (71 FR 61731). Consequently, a modern pit facility
is no longer included as a reasonably foreseeable event in the SWEIS.
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of
this CRD for more information. Pit production to ensure a safe, reliable
nuclear stockpile is 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, of this CRD for more information.

The SWEIS does not include any calculations based on the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry’s Public Health Assessment

of LANL, nor does the SWEIS rely on it in any specific way for its
conclusions. The Public Health Assessment of LANL examined data
from 1980 through 2001, whereas the SWEIS 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.
EPA National Priorities List. The Public Health Assessment of LANL
is therefore a relevant Federal agency study, and it is appropriate that
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Commentor No. 122 (cont’d): Elizabeth Martinez PA-C,
Robert P. Martinez, Margaret M. Hess, Sandra O’Kelly, Patricia Hannigan

122-4

the SWEIS acknowledge its conclusions. EPA did not reject the draft
Public Health Assessment; however, it did submit comments. As
detailed in Appendix | to the final Public Health Assessment (released
August 31, 2006), EPA comments on the draft were addressed by the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry in the final document
and the results of the study remain unchanged (ATSDR 2006).

With respect to the Area G Performance Assessment and Composite
Analysis, to the extent possible, the most recent technical documents
were considered in the Final SWEIS analyses. Information that is still
under development and 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.
The Final SWEIS references the Performance Assessment and Composite
Analysis for the Area G low-level radioactive waste disposal facility that
was issued in 1997. Decisions made by DOE regarding disposal facility
closure must be compatible with those made by the State of New Mexico
for remediation of MDA G. Future decisions about remediation of

MDA G will be made by the State of New Mexico, and therefore cannot
be documented in the Final SWEIS. The Final SWEIS does address the
levels of impacts that could be associated with closing a 63-acre portion of
Area G, including MDA G. Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, 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 under
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 whether other actions in the
Expanded Operations Alternative are implemented. 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. 122 (cont’d): Elizabeth Martinez PA-C,
Robert P. Martinez, Margaret M. Hess, Sandra O’Kelly, Patricia Hannigan

122-5

NNSA notes the commentor’s belief that the Congress should 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 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. 123: Beverly Busching
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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.
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Commentor No. 124: Sister Joan Brown, osf

August 30, 2006

Elizabeth Withers

Office of Environmental Stewardship .

U.S. Department of Energy National Nuclear Security Administration (DOE/NNSA)
Los Alamos Site Office

528 35" Street Los Alamos, NM 87544

Dear Ms. Withers,

Peace and good this day. Iam writing of an issue of grave concern to myself and many of my
friends and family—the expansion of the nuclear weapons industry in New Mexico. Ilive in
Albuquerque and have found it impossible to attend the public hearings regarding this issue;
because of distance. It is important to get public input on this critical issue that will affect
generations of people and the environment of our state.

In addition, Sandia National Laboratories plays a key role in the atomic bomb building with
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL):

e The plutonium triggers produced at LANL will be transported to Sandia on our highways
where they will be loaded with Tritium.

e Sandia’s prior involvement in weapons production resulted in toxic waste dumps over
Albuquerque’s sole source aquifer. Long-lived radi lides such as Plutoni
Strontium-90 and uranium abandoned in dumps on the east mesa endanger our aquifer.

e Tritium wastes and cancer causing chemicals like PCE now threaten Albuquerque’s
regional groundwater resource and municipal wells.

1 am also concerned about the ongoing health of the water systems, especially the Rio Grande
because of the ongoing work at Los Alamos National Labs. Shortly, we in Albuquerque will be
drinking this water and I have many friends down south and into Mexico that rely upon the Rio
Grande. There is growing concern about toxins in the water because of the work done in Los
Alamos.

Again, T urge you to have Albuquerque public hearings regarding this issue of grave concern. I am
sure that you want to do everything possible to ensure the safety and health of New Mexico and
our way of life.

Peace and all good,

‘ )
tau bt o SWC
Sister Joan Brown,osf'
1004 Major Ave. NW

Albuquerque, NM 87107

124-1

124-2

124-3

124-1
cont’d

124-1

124-2

124-3

NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for a hearing in Albuquerque.
Although there were no public hearings in Albuquerque, other means

of providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided, such as

U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free telephone line, and a toll-free fax line. It
should be noted that all comments, whether written or provided orally,
are given equal weight and consideration. Refer to Section 2.2, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional
information.

The focus of the LANL SWEIS is the environmental impacts of current
and proposed operations at LANL. As discussed in Appendix I,
environmental contamination from past operations at LANL is being
remediated to meet applicable requirements including those of the
Consent Order signed by New Mexico Environment Department, DOE
and the LANL contractor in March 2005. Sandia operations in support
of NNSA’s mission are addressed in the Final Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement for Sandia National Laboratories/New Mexico (DOE/
EIS-0281) (DOE 1999b). Cleanup at Sandia National Laboratories is
being addressed under a Consent Order dated April 29, 2004. The Sandia
Consent Order addresses solid waste management units and areas of
concern, including three identified areas of groundwater contamination.

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, 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, NNSA would continue to

meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources at LANL.

In addition, the NNSA operates a monitoring program (described in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted
from past practices. In accordance with applicable regulations and
agreements, NNSA evaluates and takes corrective action for occurrences
of contamination in groundwater and surface waters at LANL.

The radiation dose to a member of the public who only consumed
water from the Rio Grande was calculated using the 95 percentile upper
confidence limit values of measured radioisotope concentration from
the 2005 LANL Environmental Surveillance Report (LANL 2006g).
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Commentor No. 124 (cont’d): Sister Joan Brown, osf

The calculated annual drinking water radiation dose from radioisotopes
measured at locations upstream and downstream from LANL in the Rio
Grande were equivalent and all were less than 10 percent of the allowable
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency limit of 4 millirem per year.

The specific radioisotopes present in the Rio Grande both upstream and
downstream of LANL are naturally occurring and not indicative of any
releases from LANL.
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Commentor No. 125: Hildegard Kurz

7720 Oakland NE
Albuquerque, Nm 87122
Aug.29, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers

US DOE / NNSA

Los Alamos Site Office

Office of Environmental Stewardship
528 35™ Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Dear Ms. Withers:

I 'am writing to you, extremely concerned about the proposed DOE expansion of
plutonium pit production at Los Alamos. It is my understanding that there is to be a
quadrupled increase in production of plutonium triggers for nuclear bombs, as well as
other increases in other nuclear weapons activities at Los Alamos Labs. All of this would
also greatly i the radioactive and chemical waste being generated. In addition, air
emissions and discharges to surface and ground water would also increase, putting the
people of New Mexico at even greater risk than they already are from the nuclear
industry.

Please put me on record as being COMPLETELY OPPOSED to any expansion of the
nuclear weapons industry at Los Alamos. Los Alamos Labs has never had the safety
record one would wish for as a resident of New Mexico and they certainly should NOT
be allowed to put their plan on a fast track that makes inadequate provisions for citizen
safety. I have no confidence whatever in the Labs’ “culture of non-compliance” and I
believe the present plan bodes ill for New Mexicans, who have already made many
sacrifices in the name of national security.

NO to becoming another Rocky Flats — YES to concern for the state of New Mexico, its
safety and its people.

Thank you for your attention,

Sincerely,

Mmd Kurz M

125-1

125-2

125-1

125-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about the proposed expansion

of operations at LANL. LANL operations are in compliance with
regulations that protect public health and the environment and, based on
the SWEIS analyses, would continue to be in compliance even under the
Expanded Operations Alternative. Chapter 5 of the SWEIS analyzes the
environmental impacts of expanded operations, including management of
radioactive and chemical waste, monitoring of air emissions, and treatment
or monitoring of wastewater before discharge through National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System-permitted outfalls. LANL has monitoring
programs that sample air, water and soils, and the results are reported in
annual environmental surveillance reports. Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite
Contamination, of this CRD for more information.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the expansion of nuclear
weapons related work 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. 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. NNSA management
continues to emphasize compliance with health, safety, and environmental
requirements in the performance of LANL operations.
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Commentor No. 126: Rodney Adams

September 1, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers

US DOE / NNSA

Los Alamos Site Office

Office of Environmental Stewardship
528 35" Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Dear Ms. Withers:

I want to add my name to those in opposition to the proposed construction of the DOE
Modern Pit Facility, and expansion of plutonium pit production at Los Alamos. The
proposed plan to quadruple production of plutonium triggers for nuclear bombs, or any
increases in nuclear weapons activities at LANL is an invitation for disaster. The history
of pit production is one of environmental catastrophe. DOE sites at Hanover,
‘Washington and Rocky Flats, Colorado stand as “glowing” examples of DOE’s record in
regard to handling of plutonium in pit production. Must we add Los Alamos and the
surrounding landscape of the Rio Grande Valley, the Jemez Mountains and the vast
Valles Calderas with its natural trout streams, elk herds and other wildlife to the list?

LANL already has a reputation for having a “culture of non-compliance” and the Fast
Track plan bodes ill for New Mexico and its residents, both animal and human. Due to
the presence of LANL, Sandia National Labs (and the imminent disaster present in their
“Mixed Waste Landfill”), WIPP and other sites, New Mexico has already made many
sacrifices in the name of national security.

Aside from the environmental risks involved, there is no economical, moral or national
defense justification for even continuing, much less increasing pit production. The DOE
already has an excessive number of pits - as many as 23,000 to 25,000 - of which over
10,000 are in warhead form. To remain compliant with current treaty obligations, only
1,700-2,200 of these WMD can be "operationally deployed". It is obvious that there are
far more than enough pits to maintain the current nuclear deterrent.

In addition, the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has expressed
confidence in pits 45-60 years old and other weapons scientists such as hydrogen bomb
architect Richard Garwin believe they will last 60-90 years or more. The modern pit
facility would be tremendously expensive, costing $2-4 billion to build, $200-300 million
to operate each year and untold billions of dollars more to dismantle and clean up. What
possible sense does it make to waste this much of our tax dollars to produce even more
pits?

Sincerely,

4

Rodney Adams
Albuquerque, New Mexico

126-1

126-2

126-1

126-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expansion of plutonium pit
production at Los Alamos. The commentor also opposes construction of
the Modern Pit Facility, which was the subject of a draft Supplemental
Programmatic EIS (DOE/EIS-236-S2) (DOE 2003a) issued in

January 2003. Since the issuance of the Draft SWEIS, NNSA has 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 this Notice of Intent, NNSA cancelled the
Modern Pit Facility EIS. Any new facility for pit production would be
addressed in the Complex Transformation SPEIS. Thus, the SWEIS
addresses operations at LANL including increased pit production of

up to 80 pits per year under the Expanded Operations Alternative, but
does not include construction of a modern pit facility. Chapter 5 of

the SWEIS describes the environmental impacts, including impacts on
natural resources and human health, of three alternatives for continued
operations at LANL. LANL operations are in compliance with the
regulations that protect public health and the environment and, based on
the SWEIS analyses, would continue to be in compliance under all SWEIS
alternatives including the Expanded Operations Alternative. Refer to
Sections 2.6, Offsite Contamination, and 2.12, Comparison to Rocky Flats
Plant, of this CRD for more information related to the concerns raised in
this comment.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opinions regarding pit production and the
nuclear weapons stockpile. As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, of the
SWEIS, NNSA proposes to produce up to 80 pits annually to meet the
near-term needs of the Stockpile Stewardship Program, which includes
replacement of pits. NNSA has determined that continued pit production
is necessary to ensure a safe and secure weapons stockpile.
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Commentor No. 127: Kathryn Tretter
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded pit production and
the additional waste that would be produced. Proposed activities at LANL
involving pit production are consistent with its national security mission
and with prior NEPA analyses and decisions. NNSA is continuing its
environmental restoration program and is safely disposing of waste as it
carries out this mission. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes
the progress made in the environmental restoration program at LANL.
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. Decisions about environmental
restoration for any contaminated site will be made in accordance with
established regulatory standards and processes. The wastes generated
from environmental restoration will depend on these regulatory decisions.
NNSA expects that solid wastes, hazardous wastes, and mixed low-level
radioactive wastes from all LANL activities, including those from pit
production and environmental restoration, would be disposed of in offsite
disposal facilities. Transuranic wastes would be disposed of at WIPP.
Disposal of low-level radioactive waste may safely occur partly in onsite
and partly in offsite disposal facilities. 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.
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Commentor No. 128: Lorenna Shalev
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Commentor No. 128 (cont’d):

Lorenna Shalev

Dear Mg Shizadedth, Wil 4

Th United States already possesses 93,000 ruclear gt
triggers for nuclear warkeads), et have baan proven te be relf Skl £
ancther 20 years, Senior scienfists now concur these plis will B

Alanos Mational Laboratories plans to quadeuple pldonium pit pros _~¥

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, rafified by the LUSA n 1970,
mandates that all the muclear arsenals be dismantled n concert with the sther
nuclear powers. s the leading muclear weapons stabe, # s aur sesponsibiliy o
talia the first steps o abide l:,-rhc'rmrg This accelerated production of & |
naclear pits - as well as a new ges of nuclear activities at =
cur mation’s National Laboratories - cleady viclates five intent of the Treaty.

Ohur Constitution shates that all treaties ratifled by the Uniked States
shall be the "Supreme Law of the Land”. Tt is your dufy as cur elacted
efficial, bound by aath te uphold the Conslitution, to stand in firm opposiion ke
taxpayer money belng allocated for continued nuclear weapon praduction.
The LS. budget for weapons activitias in 2006 is $6.5 billlos.

Tt is thee to reallocate those funds for the research and developnuent
of renewalble and sustainable technologies and fo convert aur National

depand, Inherdepand, and glebal climate. change.
Tt in fime fo toke o stand to create o just, soclally responsible and

compassionate soclety.
Tt is fime o woke up to peacel PLE&EE

Respecifully yours, e e pinjdy SHHLEY
504 Comnivo toAp
Lo 1
SMM A,n\:\k £t

Prermse

S P .3_,[{51««3.

_ Lot Alamps, NPT EPSHY
Laboratories fo deal with the real national securily issues of energy (i)

BEP 0 5 208

O Elzabet biitheres
LANL SWES Dee. Olye-
AVE A

i Alames Site mﬂh
s28 2644 5F.

@&
Viour raphy to this lettns wil
ke greafly appreciated.

cHeoose e Goob Of

The FeoPLe” Mioye oTuer CoPNSIEANTION
— Thare I5+n pasncl, plodrwiten - Ln’wff_m"‘

At pABTE

128-1

128-2

Sl =

128-1

128-2

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding U.S. compliance with
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 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. 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. NNSA notes that the operations at LANL do not create
any additional plutonium, but make use of existing inventories. Refer to
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this
CRD for more information.

Funding decisions are not within the scope of the SWEIS; the

U.S. Congress and the President are responsible for funding decisions.

It should be noted that LANL currently supports initiatives related to
renewable energy and global climate change in addition to its national
security mission. Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD
for more information.
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Commentor No. 129: Amy V. Bunting

August 29, 2006

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

National Nuclear Security Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

538 35t Street

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,

I 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.

I 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 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.

129-1

129-2

129-3

129-4
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129-3

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 shown 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 will be protective of human health and the environment,
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Commentor No. 129 (cont’d): Amy V. Bunting

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.

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

v

129-5

129-6

129-7

129-8

129-7
cont’d
129-8
cont’d

129-9

129-4

129-5

and 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 cleanup of 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 (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. 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
of LANL in support of DOE’s core missions will cause the generation
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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
technologies that support the environmental and public health. The SWEIS must
include a fourth alternative that focuses on these activities.

Sincerely, &\f\ . ER

Print Name _ A m Yy BINT L

Address %%, CAmcpe Clics
AN P/C,. VM L5 of

129-9
cont’d

129-10

129-11

129-12

129-13

129-6

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 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
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
the potential for harm to the workforce and the public. Construction
requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance with the site
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129-7

129-8

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 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 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 does not rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry Public Health Assessment in any specific way for its
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129-9

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 published on August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).

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 evaluates and takes 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 (LANL 2006g)
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 Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.2.2, it is documented 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
(LANL 2006a). Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD
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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 level is between 20 parts per billion and 56 parts per billion,
which is 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
levels 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 1,574 million gallons (5,958 million liters) in
2000, when the Cerro Grande Fire occurred. As shown in Table 4-43 and
discussed in Section 5.8.2, 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 DOE.
The intent of the SWEIS is not to prejudge these decisions but to provide
environmental impact information to be used for the decisionmaking
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
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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, in accordance
with cleanup and screening levels for soil, groundwater and surface water
as documented in Section V11 of the Consent Order. 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.

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 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 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 are evaluated and discussed
in Chapter 5, Section 5.13, of the SWEIS. Although not expected, future
expansion of the LANL infrastructure to supply additional electricity,
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129-13

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 panuinuod 10j 13 apip-als feulq



L12-€

Commentor No. 130: Iria Miller

/80 JAESE ) A
% 47’?”»,53/7@/

3, Aol

04 M0 )99 41
Mo Do 9.0

W me il il

130-1

130-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding increasing pit
production and the existence of nuclear weapons. Refer to Section 2.1,
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more
information.
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear
weapons. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for additional information.
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NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to 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 and elsewhere 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.

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 is committed to operating LANL in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations and to managing activities to be protective of public
and worker health and the environment.

Although LANL has instituted a pollution prevention and waste
minimization program (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS),
operation 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. Low-level radioactive waste will be
disposed of onsite at TA-54 or offsite at a DOE or commercial facility.
Chemical wastes will be sent offsite for treatment and disposal at a
permitted facility.

As the commentor notes, the possibility of a modern pit facility being
located at LANL was included in the Draft LANL SWEIS cumulative
impacts analysis. NNSA has since announced the cancellation of the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship
and Management for a Modern Pit Facility with the Notice of Intent

to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Environmental Impact Statement — Complex 2030 (now called the
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (71 FR 61731).
Consequently, the waste associated with operation of a modern pit facility
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is not included in the cumulative impacts discussion of this Final SWEIS;
however, wastes associated with the alternatives in the Draft Complex
Transformation SPEIS are addressed in the cumulative impacts section of
the Final SWEIS.

Most of the transuranic waste projected for the Expanded Operations
Alternative is from the assumed removal of transuranic waste disposed

of before 1970 from LANL material disposal areas subject to the Consent
Order. Generation of this waste is uncertain and will depend on future
regulatory decisions by the New Mexico Environment Department. WIPP
disposal capacity is expected to be sufficient for disposal of all retrievably
stored waste including LANL’s current inventory of legacy waste and all
newly generated transuranic waste from the DOE complex over the next
few decades. As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.9.3, no credit has been
taken for LANL waste volume reduction techniques such as sorting and

it is assumed that all of the transuranic waste at LANL could be disposed
of at WIPP. However, there may not be sufficient space at WIPP for
disposal of all pre-1970 waste buried across the DOE complex. Because
future decisions about disposal of transuranic waste will be based on the
needs of the entire DOE complex, it is not possible to be definitive about
the disposition of waste from environmental remediation that may or may
not be generated. Any transuranic waste generated at LANL without a
disposal pathway would be safely stored until disposal capacity became
available. Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, and Section 2.9,
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in 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
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132-5
cont’d

132-1
cont’d

132-4
cont’d

132-5
cont’d

132-1
cont’d

132-13

132-6

132-7

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.

DOE and NNSA have reviewed Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board
reports and responded with commitments to update and improve safety
basis documentation. Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the
Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.

The more recent fault movement cited by the commentor is acknowledged
in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, of the SWEIS and specifically cited in
Chapter 4, Table 4-3 as the most recent movement on the Pajarito Fault.
As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.2.3, all new structures at LANL
would be designed and constructed in compliance with applicable DOE
Orders, requirements, and governing standards that have been established
to protect public and worker health and the environment, including from
the adverse impacts of natural phenomena hazards, such as earthquakes.
DOE Order 420.1B specifically provides for the reevaluation and upgrade
of existing facilities when there is a significant degradation in the safety
basis for the facility. As noted in Section 5.2.1 and in Comment no. 132-5,
an update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in 2007 and
incorporated into the SWEIS.

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
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evaluating water quality data. As Table 4-7 demonstrates, LANL surface
water data is 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.

NNSA does not agree with the statement that there are over

1,400 unmonitored discharge sites. As described in Chapter 4,

Section 4.3.1.3, NNSA had managed stormwater runoff from LANL 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.

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, 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, NNSA would continue to meet
permit conditions designed to protect water resources at LANL. In
addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program (described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted from past
practices. In accordance with applicable regulations and agreements,
LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action for occurrences of
contamination in groundwater and surface waters at LANL.

As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.3, from 1999 to 2005,

LANL water use decreased from 453 to 359 million gallons (1,715 to
1,359 million liters), while Los Alamos County water use increased
from 880 to 1,034 million gallons (3,331 to 3,914 million liters). Los
Alamos County is working to lessen the county’s dependence on the
regional groundwater aquifer and is studying the possible use of their
San Juan-Chama surface water allotment. As described in Appendix F,
statistical analysis shows that the level of perchlorate at most LANL
locations is 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. The New Mexico Environment Department
will be a decisionmaker with regard to the removal of waste for each
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132-10

132-11

132-12

material disposal area (MDA), rather than DOE, and under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act compliance process there will be an
opportunity for commentors to voice their opinion to the New Mexico
Environment Department with regard to remediation alternatives.

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. 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. The
LANL contractor evaluates the results from these programs and makes
changes in the sampling locations and constituents as appropriate.

All LANL activities have valid permits as described in Chapter 6 and are
performed in accordance and under State and Federal guidance and laws.
For more information on high explosives testing, depleted uranium, and
associated monitoring programs, refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium
and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of
this CRD.

Although LANSCE does have the highest amount of radionuclide air
emissions in comparison to the other Key Facilities, the Expanded
Operations Alternative includes no increase in LANSCE activities over
the No Action alternative as presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.3.14. The
only capability at LANSCE that could potentially include an increase in
emissions under the Expanded Operations Alternative is medical isotope
production. As indicated in Appendix G, Section G.5, the LANSCE
Refurbishment Project would include renovations and improvements

to the existing facility in order to ensure its reliability and extend its
operation for the next 20 to 30 years, but this refurbishment would not
likely result in an increase in emissions over the No Action Alternative.

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations
Alternative, in particular opposition to the associated detonation of high
explosives and depleted uranium. All LANL activities operate under
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valid permits as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS and are conducted
in accordance with applicable State and Federal laws and regulations.
This includes activities related to high explosives and depleted uranium.
Although toxic and radioactive air emissions can potentially have
detrimental impacts, the past emission levels analyzed and those projected
for LANL would not be expected to cause unacceptable impacts on human
health or the environment, as shown in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, and
Chapter 5, Sections 5.4.1.1, and 5.6.2. Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted
Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT)
Facility, of this CRD for more information on high explosives and
depleted uranium activities.

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 summarizes the progress made in the
environmental restoration program, while 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.

NNSA considers compliance with the Consent Order to be mandatory and
is not linking compliance to decisions about pit production or other LANL
activities. NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply

with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities
analyzed in the SWEIS.

Several alternative remedies may be considered for remediating a
contaminated site 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 considering the designated future use of the
site. 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 considering standards for groundwater, surface
water, and soils as documented in Section VIII of the Consent Order.
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Commentor No. 132 (cont’d): Janet Degan

NNSA expects that solid wastes, hazardous wastes, and mixed low-level
radioactive wastes from all LANL activities, including those from pit
production and environmental restoration, would be disposed of in offsite
disposal facilities. Transuranic wastes will be disposed of at WIPP or
its replacement facility. Disposal of low-level radioactive waste may
safely occur in both onsite and offsite disposal facilities. All wastes
will be packaged in accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation
regulations and the requirements of the facilities receiving the wastes;
those requirements depend on the hazards presented by the wastes.
Packaging requirements for radioactive materials are summarized in
Appendix K, Section K.3.1.
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Commentor No. 133: Diane and Arthur Gledhill

Diane and Arthur Gledhill
HC 69 Box B8
Embudo, New Mexico 87531
XXX-XXX-XXXX

dianegledhill@earthlink.net

September 2, 2006

U.S. Dept. of Energy

National Security Administration, Los Alamos Office
Attn: Ms. Elizabeth Withers,

Office of Environmental Stewardship

528 35th Street
Los Alamos New Mexico 87544
Re: DOE Site Wide Envi 1 Impact S (SWEIS)
Expanded operations at Los Alamos National Laboratory
Dear Ms. Withers,
We strongly oppose the project to produce plutonium pit production at Los Alamos.

There are many reasons we oppose the project but foremost is our belief that the U.S.
aggressive stance and nuclear weapons program is greatly increasing proliferation and
fear around the world. We are far more vulnerable as a nation from our dependence on
oil, our national deficit, our nations failing health programs, and lagging education. We
must put our resources into addressing these issues, not more nuclear weapons.

Diane and Arthur Gledhill

133-1

133-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to plutonium pit production.
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL and elsewhere 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. 134: Richard C. Rowe

From: Richard Rowe [richardrowe@cybermesa.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2006 10:47 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS

Subject: Proposal for nuclear pit production

The United States already possesses 23,000 nuclear pits, (the plutonium triggers
for nuclear warheads). Senior scientists now concur these pits will be reliable for
another 60-90 years without a determined end date. We cannot allow our bio-region
to be any further degraded by the scourge of this insane nuclear industry.

It is DANGEROUS and UNNECESSARY to produce so many pits. When do we
ever expect to use so many? It is impossible to imagine.

NO to ANY more pit production.

Richard C. Rowe
221 Camino de la Sierra
Santa Fe, NM 87501

134-1

134-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding pit lifetime and
opposition to pit production. 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 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, taking into account changing geopolitical
conditions. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit
Production, of this CRD for more information.

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



8¢¢-€

Commentor No. 135: Susan Martinez

25/ Tona R4, S,

MM
C7i05-572¢4
Seplomboe, 7 2006
Elabeth Witheas
CPerce 7? Environmanlald
S )

Mﬁ»«é)
V.S, Depaalmant o/%j

N b\an—aA
& Munsy) ;

los Aloimos Ste CPfice
522 35th Slieet
Leg K&Mm}d/ MM g75¢4

Roa Siws; :
B A
W”/FWMM tfaclice 135-1
Wogowvm, Lo
Lloms’s , w&mo&M%MM
hao ot bheer, a com
m amfwf IM%C»J
Rocky Flato io defuitely an
WWM o ko
abou e WM, Wem;?f;f;ﬁ
Yoina Ty

fatess

135-1

NNSA notes the commentor’s request for a public hearing in Albuquerque.
Although there were no public hearings in Albuquerque, other means of
providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided, such as U.S. mail,
e-mail, a toll-free telephone line, and a toll-free fax line. It should be
noted that all comments, whether written or provided orally, are given
equal weight and consideration. See additional discussion in Section 2.2,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD.
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136-2

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 additional information.

NNSA continues to clean up legacy waste sites. Refer to Section 2.9,
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for information about progress in the
environmental restoration program.
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137-2

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 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, taking into account changing geopolitical conditions.

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. Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition
to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information
on pit lifetime studies and treaty compliance.

Environmental and human health impacts are evaluated in Chapter 5
and summarized in Table S-5. NNSA will factor these impacts into any
decisions made regarding future operations.

There was not a specific “order” that resulted in the inclusion of an
alternative in the LANL SWEIS that included an increase in the level

of pit production. The Record of Decision for the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (DOE/EIS-0236) assigned LANL the mission of providing
pit production capability for the nuclear weapons complex (61 FR 68014).
The 1999 SWEIS analyzed a range of pit production levels up to 50 pits
per year (or 80 pits per year using multiple shifts). The Record of
Decision for the 1999 SWEIS selected an operation level of 20 pits per
year. This current SWEIS evaluates continued operation at 20 pits per
year and, as was done in the 1999 SWEIS, evaluates an alternative that
includes producing up to 80 total pits per year. As discussed in Chapter 1,
Section 1.4, NNSA will make the final decision on the level of operations
based on this SWEIS and other factors.
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Commentor No. 138: Darlene M. Koontz, Superintendent,

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service

United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Bandelier National Monument
15 Entrance Road
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544-9508

INREPLY REFER TO:

L7619(BAND)

OCT 06 2008

Elizabeth Withers

Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration, DOE
538 35™ Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide feedback on the draft Site-wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) and share our concerns with past, present, and
proposed future laboratory actions. Bandelier National Mc ’s mission is to
provide enjoyment to the public and preserve the internationally recognized cultural resources
and natural resources. Many of our current concerns are likely already addressed in more
detailed Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) reports and plans. Some are cited in the
SWEIS, but we would appreciate receiving copies of relevant reports and plans (or park specific
information, if available), so that we can conduct a more informed review of laboratory
operations relative to park operations, resources, staff, and the visiting public. In this context, we
request the following information:

e Status and update of legacy waste (PRS) characterization and remediation (or plans) for
locations in and immediately adjacent to Bandelier National Monument

e Status of cultural resources monitoring and management (or copy of plan)

e Status of any current LANL fire management plans or plans for future thinning or
prescribed burns on LANL

o Status of the Department of Energy (DOE) White Rock Canyon Reserve

e Risk assessment of hazardous waste and radiation exposure tailored to NPS employees,
residents, and the visiting public for Bandelier and the detached Tsankawi unit

e Cumulative economic impacts of road closures, security detours, and road re-alignments
on Bandelier operations and visitation

TAKE PRIDE )
INAMERICA

138-1

|| 138-2

|| 138-3

138-1

Status and update of legacy waste potential release sites characterization
and remediation (or plans) for locations in and immediately adjacent to
Bandelier National Monument: Five sites located within the edge of
Bandelier National Monument (C-00-024, a cistern, and C-00-036 (a)
through (d), borrow pits 1 though 4) are “administratively complete”

and awaiting DOE and EPA approval for no further actions. Two sites at
Bandelier were investigated and, although they were determined not to
have been associated with LANL operations, New Mexico Environment
Department approval for no further action is still pending. These sites
(C-007-037, landfill, and C-00-038, surface disposal) will be included

in the Aggregate Area Investigation Work Plans according to the

March 1, 2005, Consent Order. One site, PRS-33-066(a) (an inactive
firing site), was investigated and debris was removed over a half-mile
radius of the potential release site, including areas within Bandelier. This
site is now recommended for no further action pending New Mexico
Environment Department approval. An ecological risk assessment of this
site will be deferred until development of the exposure unit methodology
has been completed. One site within Bandelier’s Chaquehui Canyon has
not been investigated; the start of that investigation is scheduled for 2010
and completion is projected in early 2011.

Status of cultural resources monitoring and management (or copy of
plan): A copy of A Plan for the Management of Cultural Heritage of

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL 2006b) has been provided

to the Commentor. The Cultural Resources Management Plan is an
institutional comprehensive plan that defines the responsibilities,
requirements, and methods for managing cultural resources at LANL.

The Cultural Resources Management Plan provides an overview of the
cultural resources program; establishes a set of procedures for effective
compliance with historic preservation laws specific to the cultural heritage
of the area and the DOE mission; addresses land-use constraints and
flexibility; and informs the public of DOE’s stewardship responsibility for
managing the cultural heritage of LANL and the steps taken to meet this
responsibility.

Status of any current LANL fire management plans or plans for future
thinning or prescribed burns on LANL: The LANL Wildland Fire
Management Plan was issued in September 2007; a copy was provided
to the Department of the Interior office at Bandelier National Monument.
Small-scale site-thinning activities are ongoing at LANL within areas of
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Commentor No. 138 (cont’d): Darlene M. Koontz, Superintendent,

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service

e Site specific development plans, operational plans (including transfer), and remediation 138-1
proposals for adjacent land parcels (TA-16, 33, 39, 49, 72), that might impact Bandelier cont’d

We thank you for considering our requests for information and comments on the draft SWEIS
and look forward to continued productive relationships with both LANL and the DOE.

Sincerely,

/(Dméwm N

Darlene M. Koontz
Superintendent

concern such as within canyons and next to buildings, roads, and utilities.
Until the NNSA Los Alamos Site Office Manager issues a Finding of No
Significant Impact for the use of fire as a primary forest management
tool and the Wildfire Management Plan is completed and approved for
implementation, prescribed burns will not be used at LANL.

Status of the DOE White Rock Canyon Reserve: Co-management of
the White Rock Canyon Reserve by DOE and the Department of the
Interior, Bandelier National Monument, is the subject of a Memorandum
of Agreement (Number DE-GM32-00AL77169) between the two
agencies. NNSA has requested modification of the delivery date for the
preparation of a Resource Management Plan identified as a deliverable
in the Memorandum of Agreement. One of LANL’s staff members has
conducted research for a Masters Program thesis that would benefit
preparation of this Resource Management Plan. This thesis was completed
in December 2007 and will be incorporated into the final Resource
Management Plan.

Site-specific development plans, operational plans (including transfer),
and remediation proposals for adjacent land parcels (TA-16, TA-3, TA-39,
TA-49, TA-72), that might impact Bandelier: Proposed projects for which
NNSA expects to make decisions over the next 5 years are analyzed
under the SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative. One such project
proposed for TA-72 is construction of a warehouse and truck inspection
station (see Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2.4, Remote Warehouse and Truck
Inspection Station Project in Technical Area 72, for a brief description).
NNSA prepares annual plans that forecast activities over a rolling 10-year
period to align site construction and demolition needs with annual budget
cycles and plans. These documents are usually classified as “Official

Use Only,” however, and therefore are not generally available to the
public. Plans for the conveyance and transfer of LANL land tracts are an
outgrowth of the Record of Decision issued by NNSA based on the impact
analyses provided in the 1999 Final Environmental Impact Statement

for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts Administered

by the U.S. Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico
(DOE/EIS-0293) (DOE 1999c). Additional consideration for conveyance
of land was requested by Los Alamos County; however, no tracts of land
currently under consideration lie contiguous to the Bandelier boundaries.
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Commentor No. 138 (cont’d): Darlene M. Koontz, Superintendent,

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service

Remediation activities proposed for the identified TAs:

TA-16 — There are 442 potential release sites within this TA; 130 are
awaiting a determination that no further action is required, while the
remaining 312 have been approved for no further action. Sixty (60) of
the 130 sites awaiting a determination that no further action is required
are located within the upper portion of Water Canyon. An Investigation
Work Plan describing the investigations to be performed at the Upper
Water Canyon Aggregate Area is due to the New Mexico Environment
Department in August 2010. The S-Site Aggregate of potential release
sites contains 18 of these 130 potential release sites, and the S-Site
Investigation Work Plan was submitted to the New Mexico Environment
Department in September 2007. The Cafion de Valle Aggregate of
potential release sites contains 52 of the 130, and the Completion Report
for the Water Canyon Watershed (which includes completion of all of the
aggregate areas) is due to the New Mexico Environment Department in
August 2015.

TA-33 — There are 71 potential release sites in this TA; 25 are awaiting a
determination that no further action is required, while the remaining 45
have been approved for no further action. Eighteen (18) of the 25 sites
are in the Chaquehui Canyon Aggregate of potential release sites, and the
Investigation Work Plan for this aggregate area is due to the New Mexico
Environment Department in November 2009. Seven (7) of the 25 sites
are in South Ancho Canyon Aggregate of potential release sites; the South
Ancho Canyon Aggregate Area Investigation Work Plan is due to the New
Mexico Environment Department in March 2013. The Completion Report
for the Chaquehui Canyon Aggregate Area is due to the New Mexico
Environment Department in August 2014, and the Completion Report for
the Ancho Canyon Aggregate Area is due to the New Mexico Environment
Department in February 2015.

TA-39 — There are 27 potential release sites in this TA; 9 are awaiting

a determination that no further action is required, while the remaining

18 have been approved for no further action. The 9 sites awaiting a
determination are part of the North Ancho Canyon Aggregate of potential
release sites, for which an Investigation Work Plan is due to the New
Mexico Environment Department in September 2007. The Completion
Report for the Ancho Canyon Aggregate Area is due to the New Mexico
Environment Department in February 2015.
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138-2

TA-49 — There are 21 potential release sites in this TA; 9 are awaiting

a determination that no further action is required, while the remaining

12 have been approved for no further action. The 9 sites still awaiting

a determination are associated with the MDA AB Consent Order
deliverables, and two Investigation Work Plans were submitted to the
New Mexico Environment Department in October 2007. The Completion
Report for MDA AB is scheduled for submission to the New Mexico
Environment Department in January 2015.

TA-72 — There are 4 potential release sites in this TA; all 4 have been
approved for no further action by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

Human health risk assessments for both hazardous chemicals and radiation
exposures are calculated for LANL facilities based on the use of a
hypothetical maximally exposed individual at the LANL boundary or the
nearest publicly accessible location. This maximally exposed individual

is assumed to remain at the identified location for 24 hours a day, 7 days

a week, with no mitigation of effects due to clothing or other protective
shielding or sheltering.

Regarding waste management, these calculations are made relative to
individual waste management sites (such as for Area G at Technical

Area 54). For site cleanup activities, these calculations are made for
individual cleanup sites (such as the cleanup conducted at the Los Alamos
County Airport). This use of a maximally exposed individual in the
human health risk assessments is bounding for members of the public and
other Federal Government employees located near the LANL site.

DOE Order 5400.5 restricts the dose to a member of the public from all
DOE activities to no more than 100 millirem per year from all pathways;
this is in addition to the dose of about 400 millirem per year due to
background radiation received by a resident of the Los Alamos area.
Federal regulations (40 CFR Part 61 and 40 CFR Part 141) establish
requirements or guidance applicable to doses from specific pathways,
including limits such as a 10-millirem-per-year air pathway dose from
exposure to DOE emissions and up to a 4-millirem-per-year dose from the
drinking water pathway. As reported in LANL environmental surveillance
reports in recent years, exposures from LANL operations have resulted
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138-3

in estimated maximally exposed individual doses of less than the allowed
values for all exposure pathways, including air- and drinking water-
specific exposure pathways. Chapter 5, Section 5.6, projects doses to
the maximally exposed individual that are within the established limits.
No specific assessment of National Park Service employees, residents
of Bandelier, or visitors to the National Park Service sites would be
made unless cleanup actions were planned within Bandelier boundaries.
Depending on the cleanup requirements identified for Potential Release
Site 33-006(a), a Bandelier-specific maximally exposed individual may
be used in the human health risk assessment prepared for that action if
cleanup activities were located within Bandelier boundaries.

Changes to LANL traffic patterns that are being implemented currently
by NNSA are not expected to significantly impact existing economic
conditions within either the County of Los Alamos or Bandelier National
Monument. Projected cumulative impact information is provided in the
2002 Environmental Assessment, Proposed Access Control and Traffic
Improvements at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New
Mexico (DOE/EA-1429) (DOE 2002a); NNSA issued a Finding of No
Significant Impact on August 23, 2002, for the proposed action considered
in this environmental assessment. Additional security-driven changes
internal to the LANL site are proposed under the Expanded Operations
Alternative. A cumulative evaluation of the potential socioeconomic
impacts of that action alternative is provided in the Final SWEIS.
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Commentor No. 139: J.D. Campbell, Chair,

Northern New Mexico Citizen’s Advisory Board

Northern New Mexico Citizens’ Advisory Board
1660 old Pecos Trail, Ste. B

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

505-989-1662

www . nnmcab. org

September 27, 2006

Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration
U.S. Department of Energy

528 35th Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Telephone: 505-845-4984

Subject: Comments on Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
for Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos,
New Mexico (SWEIS) (DOE/EIS-0380D)

Responsible Agency: U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA)

Dear Ms. Withers,

The Northern New Mexico Citizens Advisory Board (NNMCAB) would like to
thank you for accepting our comments before September 30, 2006. The
board met on September 27 and approved this submittal. Before
commenting on particular pages and segments of the document, we would
like to make some general comments.

ions for a Alternative

The SWEIS describes a preferred alternative in which DOE proposes to
expand its operations over the next five years. The impacts on the
waste stream are enormous. From 2007 through 2016 Low-Level
Radioactive Waste (LLW), including mixed LLW, could increase tenfold,
from a maximum total of 158,700 to 1,585,700 cubic yards (see Table 5-
37). During the same period, transuranic (TRU) waste could increase
from a maximum of 5,900 to over 33,000 cubic yards. Construction and
demolition and chemical waste would also increase significantly. While
the operations of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) are outside
the purview of the CAB, the related environmental management and
remediation make up our mission. With respect to this SWEIS, we are
primarily concerned about two things: waste reduction and the ultimate
disposition of radioactive waste.

As stated on page I-40 of the SWEIS, public comments on the draft may
propose a substantially different alternative or mitigation that has-
not been considered. We would like to propose that the SWEIS be
modified to include as part of its preferred alternative a detailed
focus on source reduction (within the context of the mission of
DOE/LANL) and a commitment to the ultimate goal of no more on-site
disposal of radioactive waste at LANL after the period covered by this
SWEIS. This presumes that there is sufficient licensed and permitted
disposal volume available at either DOE or commercial disposal

1

139-1

139-1

Pollution prevention measures are part of the No Action Alternative
baseline and are therefore part of the Expanded Operations Alternative.
Since 1993, significant progress in waste reduction through pollution
prevention measures has occurred at LANL (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9).
NNSA and the LANL contractor continue to work to reduce overall waste
generation at LANL and, correspondingly, the amount of waste disposed
of onsite. There is no current plan to cease radioactive waste disposal

at LANL. Decisions on the disposal of various wastes generated across
the DOE complex were based on the analyses conducted for a 1997

Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and
Hazardous Waste (DOE/EIS-0200) (DOE 1997a). In its related Record
of Decision (65 FR 10061), DOE announced it would dispose of low-
level radioactive waste from the DOE complex at two regional facilities
(Hanford and the Nevada Test Site) and continue disposal of LANL-
generated low-level radioactive waste at LANL (65 FR 10061). Currently,
there are established disposal outlets for most wastes at LANL. As
indicated in the waste management sections of Chapters 4 and 5 of the
SWEIS, the LANL contractor will continue to use commercial treatment
and disposal capabilities for nonradioactive, hazardous, and mixed low-
level radioactive waste. Transuranic waste will continue to be disposed of
at WIPP. Low-level radioactive waste will be disposed of onsite at LANL,
at another DOE facility, or at a commercial facility. In large measure,

the choice of waste disposal either at DOE facilities or at commercially
appropriate and available disposal facilities is driven by economic factors.
At this time, Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive waste has no
disposal path; 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 this waste and other DOE waste having similar characteristics
are being considered.
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Commentor No. 139 (cont’d): J.D. Campbell, Chair,

Northern New Mexico Citizen’s Advisory Board

facilities to dispose of LANL's radioactive waste even with the mission
increases. If this is not the case, the SWEIS should provide the
appropriate details demonstrating how this conclusion was reached. In
any case, the SWEIS should include an in-depth plan showing, on an
annual basis, the quantity of each type of waste (LLW, Mixed LLW, TRU,
etc.) and the disposal destination(s), including explicit verification
that the proposed disposal sites have the capacity and are permitted to
take those amounts from LANL.

Use of Unlined Pits in Material Disposal Area G

The previous SWEIS' discussed the opening of approximately 33 additional
acres in Area G to be used for disposal of low level waste. This new
development has not yet occurred. The NNMCAB would like to reiterate
our view, submitted to the Department of Energy (DOE) as Recommendation
2005-10, September 28, 2005, that we oppose the expansion of Area G.

We reguest that DOE reconsider this component of the Record of Decision
issued for the 1999 SWEIS. We are particularly concerned about the
plans to dispose of waste in unlined pits, a practice that was adopted
solely for its expediency when the area was first opened in 1957 and
has been in use ever since. We believe that a thorough and systematic
review of alternatives to this practice is required to adequately
protect the environment. We request that the current SWEIS be amended
to include such a review.

Possible Impacts to the Regional Aquifer, Downstream Communities

The SWEIS briefly mentions recent findings that show contaminants from
LANL have reached the regional aquifer and the discovery that some data
from characterization and monitoring wells have been compromised by the
drilling methodology. It also states (page 4-64) that contaminants
already in the ground “can be expected to continue to enter the
groundwater system over long periods of time.” Given the importance of
the regional aguifer as a long-term drinking water source for Northern
New Mexico, the CAB requests that the SWEIS acknowledge the DOE’s level
of commitment to protection of the regional aquifer, and include a more
thorough analysis of the specific past and continuing sources of
contamination (e.g., former MDAs, TA 54/Area G) and the potential
future impacts of this contamination on the regional aguifer.

The SWEIS does not recognize heavy population areas downstream of LANL
(Santa Fe, Albuquerque, Belen, Rio Rancho, Socorro, etc.) which may be
impacted over time by surface and groundwater contaminant migration
from LANL, if such should occur. Since LANL is the largest potential
source of radioactive contamination in the Middle Rio Grande Valley,
the SWEIS should consider the impacts of surface and groundwater
contamination on water users located at least 200 miles downstream of
LANL.

Use of Consent Order

Footnote b, Section 3-5 states that “Activities required to comply with
the Consent Order are evaluated under the Expanded Operations
Alternative because they do not meet the No Action Alternative
definition found in Section 3.1 of this SWEIS.” We do not understand

' US DOE Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued
Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico
(DOE/EIS-0238)
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