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Commentor No. 269: Virginia J. Miller

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

Subject: LANL SWEIS Comments
LANL SWEIS Comments

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

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

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

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

Virginia J. Miller

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

269-1

269-2

269-1
cont'd

269-3

269-4

269-1

269-2

269-3

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

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

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

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

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

269-4

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

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

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

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



¥79G-€

Commentor No. 270 : Charles W. Trask 111, PE, PTOE

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

To: LANL_SWEIS

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

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

Dear Sir / Madam

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

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

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

E. Amember of the Los Alamos County Transportation Board

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I| 270-1

270-1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Compliance with these codes, laws and standards is mandatory.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

270-2

270-3

270-4

270-5

270-2

270-3

270-4

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

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

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

of local traffic; however, Chapter 4, Table 4-57, which summarizes
published traffic accident data for Los Alamos County and the State for
the period 1999 through 2004, has been added to the SWEIS. During
that period, there were 5 fatalities within the county as a result of traffic
accidents. While any death is considered a tragedy, the fatality rate for
the county during this 6-year period was 0.46 per 100 million vehicle
miles (160 million vehicle kilometers) traveled versus a State rate of
2.0 fatalities per 100 million vehicle (160 million vehicle kilometers)
miles traveled during the same time period. Included in the County’s
totals were 1 fatality during 2001 as a consequence of a motorcyclist
colliding with a private vehicle at the intersection of Sigma and Diamond,
and 1 fatality during 1999 as a result of two private vehicles colliding

sasuodsay YSNN PUB SJUSWILIOD) 91jgNd — § U098



895-€

Commentor No. 270 (cont’d): Charles W. Trask 111, PE, PTOE

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

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

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

7. in Chapter 6 please add

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

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

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

Thanks for this opportunity to make comments

charlie

270-5
cont'd

270-6

270-5

270-6

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

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

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

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

Subject: plutonium pits

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

represents manufacture of weapons prohibited by the treaty.

Robin Gay Wakeland

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

Santa Fe NM 87592

XXX-XXX-XXXX

271-1

271-2

271-1

271-2

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

NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding possible violations

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

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

Subject: No increase in Plutomium Comment

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

Ann MacLeod
Basalt, CO

I| 272-1

272-1

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

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

Subject: Comments to 2006 SWEIS at LANL

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Bobbie Paul \
227 Elizabeth St NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30307

273-1

273-2

|| 2733

273-1

273-2

273-3

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

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

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

to assess the environmental impacts from the continued transformation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Subject: comment on SWEIS

September 20, 2006

Comments on the SWEIS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you.

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

274-1

274-2

274-3

274-2
cont'd

274-4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Subject: LANL

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

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

Travis Gibson

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

275-1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

276-1

276-2

276-3

276-4

276-1

276-2

276-3

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

in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS, including management of radioactive

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

276-4
cont'd

276-5

276-6

276-7

276-8

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

276-4

276-5

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

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

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

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

to assess the environmental impacts from the continued transformation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

276-9

276-6

276-10

276-11

276-12

276-13

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

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

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

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

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

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

seismic information or changed requirements, NNSA has evaluated

the survivability of LANL buildings and structures and implemented
mitigation measures in terms of structural upgrades, reduction of
hazardous materials inventories, or replacement of the structures to reduce
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Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

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

Sincerely,

Wendy Courtemanche
611 B Girard NE
Albuquerque, NM 87106

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

276-9

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

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

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

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

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

Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge. As discussed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL
has a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are
set to protect health and safety. Under all alternatives, LANL operations
would continue to meet permit conditions designed to protect water
resources at LANL. In addition, LANL staff conducts a monitoring
program (described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has
resulted from past practices. In accordance with applicable regulations
and agreements, LANL staff evaluate and take corrective action for
occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters at
LANL. The water quality standards in Chapter 4, Tables 4-7 and 4-9
have been updated to reflect standards recently issued by the New
Mexico Water Quality Control Commission. The new standards have
not yet been approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency;
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Commentor No. 276 (cont’d): Wendy Courtemanche

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
Section 4.3.2.2, it is stated that chromium concentrations between 375 and
404 parts per billion were detected in two wells in Mortandad Canyon.
LANL staff will be conducting further drilling and sampling activities to
characterize contamination at LANL as stated in the Interim Measures
Work Plan for Chromium Contamination in Groundwater. Refer to
Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to comments
regarding chromium contamination in the groundwater. NNSA notes
that detection of dioxane was reported to the New Mexico Environment
Department in July 2006, 1 year after the sample was collected from a
well in Mortandad Canyon. The dioxane contamination level is between
20 parts per billion and 56 parts per billion, below the 61 parts per
billion U.S. Environmental Protection Agency risk-based cleanup level
established through the Consent Order. As described in Appendix F,
statistical analysis shows that perchlorate at most LANL locations are
below the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency No Observed Effect
Level and New Mexico’s screening level. Only Mortandad and Pueblo
Canyons exceed the New Mexico limit and only Mortandad Canyon
exceeds U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s No Observed Effect
Level.

NNSA does not agree with the statement that there are over

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

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

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

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

276-10

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

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

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

276-11

276-12

276-13

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

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

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

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

Subject: expanded plutonium pit production @ LANL

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

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

Max Weber

Los Trigos Ranch

Rowe, NM 87562

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

77-1

277-2

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

277-1

277-2

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

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

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

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

278-2

278-1
cont'd

278-1

278-2

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

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

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

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

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

lessons learned from past accidents to improve overall safety performance.

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

September 25,2006
Dear DOE and LANL,

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

T oppose the increased toxic and radioactive waste generated by expanded operations;
LANL’s continuing pollution of our water supply; the continuing burial of radioactive
and chemical wastes in unlined dumps; the construction of new nuclear weapons
anywhere in the US.

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

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

ST Fe5

279-1

279-2

279-1

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

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

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

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

279-2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Administrator, Los Alamos County

‘COUNTY COUNCIL
Council Chair -
Michael G. Wheeler

LOS ALAMOS COUNTY ~ “55

Councilors
P.0.Box30 Los Alamos, NM 87544 (505) 662-8080 Fax (505) 6628079 Frances M. Berting
Website: waw.ac-nm.us Nona Bowman
Jim Hall
Ken H. Milder
Michael Wismer
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
1. Baker
September 19, 2006 COUNTY ATTORNEY
Peter A. Dwyer
Ms. Elizabeth Withers
LASO NEPA Compliance Officer
and ESA Program Manager
528 35" Street, MS-A316
Los Alamos, NM 87544 -
Re: Los Alamos County Comments on Draft LANL SWEIS 2

Dear Ms. Withers:

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

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

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

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

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

P

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

280-1

280-1

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

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

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

Administrator, Los Alamos County

Ms. Elizabeth Withers
September 19, 2006
Page 2

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

The County requests that the SWEIS identify the potential conveyance of land to the County for
economic development purposes (the transfer of whole and portions of tracts TA36, TA62,
TA70 and TA71) that the County requested from DOE. Further, the SWEIS should identify that
a road is currently expected to be constructed on TA-62 on or about the location of a previous
road on the parcel.

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

7,

Anthony J. Mortillaro
Assistant County Admini

AJMige

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

280-2

280-3

280-4

280-5

280-6

280-2

280-3

280-4

280-5

280-6

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

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

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

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

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

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

The SWEIS analyses evaluated the impacts of transporting all low-

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

September 18, 2006

Elizabeth Withers

SWEIS Document Manager

Los Alamos Site Office

National Nuclear Security Administration
538 35 Street

Los Alamos NM 87544-2201

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

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

” 281-1

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

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

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

I beg the administrative staff of LANL to look

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

production. This would be a momentous step

towards ending war as a social policy.

Suzanne Phillips

7 Freedom Road
Carson NM 87517-0069

47W¢ /9/_1&74//

281-1

281-2

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

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

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

Subject: Plutonium production

Dear Fellow Citizen,

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

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

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

With heartfelt regard,
Azuriel Mayo

I| 282-1

282-1

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

September 19, 2006

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

528 35th St., Los Alamos, NM 87544

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

574 WEST SAN FRANCISCO STREET SANTA FE NM 87501 PHONE 505.989.3241 FAx 505.989.1105

283-1
|| 2832
|| 2833

283-1

283-2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Design Solutions

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

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

community with the study that | have detailed above.

Sincerely,

Tim curry

283-3
cont'd

283-3

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

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager

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

Los Alamos, NM 87544-2201

Dear Ms. Withers,
Please consider the following comments of the Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club regarding the

Site-Wide Envirc I Impact S (SWEIS). Our 500 members live in Los Alamos and
its surrounding areas.

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

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

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

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

LANL must reevaluate and broaden its air sampling programs. DOE must institute programs to
stop toxic air pollutant emissions from LANL facilities, such as the Los Alamos Neutron
Science Center.
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Although a pollution prevention and waste minimization program has been
instituted at LANL (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS), operation
of LANL in support of NNSA’s core missions will generate waste that
NNSA intends to manage safely as it continues to address existing

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

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

Appendix E, Section E.7.1.1, was revised to indicate that recharge to the
regional aquifer from shallow, contaminated perched groundwater bodies
generally occurs slowly because the perched water is separated from the
regional aquifer by hundreds of feet of unsaturated rock. Section 2.5,
Water Resources, of this CRD addresses NNSA’s commitment to
protecting water resources. Decisions about environmental restoration,
including implementation of the Removal Option, will be made in
accordance with established regulatory standards and processes, including
those of the New Mexico Environment Department for the Consent Order.
The intent of the SWEIS is to provide environmental impact information
to aid decisionmaking related to the alternatives and to potential
remediation action options.
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Commentor No. 284 (cont’d): llse Bleck, Chair,

Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club

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

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely yours,

IIse Bleck, Chair

Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club
1007 Big Rock Loop

Los Alamos, NM 87544

|| 2845
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All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with the
applicable state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal
(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and
have valid permits, as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS. The LANL
contractor complies with its Clean Air Act, Title V, operating permit,
including requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from
sources at LANL and associated recordkeeping. Current air sampling
programs at LANL include ambient nonradiological air monitoring, an
ambient radiological air sampling network called AIRNET, and stack
sampling for radionuclides, as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3
and 4.4.3.1. The LANL contractor evaluates the results from these
programs and changes the sampling locations and constituents as
appropriate. LANSCE operations historically have accounted for the
majority of radioactive air emissions at LANL. As discussed in Chapter 5,
Section 5.6.1.1, NNSA has instituted administrative controls at LANSCE
to regulate beam operations as emissions levels increase. These controls
require operational changes to prevent the generation of excessive
radioactive air emissions so that the maximum dose to the LANL site-wide
MEI from LANSCE air emissions is 7.5 millirem per year, or less, to
ensure compliance with the 40 CFR Part 61 (National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants) limit of 10 millirem per year.

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

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

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

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

September 19th, 2006

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

528 35th St., Los Alamos, NM 87544

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

Dear Ms. Withers:

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

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

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

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

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

2. The Public Comment Period Should Be Extended

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

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

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

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

In other examples, the draft SWEIS was released before either, the risk assessment for LANL’s
“low-level” radioactive waste dump at Area G or the 2006 seismic hazard study by the Lab’s
Seismic Hazards Geology Team were completed. The 2003 Modern Pit Facility Fnvironmental
Impact Statement, 30 heavily used and quoted in the DSWEIS as the bounding analysis for the
risks of increased plutonium pit production, remains a draft document. Additionally, a word
search of the reference documents shows that 16 other documents used as references are still
drafts. The DSWEIS cannot honestly and completely inform the northern New Mexicans of

Comments on the Draft LANL SWEISe Page 2
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NNSA believes that the LANL SWEIS presents appropriate and

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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