
Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-562

269-1 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.

269-2 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.

269-3 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 

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 
I 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?  I want a specifi c 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 verifi cation, 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
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Commentor No. 269 (cont'd):  Virginia J. Miller

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.

269-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s statement that the Congress change LANL’s 
mission.  In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas promoted 
by the commentor.  These research areas are part of current operations and 
as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action Alternative.  
These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of 
the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this 
CRD for more information.
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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.

From: Charles W. Trask III, PE, PTOE [mailto:cwtrask3@lanl.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 9:59 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS
Cc: allidap@lanl.gov; nromero@lanl.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. I am the lab’s Traffi c Engineer (a LANS employee)
B. I 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 Traffi c Operations Engineer (PTOE), certifi ed by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
E. A member of the Los Alamos County Transportation Board 
F. I am certifi ed by the International Municipal Signal Association (IMSA) in Work 
Zone Safety, Traffi c Signals Level 3, Sign/Markings Level 3, Roadway Lighting Level 
1, Work Zone Inspector, and Traffi c Signal Inspector 
G. I have 40 years experience in civil engineering consulting, design and operations 
of streets and roadways -- I have completed many projects for the NMDOT, NM 
Counties, and NM Cities 
H. I wrote the current Traffi c Signal Design and Roadway Lighting Design Manuals 
for the NMDOT
2.  I do not believe that enough consideration has been given to the existing and 
proposed local and regional transportation facilities. I am very motivated when it 
comes to traffi c safety and congestion, and have become an expert over the years 
by experience and education -- 
Upon my arrival here four years ago, I expected to fi nd a fi rst class state of the art 
facility -- what I found was pretty shocking -- let me present a few items -- I will try to 
be brief
A.  ENFORCEMENT -- When I got here, there was ZERO enforcement -- this 
was absolutely unbelievable to me -- I 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 ?? I really pushed getting the Memorandum Of 
Understanding (MOU) with the County signed and we succeeded BUT we still have 

Commentor No. 270 :   Charles W. Trask III, PE, PTOE
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Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

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 specifi c 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 traffi c 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 traffi c 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 -- I 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 Item 
A and Item B above, and lack of funding -- most of the Lab’s roadways, roadsides, 
and intersections are substandard
RECOMMENDATION:  Fund the tracking of all traffi c 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 Traffi c 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

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

The following codes, laws, and standards will apply to this Program
 
     1).  Federal, State, and Local codes and laws. 
     2).  Manual on Uniform Traffi c Control Devices (MUTCD), Federal Highway 
Administration, U. S. Department of Transportation, latest edition. 
     3).  A Policy On Geometric Design Of Highways And Streets, American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Offi cials, latest edition. 
     4).  Traffi c Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation Engineers, latest 
edition. 
     5).  New Mexico Department of Transportation policies, design standards, and 
specifi cations, latest edition. 
     6).  Other Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publications, latest edition. 
     7).  Other American Association of State Highway and Transportation Offi cials 
(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 traffi c 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 traffi c safety and 
reduce congestion and associated air pollution --  I am very worried that we will 
continue to have traffi c related injuries and possibly more fatalities  -- I know that the 

Commentor No. 270 (cont’d):  Charles W. Trask III, PE, PTOE
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270-2 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.

270-3 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.

270-4 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 

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 modifi cations 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 
traffi c 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 signifi cant 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 traffi c 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 traffi c 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, I would 
hate to think of the repercussions, but to kill some one on the road is ok??
Increases of any amount of traffi c, 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 traffi c accident -- I have the statistics if you need them
On page 4-105, under Accident History, there is no mention of the 3 traffi c fatalities 
that happened on site
Tables 4-49 and 4-50 show traffi c volumes that are dated -- up to date counts should 
be collected

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

270-5 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.

270-6 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.

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, I could pick a 
year that did have fatalities -- I 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 Traffi c 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 Traffi c 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

Commentor No. 270 (cont’d):  Charles W. Trask III, PE, PTOE
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271-1 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.

271-2 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.

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



Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-570

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.

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 

I 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 

272-1
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273-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations 
Alternative.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

273-2 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.

273-3 Appendix I of the SWEIS summarizes several technologies for cleanup of 
soil, water and air, and references additional information about existing 
and emerging cleanup technologies.  Appendix I 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, 

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 

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

Commentor No. 273 (cont'd):  Bobbie Paul
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274-1 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.

274-2 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.

274-3 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.

274-4 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.

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 suffi cient 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 scientifi c 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 
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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.

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 

I am a Santa Fe teenager who is appaled with the idea to use Los Alamos and 
billions of dollars to create a new generation of nuclear warheads. These bombs 
cause nothing but destruction and horror. I 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!!! 

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

275-1
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276-1 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.

276-2 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.

276-3 Although Appendix I of the SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts 
associated with potential remedial action alternatives, decisions about 
environmental restoration will be made in accordance with established 
regulatory standards and processes, including those of the 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 

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 Offi ce National 
Nuclear Security Administration U.S. Department of Energy
538 35th Street 
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201 
Dear Ms. Withers, 
I oppose the preferred Expanded Operations Alternative suggested for future 
operations at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) as proposed in the draft 2006 
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS).  The proposed Expanded 
Operations will increase nuclear weapons design and research and therefore 
generate more waste and increase air emissions and discharges to surface and 
ground waters that fl ow to the Río Grande.
I object to the fact that increased cleanup was only included in the Expanded 
Operations and not part of the No Action and Reduced Operations Alternatives. 
Compliance with the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)/LANL Consent 
Order for cleanup at LANL by 2015 should not be made optional nor be tied the 
expansion of activities which threaten public health and the environment.  Increased 
Consent Order cleanup should be included in all three alternatives. 
When implementing cleanup, LANL must be required to do so to the fullest 
extent possible.  One of the proposed cleanup plans consists of simply covering 
contaminated sites in such a way that it would be within health standards for people 
to work 40 hours a week in an industrial job on the site.  This level of cleanup is not 
adequate for children at a day care facility on the formerly contaminated site, let 
alone a change in land use.  In order to protect future drinking water supplies, all 
waste must be removed from the major material disposal areas (dumps), canyon 
cleanups and other NMED/LANL Consent Order actions as well as LANL’s voluntary 
cleanup activities.
The Department of Energy (DOE) recommends that plutonium pit production 
increase from 20 to 80 pits per year.  The draft SWEIS references a modern pit 
facility (MPF) 60 times.  This facility would be capable of producing 450 plutonium 
pits per year, despite widespread opposition to the MPF by New Mexicans in 
2004.  This has dire local, national and international implications.  The draft SWEIS 
lacks an adequate discussion of how a MPF or increase pit production would not 
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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.

276-4 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.

276-5 Although a pollution prevention and waste minimization program has been 
instituted at LANL (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS), operation 

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 fi nal 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 fi nalized. 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 
fi ndings in the 2006 Area G risk assessment and seismic hazard study.  The ATSDR 
report should not be used in any analysis regarding LANL activities.

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

276-6 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 

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 effl uent 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 

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

276-7 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.

276-8 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 

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

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

276-9 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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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.

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

276-10 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 I 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.

Commentor No. 276 (cont’d):  Wendy Courtemanche
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276-11 All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with the 
applicable State (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal 
(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and 
have valid permits as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS.  The LANL 
contractor complies with its Clean Air Act, Title V operating permit which 
includes requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from sources 
at LANL and recordkeeping for these sources.  Current air sampling 
programs at LANL include ambient non-radiological air monitoring, an 
ambient radiological air sampling network called AIRNET, and stack 
sampling for radionuclides, as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3 
and 4.4.3.1.  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.

276-12 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.

276-13 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.

Commentor No. 276 (cont’d):  Wendy Courtemanche
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277-1 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.

277-2 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 I 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.

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    I absolutely oppose the expanded plutonium pit production at the Los 
Alamos Laboratory. With your past history and performance @ the Rocky Flats Plant. 
What possible reasons would I 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 fi rst cleaning up 
the polluted sites that you have already made. And 2nd I 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
Offi ce: XXX-XXX-XXXX
Email: mweber@starband.net

277-1

277-2
277-1
cont'd
277-2
cont'd
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278-1 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.

278-2 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.

Commentor No. 278:   Robert J. Siebert

278-1
cont'd

278-2

278-1
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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 

Commentor No. 279:   Beatrice Lewis

279-1

279-2
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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.

279-2 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 I 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 I also summarizes several technologies for 
cleanup of soil, water, and air, and references additional information 
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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.

Commentor No. 279 (cont'd):  Beatrice Lewis
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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.

Commentor No. 280:   Anthony J. Mortillaro, Assistant County 
Administrator,  Los Alamos County

280-1
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280-2 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.

280-3 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 Ildefonso, respectively.  Specifically, the new legislation will extend 
the completion date through November 2012.

280-4 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.

280-5 The table was revised to indicate that the wells are now owned by Los 
Alamos County.

280-6 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.

Commentor No. 280 (cont’d):  Anthony J. Mortillaro, Assistant County 
Administrator, Los Alamos County

280-2

280-3

280-4

280-5

280-6
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281-1 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.

281-2 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.

Commentor No. 281:   Suzanne Phillips

281-1

281-2
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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.

Commentor No. 282:   Azuriel Mayo

From: Azuriel Mayo [mailto:orcamanj1@centurytel.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 9:46 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS
Subject: Plutonium production

Dear Fellow Citizen,
I am writing you on behalf of the children of this country and the world. I am deeply 
concerned with the desire to increase plutonium production at the Los Alamos Labs. 
I don’t know if you have children of your own, but I 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. I 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?
I 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. I believe it is 
time to give Peace a chance. Waging Peace is Profi table.
Thank you for reading this and I hope that you will understand that I have the highest 
level of love for you and all policy-makers and know that you will make the correct 
choice. I believe that you will make a choice for life and love.
With heartfelt regard,
Azuriel Mayo

282-1
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283-1 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.

283-2 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.

Commentor No. 283:   Tim Curry, 
 Design Solutions

283-1

283-2

283-3
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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.

Commentor No. 283 (cont’d):  Tim Curry, 
Design Solutions

283-3
cont'd
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284-1 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.

284-2 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.

284-3 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.

Commentor No. 284:   Ilse Bleck, Chair, 
 Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club

284-1

284-2

284-3

284-4
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284-4 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.

284-5 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.

Commentor No. 284 (cont’d):  Ilse Bleck, Chair, 
Pajarito Group of the Sierra Club

284-5
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285-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations 
Alternative.  Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.  As discussed in 
Chapter 1, Section 1.4, decisions on the level of operations at LANL will 
be made by the Administrator based on the environmental analyses in the 
SWEIS and other factors such as programmatic need and costs.  NNSA 
will publish these decisions in one or more Records of Decision.

Commentor No. 285:   Emile Sawyer

285-1



Section 3 – Public C
om

m
ents and N

N
SA Responses

3-597

285-2 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.

285-3 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.

285-4 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 I 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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285-5 To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including 
a current version of the Area G performance assessment have been 
considered in the Final SWEIS analyses.  The seismic hazard analysis 
report was completed in June 2007 and incorporated into Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.2.3, Chapter 5, Section 5.12, and Appendix D, Section D.4.  
Information currently under development that is not available for use 
in the Final SWEIS will be considered as it becomes available and, 
in accordance with the NEPA compliance process, the SWEIS impact 
analyses will be reviewed and supplemented as necessary based on the 
newly available information.  As the commentor observes, a number of 
documents referred to in the SWEIS are drafts.  These include a number of 
DOE EISs, other EISs or related information from other Federal agencies, 
a Los Alamos County comprehensive plan, a LANL wildfire management 
plan, and a borrow source survey.  For the most part, these documents 
have been used in the cumulative impacts analysis and are the best 
information available to reflect reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The 
documents are clearly identified as being drafts.

 With regard to the Draft Supplemental Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for 
a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2), NNSA announced its 
cancellation in October 2006 in the Notice of Intent to prepare a 
Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement – Complex 2030 (now called the 
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) 
(71 FR 61731).  Regarding the Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plans, much 
of the information contained in the prior versions from fiscal years 2000 
and 2001 is still relevant.  The data in the SWEIS has been compared to 
that in more recent revisions of the Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plan 
to ensure that it is consistent; however, the Plan is not a reference in the 
SWEIS because as an Official Use Only document it is not generally 
available to the public although it has been released under a specific 
Freedom of Information Act request.

285-6 NNSA originally established a 60-day comment period.  In response to 
requests for additional time, the comment period was extended to 75 days.  
NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now available, 
commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet.  For 
security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions about 
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posting documents on its website.  Consistent with established practice, 
NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference material available 
for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in the general vicinity 
of LANL.  Those reading rooms are located in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, 
and Albuquerque.  The Draft LANL SWEIS also referred to a publicly 
available draft study by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry; this study has since been finalized and the final version is 
referenced in the Final SWEIS.  See the response to Comment nos. 285-3 
and 285-4 above for more information.

285-7 On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Complex Transformation SPEIS 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which analyzes the environmental 
impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons 
complex.  This includes evaluating a production level of up to 125 pits per 
year at a number of alternate sites including LANL.  This LANL SWEIS 
evaluates pit production up to a level of 80 pits per year consistent with 
the earlier analysis in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) 
(DOE 1996), which led to a decision to establish an interim pit production 
capability at LANL.

285-8 If the missions assigned to LANL change as a result of the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS ROD, additional site-specific NEPA compliance 
reviews will be conducted as necessary.  Results of the plutonium pit 
lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD.  While the studies show that 
degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would not 
impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 85 years, the analyses in 
this SWEIS are still valid.  The analyses provide a bounding impact of 
annually producing up to 80 pits, consistent with LANL’s current mission.  
NNSA can decide to operate at a lower production rate, but this analysis 
provides NNSA flexibility in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission 
based on changing geopolitical conditions.  See the response to Comment 
no. 285-7 for further information.

285-9 The Reliable Replacement Warhead Program, if funded by the Congress, 
is being conducted as part of studies that would support modernization 
of nuclear weapons.  The impacts of these modernization efforts on 
the nuclear weapons complex have yet to be determined; therefore it is 
premature to consider the environmental implications of the Reliable 
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Replacement Warhead Program.  The Complex Transformation SPEIS is 
being prepared to evaluate the activities associated with the continuing 
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex.  Refer to Section 2.4, 
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more 
information.

285-10 NNSA is not expanding nuclear weapons production, that is, the United 
States is not increasing the number of nuclear weapons in its stockpile.  
The United States is currently reducing its nuclear weapons stockpile.  
NNSA is performing activities to ensure the safety and reliability of the 
current stockpile, which includes replacing the plutonium pits using 
existing designs and possible future designs, including the Reliable 
Replacement Warhead (if authorized by the Congress).  Operations at 
LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear 
stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, and Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear 
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

285-11 DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of all its facilities.  
Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral considerations 
in the designs and operating procedures for new and existing DOE 
facilities.  DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack to be real and has 
an established safeguards and security process it undertakes to assess 
facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including those from intentional 
destructive acts, such as acts of terrorism.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.5, of 
the SWEIS has been revised to include a description of the systems in 
place at LANL to provide the safeguards and security necessary to prevent 
a terrorist attack.  Additional information has been added to Chapter 5, 
Section 5.12.6, regarding potential impacts of terrorism and a separate 
classified appendix has been developed.

285-12 Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s 
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a “Greener Alternative” in 
the SWEIS.  A “Greener Alternative” was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS 
but was not selected for implementation.  NNSA does not believe, 
7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is reasonable for the future 
operation of LANL to meet its mission as directed by the Congress and the 
President, and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative.  NNSA is not currently considering an alternative 
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waste storage arrangement at LANL such as the use of above ground 
waste storage mounds for the storage of low-level or mixed low-level 
radioactive wastes.  DOE’s Record(s) of Decision for low-level and mixed 
low-level radioactive wastes supported by the 1997 Waste Management 
Programmatic EIS (DOE/EIS-0200) (DOE 1997a) state DOE’s decisions 
for the management and disposal of these waste types for DOE operations, 
including LANL operations.  LANL was identified as a facility that would 
continue to dispose of its low-level radioactive wastes onsite.  Additional 
environmental impact analysis was provided through the 1999 SWEIS 
for the expansion of the Area G low-level radioactive waste disposal site.  
DOE decided to expand into Zones 4 and 6 of Area G and announced 
this decision in a 1999 LANL SWEIS Record of Decision (64 FR 50797).  
Mixed waste generated by LANL is currently disposed of offsite, primarily 
at licensed commercial facilities.  The commentor’s recommendation for 
future LANL operations is noted.  In addition to LANL’s primary mission 
of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted 
in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of 
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the 
No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

285-13 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities 
of the U.S. government; funding decisions are not within the scope of 
the SWEIS, which evaluates the environmental impacts of proposed 
actions and alternatives.  NNSA intends to conduct operations at 
LANL in accordance with its assigned missions while continuing the 
LANL environmental restoration program summarized in Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS.  Appendix I evaluates the environmental 
impacts associated with potential remedial action alternatives, however, 
decisions about remediating a site will be made in accordance with 
established regulatory standards and processes, including those of the 
State of New Mexico for the Consent Order.  To arrive at a decision 
about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative remedies 
may be considered such as containment in place, treatment, or removal.  
Any selected remediation remedy must meet several criteria including 
protection of human health and the environment, and attainment of 
applicable cleanup standards including those for ground and surface 
waters.  If the site is to remain under DOE ownership, then cleanup 
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standards commensurate with a restricted type of land use may be used, 
provided that offsite areas are protected.  If the site is to be released for 
unrestricted access by the public, then the site would need to meet cleanup 
standards for unrestricted access.  Decisions about the appropriate levels 
of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be made by the New 
Mexico Environment Department using cleanup criteria documented in 
Section VIII of the Consent Order.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance 
Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration 
Activities, of this CRD for more information.

285-14 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to waste disposal in unlined 
pits at LANL.  Except for low-level radioactive waste, all radioactive and 
chemical wastes generated at LANL are transported offsite for disposal in 
regulated disposal facilities authorized for the types of wastes each facility 
may receive.  The future use of lined rather than unlined pits for low-
level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through the Area G 
Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis required by DOE 
Order 435.1 that is periodically reviewed and updated.  The Performance 
Assessment and Composite Analysis will guide decisions regarding 
operational procedures and waste disposal.  The SWEIS considers impacts 
from the use of unlined pits as its No Action Alternative baseline; this 
impact analysis thereby bounds the long-term environmental consequences 
that could result from the use of lined disposal pits.

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

285-15 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding well construction, chromium contamination, and 
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radionuclide contamination.  The SWEIS presents a summary description 
of the environmental conditions near LANL.  The reports cited by the 
commentor did not present new data but used data that can also be 
found in the SWEIS.  Gilkeson and Rice presented their interpretations 
of that data.  NNSA and the LANL contractor are aware of concerns 
Bob Gilkeson and George Rice have expressed regarding groundwater 
characterization at LANL; actions to address some of these concerns are 
part of the monitoring program underway at LANL.

285-16 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding projected water use 
and existing and future water rights.  LANL’s projected water demands 
under the Expanded Operations Alternative would remain within 
LANL’s water use target ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,050 million 
liters) per year as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, of the SWEIS.  
DOE transferred 70 percent of its water rights for LANL and leases the 
remaining 30 percent to Los Alamos County.  DOE is now a County water 
customer and is billed and pays for the water LANL uses.  DOE has no 
plans to otherwise obtain or purchase more water rights for LANL.  Refer 
to Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information.  Regarding 
pit production, the LANL SWEIS alternatives addressing the next 5 years 
limit the level of pit production to up to 80 pits per year (Expanded 
Operations Alternative) consistent with earlier decisions supported by the 
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996).  The Complex 
Transformation SPEIS includes evaluating alternative locations for a 
consolidated plutonium center or a consolidated nuclear production center 
that would have plutonium pit production as one of its functions.  See the 
response to Comment no. 285-7 above.

285-17 This SWEIS does not propose new nuclear weapons facilities under 
any of the alternatives.  NNSA completed the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building 
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, 
New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c) in November 2003 and in 
February 2004 issued a Record of Decision (69 FR 6967) announcing 
its decision to construct a new facility.  This decision is included in 
the No Action Alternative and the Expanded Operations Alternative of 
this SWEIS.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex 
Transformation SPEIS (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which 
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evaluates the environmental impacts from the continued transformation 
of the nuclear weapons complex, referred to as Complex Transformation.  
The Reduced Operations Alternative in the Final SWEIS was revised to 
reflect continued use of the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
Building in the event that NNSA, in conjunction with its plans for 
Complex Transformation, decides not to construct the nuclear facility 
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility.  
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of 
this CRD for more information.

 The seismic risks associated with the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
Replacement Facility have been studied and are part of the updated 
LANL probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (LANL 2007a).  Similarly, 
the seismic accident analysis was updated in the Final SWEIS to reflect 
the recent information in the updated seismic hazards analysis.  Work 
performed at LANL, and new construction, are both subject to existing 
DOE orders and standards for seismic concerns.  Different construction 
requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance with the site 
locations relative to known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned 
future use of the structure.  An update to the seismic hazard analysis 
was completed in June 2007.  Seismic activity at LANL is described in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report 
(LANL 2007a).  The estimated human health impacts from postulated 
facility accidents at LANL, including earthquakes, are described in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and Appendix D, Section D.4.  These sections 
also include a discussion of the significance of the updated understanding 
of seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report.

 The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis 
report (LANL 2007a) has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic 
hazard at LANL is greater than previously understood.  The relevance 
of the seismic hazard to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and 
thoughtful evaluation to determine what, if any, changes are needed for 
planned and existing facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor has 
developed and NNSA has accepted a justification for continued operation 
which addresses controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard 
operations that mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, 
NNSA 2007b).

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

285-18 Because the largest concentration of LANL employees is expected to 
continue to reside in Los Alamos County, this county is expected to 
continue to receive a large share of the economic benefits in terms of 
wages associated with LANL employment.  However, as more LANL 
employees move into adjoining counties as has been the case in recent 
years, it is expected that these counties will receive a greater share of the 
wages associated with LANL employment.  Also, the recent change in the 
LANL management contract will result in the payment of gross receipts 
taxes to the State of New Mexico for the first time.  The use of these 
additional tax revenues will be decided upon by the State legislature and 
the Governor.  Analyzing alternative missions that would be of greater 
economic benefit to northern New Mexico is not within the scope of the 
SWEIS.

285-19 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns related to the effect a major 
accident would have on New Mexico’s economy as a result of reduced 
tourism.  The SWEIS impact analysis considers socioeconomic impacts of 
operating LANL on the general New Mexico economy of which tourism 
is a part.  Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS analyzes the potential 
impacts from a variety of accident scenarios on members of the public, 
which would include visitors to the area.

285-20 The SWEIS is specific in presenting the consequences and risks of 
accidents.  The terms, “likely”, “unlikely”, “could”, and “may” are used 
to convey the degree of certainty of a specific accident consequence or 
risk.  As discussed in Appendix C, Section C.1.2.1, all health impacts 
from radiological accidents are expressed in terms of radiation dose, 
number of latent cancer fatalities, and then using the frequency of such 
an accident, the risk to an individual or the population from this accident.  
This risk is expressed in terms of the annual chance of a latent cancer 
fatality in the Summary as well as in Chapter 5 and Appendix D.  For 
example, in the “Facility Accidents” subsection of Section S.9.1 of the 
Summary, and Table S–5, the annual risk of a latent cancer fatality to the 
maximally exposed individual due to the wildfire accident referred to in 
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the comment is presented as 0.05 or 1 chance in 20.  This is equivalent to 
5 percent.  The use of latent cancer fatality, latent cancer fatality risk, and 
the expression as “a chance in...” is common nomenclature used in many 
EISs.

285-21 As addressed and analyzed in the SWEIS, NNSA plans to continue to 
perform environmental restoration at LANL, and dispose of newly-
generated and legacy radioactive and chemical wastes, as it continues its 
Congressionally-mandated national security missions.  In March 2005, 
the State of New Mexico, NNSA, and the University of California, as the 
management and operating contractor, entered into a “Compliance Order 
on Consent” (Consent Order) that is currently being implemented to 
address the investigation and remediation of environmental contamination 
at LANL.  The volumes of waste generated from compliance with the 
Consent Order, and the associated shipments of waste to on- and offsite 
disposal facilities, will depend on regulatory decisions made by the 
New Mexico Environment Department pursuant to the Consent Order.  
NNSA has the responsibility for safely storing unwanted radioactive 
sealed sources for safety and national security purposes.  In addition, 
DOE is responsible under Public Law 99-240 for ensuring safe disposal 
of commercially-generated Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive 
waste (see below).  Over a number of years, NNSA has been recovering 
and storing actinide-bearing sealed sources at LANL under its Off-
Site Source Recovery Project, and proposes to store additional sources 
containing other isotopes, if appropriate and safe commercial or other 
Federal management options cannot be identified.  Stored sources 
containing transuranic isotopes that are determined to be defense-related 
are eligible for disposal at WIPP.  This includes all the plutonium-239 
sources that have been collected, and, as stated in the SWEIS, 132 drums 
of plutonium-239 sealed sources have already been shipped to WIPP.  
Recently, some of the americium-241 and plutonium-238 sealed sources 
have been determined to be defense-related and eligible for disposal 
at WIPP.  Stored sources containing these and other isotopes that are 
determined to be not defense-related may be considered Greater-Than-
Class C or similar DOE waste.  At this time, there is no disposal path for 
Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive waste; however, DOE has 
issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Disposal of Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
(72 FR 40135).  Several options for disposal of Greater-Than-Class C 
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waste, as well as DOE waste having similar characteristics, are being 
considered.  Clarifying language has been added to Appendix J of the 
SWEIS.

285-22 The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board does not regulate nor 
authorize operation of facilities at LANL.  Its function, as mandated by 
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA 
nuclear weapons complex.  As in the case of all NNSA nuclear weapons 
complex sites, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reviews safety 
issues and prepares reports regarding the safety of nuclear weapons 
complex facilities, which are submitted to NNSA.  NNSA and the LANL 
contractor have reviewed Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
reports and responded with commitments to update and improve safety 
basis documentation.  The Los Alamos Site Office Safety Authorization 
Basis Team assures the development and approval of adequate controls 
in support of safe operations at LANL.  All LANL facility operations 
are based on authorization and approval by NNSA from evaluation of 
the acceptability of existing relevant safety documentation.  Reports 
and recommendations made by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board that are relevant to NEPA are taken into account in analyses in the 
SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.

285-23 The LANL SWEIS evaluates the potential impacts of constructing and 
operating a new Radiological Sciences Institute in Appendix G based 
on the functions such a facility would be expected to fulfill and the 
estimated number of structures required.  As described in Appendix G, 
Section G.3, of the SWEIS, phase 1 of this Radiological Sciences 
Institute, construction of the Institute for Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Science and Technology, is expected to start within the time frame 
covered by the SWEIS.  Subsequent phases of the project will be 
evaluated as they are further planned and more fully defined.  Based on 
these evaluations, NNSA will make a determination whether additional 
NEPA analysis and documentation are needed.  Radiological air emissions 
and associated radiological doses to workers and the public are quantified 
in Section G.3.3.2.  Projected annual radiological air emissions from the 
Radiological Sciences Institute were estimated to be the combined total 
of the projected emissions from the individual facilities whose functions 
would be moved to the Radiological Sciences Institute.
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286-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the generation and disposal of 
nuclear waste.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for 
more information.

Commentor No. 286:   Grace Clearsen

From: lightenupnj@aol.com [mailto:lightenupnj@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 6:22 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS
Subject: No to increased plutonium pit.....

To whom it may concern:
Please note my vigorous protest against depositing any additional nuclear waste in 
the ground, or indeed, CREATING additional nuclear waste.  Please understand that 
this earth is our mother and we are, step by step, destroying her ability to nurture us.  
We cannot continue to take actions which do not consider the long term effects of our 
actions on future generations.  
Thank you for NOT increasing your plutonium output.   I know you will do the right 
thing.
Sincerely,
Grace Clearsen

286-1
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287-1 NNSA believes that the LANL SWEIS presents appropriate and 
adequate analysis of LANL operations that are expected to occur through 
2011.  NNSA prepared this SWEIS in accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and the 
DOE implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).

287-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to nuclear 
weapons production.  Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities 
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to 
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President.  
In addition to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL 
in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of 
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the 
No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

287-3 Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress that DOE 
has made in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.  
Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites 
potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress has been 
made (and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be 
addressed.  Decisions about environmental remediation will be made in 
accordance with established regulatory standards and processes, including 
those of the New Mexico Environment Department for the Compliance 
Order on Consent (Consent Order) that was entered into in March 2005.  
Appendix I of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses 
for conducting remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the 
Consent Order.  These analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and 
other contaminated areas, and provide environmental impact information 
to facilitate environmental remediation decisions that will be made by 
DOE and the New Mexico Environment Department.  NNSA intends 
to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order 
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.  
Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and 
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

287-4 Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft LANL SWEIS was in 
the context of ensuring that reasonably foreseeable future actions were 
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addressed in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality 
NEPA regulations addressing cumulative impacts.  The LANL SWEIS 
alternatives addressing operational levels for the next 5 years limit the 
level of pit production to up to 80 pits per year (Expanded Operations 
Alternative).  In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to 
prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement – Complex 2030 
(now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) 
(71 FR 61731).  In addition to announcing its intent to prepare the 
Complex Transformation SPEIS to assess the environmental impacts 
from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex, 
NNSA announced cancellation of the previously planned Supplemental 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship 
and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2).  The Final 
LANL SWEIS does not include reference to a modern pit facility.  Please 
refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process 
and Section 2.4 Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this 
CRD for more discussion.

287-5 If the missions assigned to LANL change as a result of the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS ROD, additional site-specific NEPA compliance 
reviews will be conducted as necessary.  Results of the plutonium pit 
lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD.  While the studies show that 
degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would not 
impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 85 years, the analyses in 
this SWEIS are still valid.  The analyses provide a bounding impact of 
annually producing up to 80 pits, consistent with LANL’s current mission.  
NNSA can decide to operate at a lower production rate, but this analysis 
provides NNSA flexibility in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission 
based on changing geopolitical conditions.  See the response to Comment 
no. 287-4 above for further information.

287-6 Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2, of the SWEIS describes the impacts to the 
groundwater from the alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS. As described 
in Section 5.3.2.1, groundwater modeling performed for the Area G 
performance assessment indicated that groundwater ingestion doses 
330 feet (100 meters) downgradient from Area G at 4,000 years and 
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in Pajarito Canyon at 700 years would be a very small fraction of the 
4 millirem per year standard for groundwater protection.

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

287-7 The Reliable Replacement Warhead Program, if funded by the Congress, 
is being conducted as part of studies that would support modernization 
of nuclear weapons.  The impacts of these modernization efforts on 
the nuclear weapons complex have yet to be determined; therefore it is 
premature to consider the environmental implications of the Reliable 
Replacement Warhead Program.  The Complex Transformation SPEIS is 
being prepared to evaluate the activities associated with the continuing 
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex.  Refer to Section 2.4, 
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more 
information.

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

287-8 Decisions about remediation measures at LANL will be made in the 
future in accordance with established regulatory standards and processes, 
including those of the New Mexico Environment Department for the 
Consent Order.  The intent of the SWEIS is not to prejudge these decisions 
but to provide environmental impact information to be used for the 
decision-making process, and for the benefit of the reader regarding 
potential remediation action options.  Several alternative remedies may 
be considered for a contaminated site or waste disposal area, including 
containment in place, treatment, removal, or other remedies.  Any selected 
remedy, or combination of remedies, must meet several criteria including 
protection of human health and the environment and attainment of 
applicable cleanup standards considering the designated future use of the 
site.  Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject 
to the Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico Environment 
Department considering cleanup standards for groundwater, surface 
water, and soils as documented in Section 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.
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287-9 Because the largest concentration of LANL employees is expected to 
continue to reside in Los Alamos County, this county is expected to 
continue to receive a large share of the economic benefits in terms of 
wages received by LANL employees associated with LANL operations.  
However, as more LANL employees move into adjoining counties as has 
been the case in recent years, it is expected that these counties will receive 
a greater share of the wages associated with LANL employment.  Also, 
the recent change in the LANL management contract will result in the 
payment of gross receipts taxes to the State of New Mexico for the first 
time.  The use of these additional tax revenues will be decided upon by 
the State legislature and the Governor.  Analyzing alternative missions 
that would be of greater economic benefit to northern New Mexico is not 
within the scope of the SWEIS.

287-10 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL.  See 
the response to Comment nos. 287-4 and 287-5 above and to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, and Section 2.4, 
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more 
information related to the concerns voiced in this comment.  Chapter 5 of 
the SWEIS evaluates the impacts, including waste generation, of all three 
alternatives including the Expanded Operations Alternative.  Increasing pit 
production up to an 80 pit per year production rate would not significantly 
increase waste generation, as shown in Section 5.9.3; however, if selected, 
the Complete Removal Option evaluated in Appendix I would potentially 
generate a significant amount of waste as a result of removing buried 
legacy waste from existing material disposal areas at LANL.

Commentor No. 287 (cont'd):  Daniel Gibson
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288-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear-related activities 
within the State of New Mexico.  With regard to the terrorism concern 
raised in this comment, DOE gives high priority to the safety and security 
of all its facilities.  Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral 
considerations in the designs and operating procedures for new and 
existing DOE facilities.  DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack to be 
real and has an established safeguards and security process it undertakes 
to assess facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including those 
from intentional destructive acts, such as acts of terrorism.  Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6, of the SWEIS has been revised to include additional 
discussion of the measures taken to protect assets at LANL from terrorist 
activities.  As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12.6, the impacts of 
terrorist action have been considered in a separate classified appendix to 
the SWEIS.

288-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for research to be conducted in 
areas not related to nuclear weapons production and concern that current 
activities violate nonproliferation treaties.  U.S. efforts to ensure a safe 
and reliable nuclear stockpile, including activities conducted at LANL, 
violate none of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons.  Cessation of these activities at LANL would be counter to 
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President.  
In addition to these stockpile stewardship activities, however, research is 
conducted at LANL in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research 
areas are part of current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS 
as part of the No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to 
be conducted at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to 
Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 288:   Jamie Chase

From: j.chase2754 [mailto:j.chase2754@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 8:35 PM 
To: LANL_SWEIS 
Subject: Citizen Comments regarding LANL draft SWEIS 

> Now that America is widely viewed as a destabilizing force by both 
> friend and foe, a new arms race would seem the worst path to choose 
> and the worst signal to send the world. 
> As a 25 year resident artist of Santa Fe, I believe that the life’s 
> blood of New Mexico’s economy is 
its culture and natural beauty, both of which are continually 
jeopardized by the ever encroaching ambitions of  nuclear industries 
which have made our state both a potential terrorist target and/or an 
environmental sacrifi ce zone. 
For a more technical breakdown of risks involved in proposed expansions 
of pit production programs, I would refer you to a detailed analysis 
provided by Nukewatch.org 
>  I implore you, as architects of our collective futures, to seek 
> wisdom over profi t, to harness the great scientifi c talent and 
> fi nancial wealth of our nation toward positive solutions; alternative 
> energy strategies, water purifi cation, transportation, rather than 
> violate non-proliferation treaties pursuing a dark and dangerous 
> future of new nuclear weapons systems. 
> I consider this proposed misuse of public resources  a threat to 
> global security, and another tragedy of missed opportunity. 
> Jamie Chase 
> Santa Fe, NM 
> 
>> 
> 

288-1

288-2
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289-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations 
Alternative.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.  As discussed in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.4, decisions on the level of operations at LANL will be made by 
the Administrator based on the environmental analyses in this SWEIS and 
other factors such as programmatic need and costs.  NNSA will publish 
these decisions in one or more Records of Decision.

Commentor No. 289:   Hollis C. Wood

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

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of 
the Los Alamos National Laboratory 
September xxxx, 2006 
Ms. Elizabeth Withers, SWEIS Document Manager NNSA Los Alamos Site Offi ce 
528 35th St., Los Alamos, NM 87544 
E-mail:  HYPERLINK “mailto:LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov” LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov, 
Fax: 505.667.5948 
 Dear Ms. Withers: 
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.  I join with hundreds of 
fellow citizens and the Santa Fe City Council in opposing these plans. 
In summary: 
1.      The draft SWEIS process is seriously fl awed and the DSWEIS must be 
reissued. 
2.      The public comment period should be extended. 
3.      The DSWEIS itself is seriously defi cient and should be redone, which is 
primary. Should NNSA refuse, the rest of my comments should be nevertheless be 
considered and incorporated into the Final SWEIS. 
4.      LANL should disclose any plans for even greater plutonium pit production 
above the 80 pits per year considered in the DSWEIS. 
5.      Expanding pit production now is premature and must await pit lifetime studies 
and national review of “transformation” of the nuclear weapons complex, all of which 
are pending. 
6.      A new draft SWEIS should fully analyze the programmatic, infrastructure, 
production and nonproliferation implications of the Reliable Replacement Warhead 
Program. 
7.      The NonProliferation Treaty’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles must be 
honored. 
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289-2 NNSA believes that the LANL SWEIS presents appropriate and 
adequate analysis of LANL operations that are expected to occur through 
2011.  NNSA prepared this SWEIS in accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and DOE 
implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  NNSA did originally 
announce its intent to prepare a supplement to the 1999 LANL SWEIS, 
which included all operations at LANL as well as newly proposed projects 
as part of an expanded operations alternative.  Consistent with some of the 
comments received during the scoping period, NNSA decided to prepare 
a new SWEIS instead of the originally planned supplement.  Refer to 
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for more information.

289-3 NNSA published a Federal Register notice announcing the availability 
of the Draft LANL SWEIS on July 7, 2006.  Responding to requests 
for additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period from 
the original 60 days to 75 days.  See additional discussion on the NEPA 
process in Section 2.2 of this CRD.

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 benefi ts 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 specifi c in all its data and risk analyses. 
17.     LANL should not generate or import more radioactive and chemical wastes 
until it cleans up what it already has. 
18.     The DSWEIS must incorporate the numerous, serious safety issues raised by 
the independent Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. 
19.     The “Radiological Sciences Institute”, the single biggest construction project in 
the DSWEIS, is premature for consideration given its size and lack of information. It 
must have its own separate and independent environmental impact statement. 
1.      The draft SWEIS process is seriously fl awed and the DSWEIS must be 
reissued. 
This DSWEIS started as a “supplemental” SWEIS focusing on short term 
environmental and cleanup actions. It then morphed into a completely new SWEIS 
that lays the groundwork for LANL to become the nation’s permanent plutonium pit 
production site. It violates National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations to 
not have published a new Notice of Intent once the decision was made to expand 
plutonium pit production, which would have triggered a new round of scoping 
hearings and consideration of public scoping comments. 
2.      The Public Comment Period Should Be Extended 
The minimal statutory requirement under NEPA for any run-of-the-mill environmental 
impact statement is 45 days. The DSWEIS is voluminous, some fi ve inches high, 
in all comprising approximately 2,000 pages of often-dense material. Yet NNSA 
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289-4 The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts 
from contaminants in the LANL environment.  The SWEIS does not 
rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Public 
Health Assessment in any specific way for its conclusions.  The Public 
Health Assessment examined data from 1980 through 2001 whereas the 
SWEIS includes and evaluates health data through 2005 and projects 
impacts from operations over the next 5 years.  The Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry is the Federal agency responsible 
(under the 1986 amendments to the Superfund law) for conducting Public 
Health Assessments at each site on the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency National Priorities List.  The Public Health Assessment is a 
relevant Federal agency study and it is therefore appropriate that the 
SWEIS acknowledge its conclusions.  The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency did not reject the draft Public Health Assessment; however, it 
did submit comments.  The Public Health Assessment was finalized and 
released August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).  As detailed in Appendix I 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.

289-5 To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including 
a current version of the Area G performance assessment, have been 
considered in the Final SWEIS analyses.  The seismic hazard analysis 
report was completed in June 2007 and incorporated into Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.2.3, Chapter 5, Section 5.12, and Appendix D, Section D.4.  
Information under development that is not available for use in the Final 
SWEIS will be considered as it becomes available and, in accordance 
with the NEPA compliance process, the SWEIS impact analyses will be 
reviewed and supplemented as necessary based on the newly available 
information.  See Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Process, of this CRD for more information.

 As the commentor observes, a number of documents referred to in 
the SWEIS are drafts.  These include a number of DOE EISs, EISs or 
related information from other Federal agencies, a Los Alamos County 
comprehensive plan, a LANL wildfire management plan, and a borrow 
source survey.  For the most part, these documents have been used in 
the cumulative impacts analysis and are the best information available 
to reflect reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The documents are 

granted only a 60-day comment period (later extended by 15 days because of public 
pressure). This is not suffi cient time for the public to make informed comments.
Moreover, the draft SWEIS has 59 pages of lists of approximately 700 reference 
documents that largely act as the backbone of the SWEIS. NNSA expected 
interested citizens from around the country to travel to three controlled “reading 
rooms” in order to review these documents. NNSA should make all of the DSWEIS’s 
reference documents available online and then restart the public comment period. 
3.      The DSWEIS itself is seriously defi cient and should be redone. In numerous 
instances the DSWEIS relies on invalid, incomplete or future studies. An example 
of an invalid study is the Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National 
Laboratory by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The DSWEIS relies on that 
assessment’s conclusion that there is nothing to link environmental factors with the 
observed incidence of any cancer in Los Alamos County. However, that assessment 
was rejected by the Environmental Protection Agency who said, “ATSDR should redo 
their risk assessment to reduce conservatism and not assume that there is no risk.” 
That assessment has not been redone, but yet the DSWEIS relies upon it to assert 
that Laboratory operations have no appreciable negative effects on public health. 
In other examples, the draft SWEIS was released before either the risk assessment 
for LANL’s “low-level” radioactive waste dump at Area G or the 2006 seismic hazard 
study by the Lab’s Seismic Hazards Geology Team were completed. The 2003 
Modern Pit Facility Environmental Impact Statement, so heavily used and quoted 
in the DSWEIS as the bounding analysis for the risks of increased plutonium pit 
production, remains a draft document. Additionally, a word search of the reference 
documents shows that 16 other documents used as references are still drafts. 
The DSWEIS cannot honestly and completely inform the northern New Mexicans 
of LANL’s potential impacts until the draft ATSDR public health assessment, the 
Area G Documented Safety Analysis and the report of the LANL Seismic Hazards 
Geology Team have all been fi nalized. References to these and all draft and outdated 
documents in this draft SWEIS need to be qualifi ed. This DSWEIS process itself is 
invalid until those defi ciencies are corrected. 
The body of the reference documents itself is defi cient by omissions. One example is 
that NNSA describes Ten Year Comprehensive Site Plans from its individual sites as 
the key planning documents for the future “intended” nuclear weapons complex. Yet, 
the DSWEIS lists only the LANL Plans for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001, which are 
obviously outdated. The FY 2006 LANL Ten Year Comprehensive Site Plan, which 
has already been released to the public under Freedom of Information Act litigation, 
should be incorporated into the body of reference documents and made publicly 
available (as well as the pending FY 2007 Plan). 
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clearly identified as being drafts.  With regard to the Draft Supplemental 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship 
and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2), NNSA 
announced its cancellation in October 2006 in the Notice of Intent to 
prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement – Complex 2030 
(now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (71 FR 61731).  Regarding the Ten-Year 
Comprehensive Site Plan, much of the information contained in the prior 
versions from fiscal years 2000 and 2001 is still relevant.  The data in the 
SWEIS has been compared to that in more recent revisions of the Ten-Year 
Comprehensive Site Plan to ensure that it is consistent; however, the Plan 
is not a reference in the SWEIS because as an Official Use Only document 
it is not generally available to the public although it has been released 
under a specific Freedom of Information Act request.

289-6 NNSA originally established a 60-day comment period.  In response to 
requests for additional time, the comment period was extended to 75 days.  
NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now available, 
that commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet.  
For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions 
about posting documents on its website.  Consistent with established 
practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference material 
available for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in the general 
vicinity of LANL.  Those reading rooms are located in Los Alamos, 
Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  In the Draft LANL SWEIS, reference is 
made to an update to the performance assessment for Area G.  Until 
this update has been completely developed, thoroughly reviewed, and 
released, the existing document that they will eventually replace remain 
valid; therefore, it is entirely appropriate to use the current approved 
version of this document as a reference in the LANL SWEIS.  The Draft 
LANL SWEIS also referred to a publicly available draft study by the 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry and a seismic hazard 
analysis report under development; these reports have been finalized and 
the final versions are referenced in the Final SWEIS.  See Section 2.2, 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more 
information.

In closing, given its Notice of Intent in January 2005, NNSA was not exactly hurried 
in releasing the draft SWEIS by July 2006, but yet mandated an impractical time 
period in which the public is supposed to review some 2,000 technical pages and 
prepare comments. Moreover, to this day NNSA impedes convenient public access 
to crucial reference documents and substantially bases the DSWEIS on invalid 
and uncompleted studies. Hence the DSWEIS process is severely fl awed and the 
DSWEIS should be redone. 
4.      LANL should disclose any plans for even greater plutonium pit production 
above the 80 pits per year considered in the DSWEIS. 
The central issue discussed in the DSWEIS is the proposed expansion of plutonium 
pit production at LANL from 20 pits per year to 80. Pits are the atomic “triggers’ for 
today’s nuclear weapons. Congress has repeatedly rejected funding for a proposed 
“Modern Pit Facility” (MPF) to be built at one of fi ve candidate sites, capable of 
producing up to 450 pits per year. Through the DSWEIS the Lab may be laying the 
groundwork for a “MPF-lite.” 
In one reference document an aerial photograph of LANL’s plutonium complex at 
Technical Area (TA)-55 is superimposed with speculative “Modern Pit Annexes” and 
“Additional Facility Sites” contiguous to the existing pit production facility. Moreover, 
the Radiological Sciences Institute, the single biggest construction proposed 
in the DSWEIS (up to 13 new buildings) and also contiguous to TA-55, could 
directly support future plutonium pit production. Additionally, Senator Domenici’s 
appropriations subcommittee recently noted the fi nancial unlikelihood of constructing 
nuclear weapons-related plutonium facilities other than at LANL. His subcommittee 
further directed NNSA to study expanding the mission of an advanced plutonium 
lab now being built next to the existing plutonium pit production facility. All of these 
factors seem to converge to create a plutonium-manufacturing infrastructure that 
would enable future pit production levels above the 80 pits per year considered in 
the DSWEIS. The Final SWEIS should disclose any such plans. The danger is that 
LANL may be incrementally slipping into becoming the nation’s permanent site for 
plutonium pit production. 
5.      Expanding pit production now is premature and must await pit lifetime studies 
and national review of “transformation” of the nuclear weapons complex, all of which 
are pending. NNSA is required by legislation to complete “pit lifetime studies” and 
have independent senior nuclear weapons scientists review the results by the end of 
this year. Those senior scientists have repeatedly stated that operational plutonium 
pit lifetimes are more on the order of 60 to 90 years without any declared expiration 
date, in contrast to NNSA’s currently accepted 45 years. This means that plutonium 
pits could well last more than a hundred years. The implications could be enormous, 
strongly undermining the need for the production of 80 pits per year. A new draft 
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289-7 On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex Transformation 
SPEIS (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which analyzes the 
environmental impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear 
weapons complex.  This includes evaluating a production level of up 
to 125 pits per year at a number of alternate sites including LANL.  
This LANL SWEIS evaluates pit production up to a level of 80 pits 
per year consistent with the earlier analysis in the Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and 
Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996), which led to a decision to 
establish interim pit production capability at LANL.

289-8 DOE prepared the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996) 
in 1996 to address the configuration of the weapons complex.  In 
accordance with the ensuing ROD, LANL is to provide a limited pit 
production capability.  This LANL SWEIS evaluates the environmental 
impacts of continuing to operate LANL to fulfill the mission established 
in the ROD.  As discussed in Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear 
Weapons Complex, of this CRD, the proposed Complex Transformation 
is being evaluated in a supplement to the above-referenced programmatic 
environmental impact statement (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (DOE 2007).  If 
the missions assigned to LANL change as a result of the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS ROD, additional site-specific NEPA compliance 
reviews will be conducted as necessary.  Results of the plutonium pit 
lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD.  While the studies show that 
degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would not 
impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 85 years, the analyses in 
this SWEIS are still valid.  The analyses provide a bounding impact of 
annually producing up to 80 pits, consistent with LANL’s current mission.  
NNSA can decide to operate at a lower production rate, but this analysis 
provides NNSA flexibility in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission 
based on changing geopolitical conditions.

289-9 The Reliable Replacement Warhead Program, if funded by the Congress, 
is being conducted as part of studies that would support modernization 
of nuclear weapons.  The impacts of these modernization efforts on 
the nuclear weapons complex have yet to be determined; therefore it is 

SWEIS must fully incorporate the fi ndings of the NNSA pit lifetime studies and their 
independent review. Even outside of the SWEIS process, any NNSA decision to 
increase plutonium pit production is premature before those results are reached. 
NNSA has recently announced the process will soon start for national programmatic 
review of the nuclear weapons complex intended for the year 2030, and has clearly 
indicated that much of that review will center on future plutonium pit production. 
That review may also involve consolidation of special nuclear materials, particularly 
plutonium, at a site other than LANL.  This draft LANL SWEIS, which proposes to 
dramatically expand pit production and plutonium storage at the Lab, could be in 
confl ict with the pending programmatic environmental impact statement of “Complex 
2030.” The LANL SWEIS process must be halted until that broader review is 
completed and LANL’s role in the future nuclear weapons complex is better defi ned. 
To do otherwise defi es logic. 
6.      A new draft SWEIS should fully analyze the programmatic, infrastructure, 
production and nonproliferation implications of the Reliable Replacement Warhead. 
The RRW program is a program for new designs of nuclear weapons. U.S. nuclear 
weapons have already been proven reliable through extensive full-scale testing and 
subsequent certifi cation since the testing moratorium began in 1992. To introduce 
new, untested designs will undermine stockpile confi dence and could well lead 
to resumed full-scale testing in the future, which would have disastrous non-
proliferation implications. Further, RRW is likely a Trojan Horse whose real purpose 
is to introduce new-design nuclear weapons with different military characteristics for 
new purposes, again with potentially disastrous nonproliferation implications. Finally, 
RRW is becoming a means unto itself, justifying the resurgence and revitalization 
of a nuclear weapons complex that should be ramping down under the framework 
of the NonProliferation Treaty. A new draft LANL SWEIS should fully analyze the 
programmatic, infrastructure, production and nonproliferation implications of the 
RRW Program. 
7.      The NonProliferation Treaty’s mandate to disarm nuclear stockpiles must be 
honored. 
The 1970 NonProliferation Treaty (NPT) obliged all nuclear weapons states 
signatories to Article VI, which states “Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to 
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament...” The DSWEIS’s 
preferred “Expanded Operations Alternative” of increased nuclear weapons research 
and production at LANL directly contradicts that Treaty obligation, especially given 
NNSA plans to increase nuclear weapons production, including new designs 
under the so-called Reliable Replacement Warhead Program. The fi nal SWEIS for 
Continued Operations at LANL should comport not only with the NPT’s mandate 
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premature to consider the environmental implications of the Reliable 
Replacement Warhead Program.  The Complex Transformation SPEIS is 
being prepared to evaluate the activities associated with the continuing 
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex.  Refer to Section 2.4, 
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more 
information.

289-10 NNSA is not expanding nuclear weapons production, that is, the United 
States is not increasing the number of nuclear weapons in its stockpile.  
The United States is currently reducing its nuclear weapons stockpile.  
NNSA is performing activities to ensure the safety, security, and reliability 
of the current stockpile, which includes replacing the plutonium pits 
using existing designs and possible future designs, including the Reliable 
Replacement Warhead (if authorized by the Congress).  Operations at 
LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear 
stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, and Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear 
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

289-11 DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of all its facilities.  
Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral considerations 
in the designs and operating procedures for new and existing DOE 
facilities.  DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack to be real and has 
an established safeguards and security process it undertakes to assess 
facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including those from intentional 
destructive acts, such as acts of terrorism.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.5, of 
the SWEIS has been revised to include a description of the systems in 
place at LANL to provide the safeguards and security necessary to prevent 
a terrorist attack.  Additional information has been added to Chapter 5, 
Section 5.12.6, regarding potential impacts of terrorism and a separate 
classified appendix has been developed.

289-12 Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s 
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a “Greener Alternative” in 
the SWEIS.  A “Greener Alternative” was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS 
but was not selected for implementation.  NNSA does not believe, 
7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is reasonable for the future 
operation of LANL to meet its mission as directed by the Congress and the 

to disarm nuclear stockpiles, but also with the critical need for the U.S. to lead by 
example in ridding the world of weapons of mass destruction. Nuclear weapons 
are simultaneously the most militarily useful and destructive weapons of mass 
destruction.
8.      The Risks of Potential Terrorist Acts Must Be Analyzed In this DSWEIS. 
NNSA should follow a recent court decision (San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace 
v. Nuclear Regulatory Commission) and fully analyze and consider the effects of 
potential terrorist act at the Los Alamos National Laboratory in a new DSWEIS. 
9.      Other alternative Laboratory missions, such as attaining national clean 
energy independence and addressing the threat of global climate change, must be 
considered. 
There are three alternatives analyzed in this DSWEIS: 
1)      No Action Alternative: Operations would continue at current levels consistent 
with previous decisions made in the Record of Decision for the previous 1999 LANL 
SWEIS. 
2)      Reduced Operations Alternative: Operations would be reduced at High 
Explosive Facilities and eliminated at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center and 
Pajarito Site. 
3)      Expanded Operations Alternative: Actions would be implemented to upgrade 
or replace aging facilities and systems, improve security, and remediate obsolete 
buildings and contaminated lands. Selected operations would increase, including the 
production of plutonium pits. 
This is the preferred alternative. 
Two additional alternatives must be analyzed: 
1)      Onsite Aboveground Waste Storage Alternative: LANL should develop an 
aboveground waste storage site where radioactive low-level waste is stored in 
engineered mounds. This monitored waste storage site would be large enough to 
receive all of the Lab’s legacy waste after it is exhumed, all of the debris from future 
demolished buildings, and all future waste from future operations. This alternative 
would protect the regional aquifer while the waste would be easily retrievable for 
when future advanced technologies can actually make radioactive waste safe. 
As an example, an analogous, albeit smaller-scale, program was recently completed 
at the Fernald, Ohio, Department of Energy site. 
2)      Energy Security Alternative: LANL should initiate a Manhattan-Project-like effort 
to solve the world’s global-warming and clean, sustainable energy problems. This 
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President, and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative as its 
Preferred Alternative.  NNSA is not currently considering an alternative 
waste storage arrangement at LANL such as the use of above ground 
waste storage mounds for the storage of low-level or mixed low-level 
radioactive wastes.  DOE’s Record(s) of Decision for low-level and mixed 
low-level radioactive wastes supported by the 1997 Waste Management 
Programmatic EIS (DOE/EIS-0200) (DOE 1997a) state DOE’s decisions 
for the management and disposal of these waste types for DOE operations, 
including LANL operations.  LANL was identified as a facility that would 
continue to dispose of its low-level radioactive wastes onsite.  Additional 
environmental impact analysis was provided through the 1999 SWEIS 
for the expansion of the Area G low-level radioactive waste disposal site.  
DOE decided to expand into Zones 4 and 6 of Area G and announced this 
decision in 1999 LANL SWEIS Record of Decision (64 FR 50797).  Mixed 
waste generated by LANL is currently disposed of offsite, primarily at 
licensed commercial facilities.  The commentor’s recommendation for 
future LANL operations is noted.  In addition to LANL’s primary mission 
of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted 
in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of 
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the 
No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted at 
LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3 of this 
CRD, Alternative Missions, for more information.

289-13 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding priorities 
of the U.S. government; funding decisions are not within the scope of 
this SWEIS, which evaluates the environmental impacts of proposed 
actions and alternatives.  NNSA intends to conduct operations at 
LANL in accordance with its assigned missions while continuing the 
LANL environmental restoration program summarized in Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.6.  Although Appendix I evaluates the environmental impacts 
associated with potential remedial action alternatives, decisions about 
remediating a site will be made in accordance with established regulatory 
standards and processes, including those of the State of New Mexico 
for the Consent Order.  To arrive at a decision about remediating a 
contaminated site, several alternative remedies may be considered such 
as containment in place, treatment, or removal.  Any selected remediation 
remedy must meet several criteria including protection of human health 
and the environment, and attainment of applicable cleanup standards 

would do more for true, long-term national security than expanded nuclear weapons 
operations will ever do.
10.     Cleanup must not include “cap and cover” of unlined waste dumps. 
The DSWEIS analyzed two options for LANL’s legacy buried waste. The Capping 
Option would leave all radioactive and chemical wastes in place in the major disposal 
areas and cover them with a surface rain barrier. The Removal Option would remove 
all legacy waste from the ground. The DSWEIS correctly notes that future cleanup 
decisions will be largely driven by the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED). 
However, internal Lab documents already point to predetermination, saying “Many 
contaminated sites will be remediated to industrial use standards, in part because 
cleaning up to residential or unrestricted use standards is prohibitively expensive.” 
Cleanup that will protect ongoing generations cannot be dictated today’s short-term 
fi scal considerations. If more money is needed for comprehensive cleanup, take 
it from the ever-expanding budget for the Lab’s nuclear weapons programs. Don’t 
generate more radioactive and chemical wastes when cleanup costs are already 
“prohibitively expensive.” 
LANL still is burying its radioactive wastes in unlined dumps, in contrast to all new 
State-regulated landfi lls in New Mexico. The 1999 LANL SWEIS allowed more 
unlined waste pits, called Zone 4, near the existing unlined waste pits that NMED 
may require to be exhumed. The whole concept of Zone 4 should be reexamined 
because waste volumes are substantially higher than in the 1999 SWEIS. A new 
DSWEIS must consider the benefi ts of lining Lab dumps. 
11.     LANL must not allow contaminants to reach the groundwater aquifer or the Rio 
Grande. Recharge to the regional aquifer from the shallow contaminated perched 
groundwater bodies occurs slowly because the perched water is separated from 
the regional aquifer by hundreds of feet of dry rock. Is the DSWEIS suggesting, 
because the contaminants reach the aquifer slowly, that everything is OK? The fact 
is that tritium, perchlorates, chromium, and high explosives contaminants from Lab 
operations have already reached the regional aquifer. Lab computer models show 
a fi ve-year travel time from the surface to the aquifer in some areas. LANL must 
prioritize protecting our precious aquifer. 
Sadly, the interpretation of groundwater data is complicated by problems that affect 
the sampling wells. Specifi cally, the bentonite clay used in well drilling can mask 
many radionuclides and other contaminants. The use of circulating muds and 
other drilling fl uids can have a similar effect by more complex mechanisms. The 
groundwater data in the DSWEIS could represent systematic underestimates of the 
actual contamination, and cannot be relied upon in the SWEIS. 
Lab analysis of stormwater runoff and surface water also shows high contamination. 
Americium-241, strontium-90 and plutonium-238 & 239 in particular have been 
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including those for ground and surface waters.  If the site is to remain 
under DOE ownership, then cleanup standards commensurate with a 
restricted type of land use may be used, provided that offsite areas are 
protected.  If the site is to be released for unrestricted access by the public, 
then the site would need to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access.  
Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the 
Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico Environment Department 
using cleanup criteria documented in Section VIII of the Consent Order.

289-14 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to waste disposal in unlined 
pits at LANL.  Except for low-level radioactive waste, all radioactive and 
chemical wastes generated at LANL are transported offsite for disposal 
in regulated disposal facilities authorized for the types of wastes each 
facility may receive.  The future use of lined rather than unlined pits 
for low-level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through the 
Area G performance assessment and composite analysis required by DOE 
Order 435.1 which is periodically reviewed and updated.  The updated 
performance assessment and composite analysis will guide decisions 
regarding operational procedures and waste disposal.  This SWEIS 
considers impacts from the use of unlined pits as its No Action Alternative 
baseline; this impact analysis thereby bounds the long-term environmental 
consequences that could result from the use of lined disposal pits.  Much 
of the low-level radioactive waste projected for the Expanded Operations 
Alternative is attributable to remediation actions.  Waste volumes 
generated from environmental restoration will depend significantly on 
future cleanup decisions made by the State of New Mexico pursuant to 
the Consent Order.  The analysis in Appendix I of the SWEIS bounds the 
volumes that could be generated if all buried wastes in material disposal 
areas covered under the Consent Order are removed and disposed of 
elsewhere.  In this case, offsite disposal of low-level radioactive waste 
would be used to supplement onsite disposal.  Refer to Sections 2.7, Waste 
Management, and 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and 
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this  CRD for more information.

289-15 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding well construction, chromium contamination, and 
radionuclide contamination.  The SWEIS presents a summary description 
of the environmental conditions near LANL.  Because of the large volume 
of information characterizing the environment near LANL, the detailed 

measured at levels up to ten times the drinking water standard. There is a witch’s 
brew of hundreds of other contaminants in the soil at the bottom of the canyons. 
Contaminated stormwater either seeps into the ground, posing a threat to 
groundwater, or, in intense storm events, drains to the Rio Grande. During every 
storm event, these contaminants migrate closer to the Rio Grande. LANL must 
publish its raw data, including storm-by-storm migration reports and the totals and 
locations of all the contaminants released. The Lab was self-serving in its choice of 
references that it used for this DSWEIS. Independent, outside research by experts 
such as Bob Gilkeson and George Rice were not included. 
12.     LANL must stringently minimize the use of our precious water. 
Estimated water usage for the expanded alternative will exceed LANL’s current 
capacity. Many DOE nuclear weapons facilities have been historically located next 
to abundant water sources, but LANL was not. When it was primarily a design 
laboratory, lack of water was not quite a problem. But now that the Lab is poised 
to become the nation’s plutonium pit production center, LANL is starting to covet 
the scarce water resources of the desert Southwest. The Lab plans to obtain more 
water rights, but what about the future? Will the Lab start buying up ever-increasing 
water rights, perhaps depriving others northern New Mexicans of their most precious 
resource? 
13.     Construction of new nuclear weapons facilities should cease until seismic risks 
are fully understood. 
A report in preparation by the LANL Seismic Hazards Geology Team will document 
a comprehensive review and re-evaluation of...activity in the Pajarito Fault system.  
This study is being prepared to recalculate the probabilistic seismic hazard at LANL.  
The reanalysis of the seismic hazard will incorporate data from studies completed 
since the 1999 SWEIS (LANL 2004e).  Both the comprehensive review and 
reanalysis of seismic hazard are planned for completion in the fourth quarter of 2006. 
(DSWEIS, p.4-25) The previous 1999 SWEIS stated that the last seismic activity 
occurred 45,000 years ago, and now this DSWEIS states it was less than 8,000 
years ago. Will the next SWEIS, due in 2011, fi nd even less time? The mapping of 
the fault lines and fracture zones under the Lab is presently incomplete, yet many 
new nuclear weapons facilities are being planned. The fact is that LANL is located in 
a severely fractured fault zone between a rift valley and an extinct volcano. This draft 
SWEIS is premature in its consideration of seismic risks without the new report that 
is to be completed by the end of the year. There should be a new DSWEIS that fully 
incorporates the implications of the new seismic report. 
14.     LANL’s economic benefi ts should be more widely distributed across northern 
New Mexico. Three counties, Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, and Santa Fe, were analyzed 
for socioeconomic effects in the DSWEIS. Please state if Los Alamos County 
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information contained in the reference documents is not presented.

289-16 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding projected water use and 
existing and future water rights.  LANL’s projected water demands under 
the Expanded Operations Alternative would remain within LANL’s water 
use target ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year 
as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8 of the SWEIS.  DOE transferred 
70 percent of its water rights for LANL and leases the remaining 
30 percent to Los Alamos County.  DOE is now a Los Alamos County 
water customer and is billed and pays for the water LANL uses.  DOE has 
no plans to otherwise obtain or purchase additional water rights for LANL.  
Refer to Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information.  
Regarding pit production, the LANL SWEIS alternatives addressing the 
next 5 years limit the level of pit production to up to 80 pits per year 
(Expanded Operations Alternative) consistent with earlier decisions 
supported by the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996).  In 
January 2008, NNSA issued a Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4), which assesses the environmental impacts from the 
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex.  This includes 
evaluating alternative locations for a consolidated plutonium center or 
a consolidated nuclear production center that would have plutonium pit 
production as one of its functions.

289-17 This SWEIS does not propose new nuclear weapons facilities under 
any of the alternatives.  NNSA completed the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building 
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, 
New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c) in November 2003 and in 
February 2004 issued a Record of Decision (69 FR 6967) announcing 
its decision to construct a new facility.  This decision is included in 
the No Action Alternative and the Expanded Operations Alternative of 
this SWEIS.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex 
Transformation SPEIS (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which 
evaluates the environmental impacts from the continued transformation 
of the nuclear weapons complex, referred to as Complex Transformation.  
The Reduced Operations Alternative in the Final SWEIS was revised to 
reflect continued use of the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
Building in the event that NNSA, in conjunction with its plans for 

is expected to continue to receive a disproportionably large percentage of the 
economic benefi ts from the Lab and remain the richest county in the U.S. The 
DSWEIS must analyze whether alternative missions would be of greater economic 
benefi t to all of northern New Mexico. 
15.     LANL Impacts On Tourism Must Be Analyzed. Tourism is a major contributor 
to Santa Fe’s and northern New Mexico’s economy. Please analyze the effects of a 
major accident at the Lab on tourism. 
16.     The DWSEIS must be more specifi c in all its data and risk analyses. 
The DSWEIS is too full of vague and general terms. For instance, the words “likely” 
and “unlikely” are used over 300 times. One example, from page S-63: “In the event 
of a wildfi re that would impact LANL, and if the fi re were to burn the waste storage 
domes at TA-54... Should such an accident scenario occur in which the contents of 
the waste storage domes actually caught on fi re and burned, the MEI [maximally 
exposed individual] would likely develop a fatal cancer during his or her lifetime and 
an additional 55 “Latent Cancer Fatalities” could be expected in the general area 
population. Any onsite worker located about 110 yards (100 meters) of the facility 
during such an accident would likely develop a fatal cancer during his or her lifetime.” 
The word “could” is used over 1200 times. “May” is used over 1100 times. In order 
to better understand the impacts of operations at the Lab, ratios should be used, for 
example, “A worker would have a 99% chance of developing a fatal cancer.” 
17.     LANL should not generate or import more radioactive and chemical wastes 
until it cleans up what it already has. Another component of the Expanded 
Operations Alternative is the increased onsite storage of highly radioactive sealed 
sources. A sealed radioactive source is a radioisotope that is fully encapsulated in 
metal or other container such that the radioactive material cannot be contacted. 
Sealed sources have medical and well-drilling applications. It has been estimated 
that 21,000 sealed sources within the commercial sector will become excess and 
need to be managed in this Off-Site Source Recovery Project. Except for those 
containers of defense-related sealed sources that would be eligible for shipment 
to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, this waste has no disposal path.  The waste 
containers are placed in storage and held until an appropriate waste disposal 
facility becomes available. The total volume of actinide sources with no disposal 
path is expected to be approximately 260 cubic yards. Is there a plan to research 
technologies to dispose of these safely, or is the plan to bury these? Where? Further, 
the DSWEIS estimates that if the Lab were to be fully cleaned up, 100,000 offsite 
shipments would be required. Why make or import more chemical and radioactive 
wastes when the legacy waste inventory is already so immense? 
18.     The DSWEIS must incorporate the numerous, serious safety issues raised 
by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. Risk analyses in this DSWEIS 
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Complex Transformation, decides not to construct the nuclear facility 
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility.  
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of 
this CRD for more information.

 The seismic risks associated with the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
Replacement Facility have been studied and are part of the updated 
LANL probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (LANL 2007a).  Similarly, 
the seismic accident analysis was updated in the Final SWEIS to reflect 
the recent information in the updated seismic hazards analysis.  Work 
performed at LANL, and new construction, are both subject to existing 
DOE orders and standards for seismic concerns.  Different construction 
requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance with the 
site locations relative to known fault lines, and in accordance with the 
planned future use of the structure.  To the extent possible, the most 
recent technical documents have been considered in the Final SWEIS 
analysis.  Information under development that is not available for use 
in the Final SWEIS will be considered as it becomes available and, 
in accordance with the NEPA compliance process, the SWEIS impact 
analyses will be reviewed and supplemented as necessary based on the 
newly available information.  An update to the seismic hazard analysis 
was completed in June 2007.  Seismic activity at LANL is described in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report 
(LANL 2007a).  The estimated human health impacts from postulated 
facility accidents at LANL, including earthquakes, are described in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and Appendix D, Section D.4.  These sections also 
include a discussion of the significance of the updated understanding of 
seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report.

 The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report 
has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL is 
greater than previously understood.  The relevance of the seismic hazard 
to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation 
to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing 
facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA 
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses 
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that 
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).

are based on normal operations at the Lab. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board (DNFSB), an independent safety board chartered by Congress to oversee 
the nuclear weapons complex, has often reported that operations at the Lab are 
chronically unsafe. The Safety Board has repeatedly declared that federal safety 
oversight at LANL has deteriorated over recent years and that many safety issues 
at the Lab remain unresolved. Instead of the bland assurances that all is well, the 
DSWEIS should fully incorporate, analyze, consider and resolve the serious safety 
issues raised by the DNFSB. 
19.     The Radiological Sciences Institute should not proceed until it has a separate 
environmental impact statement. 
The information and data on this proposal is insuffi cient and the project itself is too 
preliminary. A complex of this size, with up to 13 new major buildings, and multi-
purpose missions, including “support for weapons manufacturing, material property 
evaluations for stockpile stewardship... and nuclear-weapons-related research,” 
should have it’s own environmental impact statement when the reference data are 
complete. 
NNSA’s preferred alternative of Expanded Operations requires the decontamination, 
decommissioning, and demolition (DD&D) of 52, or 80 percent, of LANL’s 
existing radiological facilities and consolidating their missions in the RSI. This 
massive overhaul will involve handling and disposing of contaminated structures, 
contaminated equipment and adjacent soil contaminated from 40 to 60 years of 
nuclear weapons work. 
The DSWEIS states this DD&D “would result in some release of radionuclides”, but 
amounts are not given. How can this lack of detail constitute a credible environmental 
impact statement? Operations at the new RSI, like many other nuclear weapons 
facilities at LANL, have so much potential for environmental impact that they should 
be analyzed far more closely than is done in this DSWEIS. 
These comments respectfully submitted, 
Name: Hollis C. Wood 
Address: 706 Sosaya St. 
                Santa Fe, NM 87505 
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 Following the NEPA process but prior to the design and operation of 
specific facilities, safety studies in the form of Hazard Assessment 
Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that include seismic concerns and 
take into account the most current seismic information would be prepared 
to address a comprehensive set of accident risks. The results of these 
safety studies would be incorporated into facility design and operations to 
ensure protection of the health and safety of workers and the public.

289-18 Los Alamos County is likely to continue to receive the largest share of the 
economic benefits from LANL because the largest concentration of LANL 
employees is expected to continue to reside in this county.  However, as 
more LANL employees move into adjoining counties as has been the case 
in recent years, it is expected that these counties will receive a greater 
share of the benefits.  Analyzing alternative missions that would be of 
greater economic benefit to northern New Mexico is not within the scope 
of this SWEIS.

289-19 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns related to the effect a major 
accident would have on New Mexico’s economy as a result of reduced 
tourism.  The SWEIS impact analysis considers socioeconomic impacts of 
operating LANL on the general New Mexico economy of which tourism 
is a part.  Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS analyzes the potential 
impacts from a variety of accident scenarios on members of the public, 
which would include visitors to the area.

289-20 The SWEIS is specific in presenting the consequences and risks of 
accidents.  The terms, “likely”, “unlikely”, ”could”, and “may” are used to 
convey the degree of certainty of a specific accident consequence or risk.  
As discussed in SWEIS Appendix C, Section C.1.2.1, all health impacts 
from radiological accidents are expressed in terms of radiation dose, 
number of latent cancer fatalities, and then using the frequency of such 
an accident, the risk to an individual or the population from this accident.  
This risk is expressed in terms of the annual chance of a latent cancer 
fatality in SWEIS summary section on accidents as well as in Chapter 5 
and Appendix D.  For example, in the “Facility Accidents” subsection 
of Section S.9.1 of the Summary, and in Table S–5, the annual risk of a 
latent cancer fatality to the maximally exposed individual due to a wildfire 
accident is presented as 0.05 or 1 chance in 20.  This is the equivalent to 
5 percent.  The use of latent cancer fatality risk and the expression as “a 
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chance in...” is common nomenclature used in many EISs.

289-21 As addressed and analyzed in the SWEIS, NNSA plans to continue to 
perform environmental restoration at LANL, and dispose of newly-
generated and legacy radioactive and chemical wastes, as it continues its 
Congressionally-mandated national security missions.  In March 2005, 
the State of New Mexico, DOE, and the University of California, as the 
management and operating contractor, entered into a Compliance Order 
on Consent (Consent Order) that is currently being implemented to 
address the investigation and remediation of environmental contamination 
at LANL.  The volumes of waste generated from compliance with the 
Consent Order, and the associated shipments of waste to on- and offsite 
disposal facilities, will depend on regulatory decisions made by the New 
Mexico Environment Department pursuant to the Consent Order.

 NNSA has the responsibility for safely storing unwanted radioactive 
sealed sources for safety and national security purposes.  In addition, 
DOE is responsible under Public Law 99-240 for ensuring safe disposal of 
commercially-generated Greater-Than-Class C low-level radioactive waste 
(see below).  Over a number of years, NNSA has been recovering and 
storing actinide-bearing sealed sources at LANL under its Off-Site Source 
Recovery Project, and proposes to store additional sources containing 
other isotopes, if appropriate and safe commercial or other management 
options cannot be identified.  Stored sources containing transuranic 
isotopes that are determined to be defense-related are eligible for disposal 
at WIPP.  This includes all the plutonium-239 sources that have been 
collected, and, as stated in the SWEIS, 132 drums of plutonium-239 
sealed sources have already been shipped to WIPP.  Recently, some of the 
americium-241 and plutonium-238 sealed sources have been determined 
to be defense-related and eligible for disposal at WIPP.  Stored sources 
containing these and other isotopes that are determined to be not defense-
related may be considered Greater-Than-Class C or similar DOE waste.  
At this time, there is no disposal facility for Greater-Than-Class C low-
level radioactive waste; however, DOE has issued a Notice of Intent to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste (72 FR 40135).  Several 
options for disposal of Greater-Than-Class C waste, as well as DOE waste 
having similar characteristics, are being considered.  Clarifying language 
has been added to Appendix J of this SWEIS.
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289-22 The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board does not regulate nor 
authorize operation of facilities at LANL.  Its function, as mandated by 
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA 
nuclear weapons complex.  As in the case of all NNSA nuclear weapons 
complex sites, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reviews safety 
issues and prepares reports regarding the safety of nuclear weapons 
complex facilities, which are submitted to NNSA.  NNSA and the LANL 
contractor have reviewed Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reports 
and responded with commitments to update and improve safety basis 
documentation.  The Los Alamos Site Office Safety Authorization Basis 
Team assures the development and approval of adequate controls in 
support of safe operations at LANL.  All LANL facility operations are 
based on authorization and approval by NNSA from evaluation of the 
acceptability of existing relevant safety documentation.  Reports and 
recommendations made by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
that are relevant to NEPA are taken into account in analyses in the SWEIS.  
Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.

289-23 The LANL SWEIS evaluates the potential impacts of constructing and 
operating a new Radiological Sciences Institute in Appendix G based on 
the functions such a facility would be expected to fulfill and the estimated 
number of structures required.  As described in Section G.3, phase 1 of this 
Radiological Sciences Institute, construction of the Institute for Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Science and Technology, is expected to start within the 
time frame covered by the SWEIS.  Subsequent phases of the project will 
be evaluated as they are further planned and more fully defined.  Based 
on these evaluations, NNSA will make a determination whether additional 
NEPA analysis and documentation are needed.  Radiological air emissions 
and associated radiological doses to workers and the public are quantified 
in Section G.3.3.2.  Projected annual radiological air emissions from the 
Radiological Sciences Institute were estimated to be the combined total 
of the projected emissions from the individual facilities whose functions 
would be moved to the Radiological Sciences Institute.



Section 3 – Public C
om

m
ents and N

N
SA Responses

3-627

290-1 Responding to requests for additional review time, NNSA extended the 
public comment period from the original 60 days to 75 days.  Refer to 
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for more information.

290-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the continued operation of 
LANL and perceptions about its future direction.  U.S. efforts to ensure 
a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile, including activities conducted at 
LANL, violate none of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons.  Cessation of these activities at LANL would be counter 
to national security policy as established by the Congress and the President 
and is not being considered in the SWEIS.  In addition to stockpile 
stewardship activities, however, research is conducted at LANL in areas 
promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of current 
operations; as such, they are included in the SWEIS under the No Action 
Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL 
regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative 
Missions, of this CRD for more information.

290-3 As stated in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD, the United States is not in violation of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons by performing 
stockpile stewardship activities.  Article VI of the Treaty does not prevent 
maintaining a safe and secure nuclear weapons stockpile, and any nuclear 
weapons state can perform activities to ensure its stockpile is safe and 
secure.  The United States is currently reducing the size of its stockpile 
to meet its obligations to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons and the most recent nonproliferation treaty signed by the 
President, the Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions, as discussed in 
Chapter 2, Section 2.1, of the SWEIS.  NNSA is analyzing alternatives for 
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex in the Complex 
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]), (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) as 
discussed in Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, 
of this CRD.

Commentor No. 290:   Loulena Miles,  Tri-Valley CAREs

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

September 20, 2006
Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Offi ce
National Nuclear Security Administration
US Department of Energy
528 35th Street
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201 
E-mail: LANL_SWEIS@doeal.gov
Fax: 505.667.5948
RE: Comment on the Draft Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement for 
Los Alamos National Laboratory
Dear Ms. Withers:
Tri-Valley CAREs is a non-profi t organization located in Livermore, California.  On 
behalf of our 4,500 members, we have undertaken an analysis of the Department 
of Energy (DOE)/National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) Draft Site-Wide 
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for LANL. We urge you to reissue the 
draft SWEIS due to gaps in the analysis that render it insuffi cient.  I also urge you 
to extend the public comment period so that more of the public may weigh in on this 
decision. 
First I would like to state that we are very concerned that the character of the overall 
LANL enterprise seems to be shifting even farther away from science and toward a 
manufacturing “pit production” future. LANL has an opportunity to become a world 
class laboratory in the benefi t of humanity rather than just another weapons plant. 
We urge you to withdraw the plans to quadruple plutonium pit production, double 
the generation of radioactive wastes, and more than double storage capacity of 
special nuclear materials to 7.3 tons. Instead, evaluate a future where you can fi nd 
new ways to reduce carbon dependence and give the world options for a renewable 
future. 
Purpose and Need Statement
According to the SWEIS, LANL’s future will continue to include production of war 
reserve products, assessment and certifi cation of the nuclear weapons stockpile, 
surveillance of war reserve components and weapons systems, ensuring safe 
and secure storage of strategic materials, and management of excess plutonium 

290-2

290-3

290-1
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Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

Commentor No. 290 (cont'd):  Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs

inventories. It also states that nuclear weapons pit production work takes place at 
LANL on a limited scale.
How do the above mentioned “purposes and needs” fulfi ll US obligation to Article 
VI of the NPT? How do they serve DOE’s own mission of preventing the use and 
spread of nuclear weapons worldwide? 
 The US disarmament obligations under the Article VI of the NPT states that:
“Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on 
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date 
and to nuclear disarmament, and on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control.” 
Is DOE supporting a long-term commitment to a complete US nuclear arsenal, 
despite US disarmament requirements? To sustain the nuclear weapons arsenal in 
the U.S. means we are not working toward disarmament. How does DOE explain 
this violation of Article VI? How does DOE reconcile the internal contradiction in its 
own mission and needs section? 
Need for an Expanded Alternatives Analysis
This section of the NEPA document allows you to envision a different future for the 
laboratory. With our severe weather patterns and other effects of global warming, it 
would make perfect sense to take a look at how LANL could be a more signifi cant 
scientifi c player in providing society with alternative to fossil fuels. We believe that a 
future in nuclear weapons is an antiquated path that should be sidelined and phased 
out for much more lucrative work to help the planet.
Given the internal contradiction in the DOE’s purpose and need section we believe it 
is reasonable to consider an alternative in the SWEIS that does not commit the vast 
majority of the lab’s resources to a nearly exclusive weapons research future. This 
would serve DOE’s purpose of reducing global proliferation. A revised purpose and 
need statement could accurately refl ect the lab’s legal responsibility with regard to 
US law under the NPT. This omission in the purpose and need statement has fatally 
fl awed the alternatives analysis by neglecting to consider the expanded role that 
civilian science programs at the LANL could play in the next decade. The alternatives 
analysis should be revised to consider a complete phasing out of nuclear weapons 
development and design activities at LANL. The alternative should expand work 
in civilian sciences and clean-up looking toward long term solutions for the legacy 
waste and current waste created by nuclear weapons activities.
In fact, at the US Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) review conference, the US 
contended that plans for modernization of the US arsenal were purely “conceptual’. 
However, the SWEIS provides for empirical modernization. This violates the US 
commitments under the NPT. Modernization is likely to ignite a new arms race 

290-3
cont'd

290-2
cont'd

290-3
cont'd
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290-4 Results of the plutonium pit lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD.  While 
the studies show that degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear 
weapons would not impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 85 years, 
the analyses in this SWEIS are still valid.  The SWEIS analyses provide a 
bounding impact of annually producing up to 80 pits, the same production 
rate analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS.  NNSA can decide to operate at a lower 
production rate, but this analysis provides NNSA with flexibility in 
meeting its stockpile stewardship mission based on changing geopolitical 
conditions.  If the missions assigned to LANL change as a result of 
decisions made in the Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD, additional 
site-specific NEPA compliance reviews will be conducted as necessary.

290-5 Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of 
this CRD for information regarding the Reliable Replacement Warhead 
Program.

290-6 NNSA revised the SWEIS to consider the potential impacts of terrorism 
consistent with the decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit.  DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of 
all its facilities.  Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral 
considerations in the designs and operating procedures of new and 
existing DOE facilities.  DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack to 
be real and has an established safeguards and security process to assess 
facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including those from intentional 
destructive acts such as terrorism.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the SWEIS 
was revised to include additional discussion of the measures taken to 
protect assets at LANL from terrorist activities.  As discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.12.6, the impacts of terrorist action were considered in a 
separate, classified appendix to the SWEIS.

290-7 When considering preparation of a programmatic NEPA analysis, 
a Federal agency must determine whether the program in question 
meets the definition of a major Federal action according to the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA Implementing Regulations 
(40 CFR 1508.18(b)(3)), which includes “Adoption of programs, 
such as a group of concerted actions to implement a specific policy 
or plan; systematic and connected agency decisions allocating agency 
resources to implement a specific statutory program or executive 

and is not necessary for maintaining the current stockpile. The purpose and need 
statement in the SWEIS should be amended to include a discussion of the US 
obligations under the NPT, the highest law of the land. Please incorporate the NPT 
for consideration in the SWEIS. 
Pit Production
There is no demonstrated need for a pit production capability at this time. All the 
evidence that has been put forward to support this need has been naked conjecture 
and is generally not based upon science. If there is truly a need for pit production 
at this time, taking into the account the drastic downsizing of the US arsenal that is 
the stated policy, then the Pit Lifetime Studies should be released and the details 
of how the US stockpile will be transformed should be released. At that point it will 
be possible to evaluate the need and parameters for such a facility and meaningful 
public comment could follow.
Reliable Replacement Warhead Program
According to the Department of Energy, the RRW will transform the US stockpile. 
Parts of this program are slated to be “operationalized” at LANL. We believe the 
DOE is remiss in its responsibility to do a stand alone NEPA document on this 
program, rather than doing a piecemeal evaluation of the program through NEPA 
documents at different sites where different aspects of the program will be realized.
Need Security / Terrorism Analysis
NEPA has the twin aims of obligating a federal agency to consider environmental 
impacts before undertaking or approving a proposed action, and ensuring that the 
public is informed. The draft SWEIS is inadequate under the National Environmental 
Policy Act because it lacks a “hard look” at the impacts of a possible terrorist 
attack. There is no “national security” exemption from NEPA.  Allowing a “security 
exemption” from NEPA would be inconsistent with one of NEPA’s purposes: to 
ensure that the public can contribute to the body of information being considered 
by the agency. The recent Mother’s for Peace decision in the 9th Circuit Court 
of Appeals held that if the risk of a terrorist attack is signifi cant (which it is at Los 
Alamos) then NEPA requires taking a “hard look” at the environmental consequences 
of a terrorist attack.  Please revise your draft SWEIS and re-release it so that that 
public will have an opportunity to comment on this important aspect of the required 
NEPA analysis.
BSL-3 and/or BSL-4 Laboratory Space
The Department of Energy is going full speed ahead in building more and more 
biodefense labs and facilities, including the one being reviewed at the Los Alamos 
National Lab. All of this work is going forward without a national plan that assesses 
where these labs should be, what their role is, how many are really needed, methods 

Commentor No. 290 (cont'd):  Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs
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directive.”  The regulations also address when an agency must prepare 
a programmatic analysis.  A programmatic analysis is necessary when 
the proposals for Federal action “are related to each other closely 
enough to be, in effect, a single course of action.”  Additionally, the 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations speak to the scope of 
NEPA EISs (40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)) and to connected actions such as 
those that “automatically trigger other actions which may require EISs”; 
“cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously 
or simultaneously”; or “are interdependent parts of a larger action and 
depend on the larger action for their jurisdiction.”  At this time, NNSA 
believes that the research efforts of various DOE laboratories include 
projects too diverse and discrete to constitute either a “major Federal 
action” or activities sufficiently “systematic and connected” to require a 
programmatic NEPA analysis.  While NNSA’s biological research projects 
all pertain to biota and are ultimately directed toward support of NNSA’s 
national security mission, these rudimentary similarities are not sufficient 
to bind the universe of research projects conducted by DOE and NNSA 
into a program as identified by the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR 1508.18(b)(3)).  Therefore, 
NNSA believes that no programmatic NEPA analysis is necessary at this 
time for biological research conducted at its facilities.  While a number of 
biosafety laboratories are located on DOE property, they are not located 
inside nuclear weapons laboratories.  They do benefit, however, from the 
security provided to DOE sites.

290-8 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that activities related to pit 
production or biological safety research should be viewed in terms of 
treaty compliance.  LANL operations that support NNSA’s mission to 
ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile do not violate the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Stockpile stewardship 
capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means 
to further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives, and confidence in its 
stockpile stewardship capabilities is likely to remain important in future 
arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to further reduce its overall 
stockpile size.  The United States is a signatory to the Biological and 
Toxins Weapons Convention Treaty and thus has agreed not to perform 
actual development and production of bioweapons.  The United States 
is meeting its obligations in accordance with all currently recognized 
nonproliferation and biological treaties to which it is a signatory.

of oversight, transparency, and reporting requirements.  A NEPA document is 
urgently needed to assess these issues in a forum where the public can comment.  
We believe Homeland Security should not be locating these advanced biodefense 
facilities inside nuclear weapons labs because it cloaks this work in a veil of secrecy 
and creates a “perception problem” whereas other countries could assume we’re 
conducting offensive research and / or may choose to collocate their advance 
biodefense research inside their nuclear weapons facilities.
Nonproliferation Study
The Department of Energy should look at the potential proliferation impacts of 
LANL’s work on the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and the Biological Weapons 
Convention. The movement toward a greatly expanded nuclear weapons core 
production mission and a greatly expanded biodefense mission should be evaluated 
for treaty compliance. An important paper could inform your analysis on whether the 
bio-defense work at the lab could broach treaty obligations. Please incorporate as a 
reference in the SWEIS the paper entitled: Biodefense Crossing the Line, authored 
by Milton Leitenberg, a Senior Research Scholar at the Center for International and 
Security Studies at Maryland School of Public Policy; Ambassador James Leonard, 
the Head of the United States Delegation to the Biological Weapons Convention 
Negotiations, 1972; and Dr. Richard Spertzel Former Deputy Director, USAMRIID, 
and Senior Biologist on the Staff of the United Nations Special Commission 
(UNSCOM), 1994-1998. (Paper is attached to this email).
Groundwater Contamination
We would also like to echo the concerns about the groundwater contamination that 
are outlined in the local nonprofi t groups comments that you will receive. Please do 
not allow contamination to reach the aquifer or the Rio Grande. The West’s precious 
water supplies must be protected – particularly in the fragile New Mexico desert 
environment.  Also – “Cap and Cover” methods of disposal may be inappropriate as 
a cleanup option at the LANL site.
Sincerely,
Loulena Miles
Staff Attorney
Tri-Valley CAREs
-- 
(P) (925) 443-7148
(F) (925) 443-0177
www.trivalleycares.org

Commentor No. 290 (cont'd):  Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs
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Commentor No. 290 (cont'd):  Loulena Miles, Tri-Valley CAREs

290-9 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding groundwater contamination, PCB contamination in 
the Rio Grande, and groundwater monitoring.

290-10 Decisions about environmental restoration of any contaminated site 
will be made in accordance with established regulatory standards and 
processes, including those related to the March 2006 Consent Order.  
To arrive at a decision about remediating a contaminated site, several 
alternative remedies such as containment in place, treatment, or removal 
may be considered as needed.  Any selected remediation remedy must 
meet several criteria, including protection of human health and the 
environment and attainment of applicable cleanup standards such as those 
for groundwater and surface water.  If the site is to remain under DOE 
ownership, then cleanup standards commensurate with a restricted type 
of land use may be used, provided that offsite areas are protected.  If the 
site is to be released for unrestricted public access, then it would need 
to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access.  Decisions about the 
appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be 
made by the New Mexico Environment Department.  Refer to Section 2.9, 
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental 
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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291-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL for 
the reasons enumerated.  Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities 
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to 
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President, 
and is therefore not being considered in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more 
information.

 The environmental impacts of waste generation and disposal are 
addressed in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS.  While increased waste generation 
would occur as a result of expanded pit production, not all waste would 
be disposed of at LANL.  Chemical waste and low-level radioactive 
mixed waste from LANL operations are sent offsite for treatment and 
disposal; transuranic waste is stored until shipped to WIPP for disposal, 
and low-level radioactive waste is either disposed of onsite at Area G or 
shipped offsite for disposal.  The future use of lined rather than unlined 
pits for low-level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through 
the Area G Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis required 
by DOE Order 435.1, which is periodically reviewed and updated.  
The Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis will guide 
decisions regarding operational procedures and waste disposal.  This 
SWEIS considers impacts from the use of unlined pits as its No Action 
Alternative baseline; this impact analysis therefore bounds the long-
term environmental consequences that could result from the use of lined 
disposal pits.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for 
more information.

 Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes 
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge.  As discussed in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL has 
had a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are 
set to protect health and safety.  It is expected that LANL would continue 
to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources under all 
alternatives.  As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal 
practices at LANL (conducted in a manner consistent with standards in 
effect at that time) have contaminated the shallow groundwater, which in 
turn has the potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under 
the Pajarito Plateau.  As standards have evolved, waste disposal practices 
have also evolved to be more protective of the environment.  As described 

Commentor No. 291:   Anna L. Maggiore

From: Anna Maggiore [mailto:anna_maggiore@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 5:28 PM 
To: LANL_SWEIS 
Subject: No More Nuclear Weapons 

Dear DOE and LANL, 
I absolutely, positively oppose expanded plutonioum pit production at LANL. 
Quadrupling pit production will turn LANL into a nuclear materials storage and 
radioactive waste dump facility, and a NUCLEAR BOMB FACTORY. 
1) I oppose the increased toxic and radioactive waste generated by expanded 
operations. 
2) I oppose LANL’s continuing pollution of our precious water resources. 
3) I oppose the Lab’s continuing burial of radioactive and chemical wastes in unlined 
dumps. 
4) I oppose the construction of new nuclear weapons facilities near earthquake fault 
lines 
THE US SHOULD LEAD BY EXAMPLE IN THE GLOBAL ELIMINATION OF 
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION. 
LOS ALAMOS SHOULD SUPPORT THAT NEED INSTEAD OF DESIGNING AND 
PRODUCING NEW NUCLEAR WEAPONS. 
THERE IS NO NEED FOR NEW NUCLEAER WEAPONS. IT WILL ACCOMPLISH 
NOTHING. 
Anna L. Maggiore 
19September06

291-1

291-2
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Commentor No. 291 (cont'd):  Anna L. Maggiore

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

 No new nuclear weapons facilities are proposed under any of the 
alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS.  NNSA completed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c) 
in November 2003 and in February 2004 issued a Record of Decision 
(69 FR 6967) announcing its decision to construct a new facility.  This 
decision is included in the No Action Alternative and the Expanded 
Operations Alternative of this SWEIS.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA 
issued the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which evaluates the environmental 
impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons 
complex.  The Reduced Operations Alternative in the Final SWEIS was 
revised to reflect continued use of the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research Building in the event that NNSA, in conjunction with its plans 
for Complex Transformation, decides not to construct the nuclear facility 
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility.  
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of 
this CRD for more information.

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

291-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s preference that activities at LANL be 
focused on areas other than nuclear weapons technology.  Stockpile 
stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by the United 
States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and 
are likely to remain important in future arms control negotiations as the 
Nation moves to further reduce its overall stockpile size.  In addition 
to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship 
Program, research is conducted in areas promoted by the commentor, 
including nuclear nonproliferation.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative 
Missions, of this CRD for more information.  
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292-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production at LANL for 
the reasons enumerated.  Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities 
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to 
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President, 
and is therefore not being considered in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more 
information.

 The environmental impacts of waste generation and disposal are 
addressed in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS.  While increased waste generation 
would occur as a result of expanded pit production, not all waste would 
be disposed of at LANL.  Chemical waste and low-level radioactive 
mixed waste from LANL operations are sent offsite for treatment and 
disposal; transuranic waste is stored until shipped to WIPP for disposal, 
and low-level radioactive waste is either disposed of onsite at Area G or 
shipped offsite for disposal.  The future use of lined rather than unlined 
pits for low-level radioactive waste disposal is under evaluation through 
the Area G Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis required 
by DOE Order 435.1, which is periodically reviewed and updated.  
The Performance Assessment and Composite Analysis will guide 
decisions regarding operational procedures and waste disposal.  This 
SWEIS considers impacts from the use of unlined pits as its No Action 
Alternative baseline; this impact analysis therefore bounds the long-
term environmental consequences that could result from the use of lined 
disposal pits.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for 
more information.

 Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes 
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge.  As discussed in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL has 
had a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are 
set to protect health and safety.  It is expected that LANL would continue 
to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources under all 
alternatives.  As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal 
practices at LANL (conducted in a manner consistent with standards in 
effect at that time) have contaminated the shallow groundwater, which in 
turn has the potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under 
the Pajarito Plateau.  As standards have evolved, waste disposal practices 

Commentor No. 292:   Janet Urian

From: J. URIAN [mailto:J_Urian@msn.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 5:10 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS
Cc: Dianna Woods; Brinda Ramanathan; Elizabeth Holmes-de Forest; 
Karen Strickholm; David Herzog
Subject: INCREASED NUCLEAR WEAPONS PRODUCTION

SEPT. 19, 2006
DEAR DOE AND LANL:
I absolutely oppose expanded plutonium pit production at the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, which would turn the Lab into a nuclear materials storage and radioactive 
waste dump facility, and a nuclear bomb factory. I also oppose:
The increased toxic and radioactive waste generated by expanded operations; 
LANL’s continuing pollution of our precious water resources; the Lab’s continuing 
burial of radioactive and chemical wastes in unlined dumps; the construction of new 
nuclear weapons facilities near earthquake fault lines.
LANL’s long history of safety violations compromises worker and public protection 
and should be corrected before the Lab even considers expanded nuclear weapons 
operations. 
The Lab should prioritize cleanup and the development of improved cleanup 
technologies.
The lab should prioritize renewable energy programs such as wind and solar energy, 
instead of building MORE nuclear weapons.
The U.S. should lead by example in the global elimination of weapons of mass 
destruction.
LOS ALAMOS SHOULD SUPPORT THAT NEED INSTEAD OF DESIGNING AND 
PRODUCING NEW NUCLEAR WEAPONS.
SIGNED: JANET URIAN, 551 CORDOVA RD., #169, SANTA FE, NM  87505

292-1

292-2
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have also evolved to be more protective of the environment.  As described 
in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2.1, groundwater modeling performed for the 
Area G performance assessment indicates that groundwater ingestion 
doses 330 feet (100 meters) down gradient from Area G at 4,000 years 
and in Pajarito Canyon at 700 years would be a very small fraction of 
the 4 millirem per year standard for groundwater protection.  NNSA is 
required to follow the Consent Order that stipulates that groundwater 
will be protected and that groundwater cleanup levels will be protective 
of human health.  In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program 
(described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has resulted 
from past practices.  LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action 
for occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters in 
accordance with applicable regulations and agreements.  NNSA intends to 
continue to safely manage waste and conduct environmental restoration 
activities at LANL as it carries out its missions.  Refer to Section 2.5, 
Water Resources, of this CRD for more information.

 No new nuclear weapons facilities are proposed under any of the 
alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS.  NNSA completed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c) 
in November 2003 and in February 2004 issued a Record of Decision 
(69 FR 6967) announcing its decision to construct a new facility.  This 
decision is included in the No Action Alternative and the Expanded 
Operations Alternative of this SWEIS.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA 
issued the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which evaluates the environmental 
impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons 
complex.  The Reduced Operations Alternative in the Final SWEIS was 
revised to reflect continued use of the existing Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research Building in the event that NNSA, in conjunction with its plans 
for Complex Transformation, decides not to construct the nuclear facility 
portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Facility.  
Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of 
this CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 292 (cont'd):  Janet Urian
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 New construction at LANL is subject to existing DOE orders and 
standards for seismic concerns.  Different construction requirements are 
imposed for new structures in accordance with site locations relative to 
known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned future use of the 
structure.

 Internal NNSA and contractor organizations area dedicated to safe 
operation of their nuclear facilities.  DOE has issued regulations, 
standards, and guidance for nuclear facility operations including 
requirements for performance of safety evaluations and risk assessments 
which become the basis for facility operating parameters.  The NNSA goal 
is to eliminate accidents.  These regulations and standards of operations 
reduce the likelihood of accidents, but cannot eliminate them completely.  
Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3 contains a discussion of accidents and safety 
at LANL facilities.  The LANL contractor applies lessons learned from 
past accidents to improve overall safety performance.  LANL staff takes 
actions in the areas of procedures, training, inspection, and component 
upgrading and replacement in order to address the root causes of accidents 
and to preclude their recurrence.

292-2 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 I presents options 
and environmental analyses for conducting remediation activities at 

Commentor No. 292 (cont'd):  Janet Urian
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LANL, primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered into 
in March 2005.  Appendix I also summarizes several technologies for 
cleanup of soil, water, and air, and references additional information 
about existing and emerging cleanup technologies.  NNSA intends to 
implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless 
of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.  Refer 
to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and 
Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 292 (cont'd):  Janet Urian
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293-1 NNSA has recently completed a series of pit lifetime studies and has 
concluded that degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear 
weapons will not affect warhead reliability for a minimum of 85 years.  
The weapons laboratories, including LANL, will annually re-assess 
plutonium in nuclear weapons.  Since LANL has the only operational 
capabilities in the DOE complex for producing certified pits, LANL 
must have, at least in the near term, the responsibility of producing 
these pits in limited quantities so that the Nation can maintain a safe, 
secure, and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile.  The LANL SWEIS 
analyzes a production rate of 80 pits per year as a bounding scenario to 
provide NNSA flexibility in being able to meet its stockpile stewardship 
obligations and to give the United States future flexibility to meet 
changing global geopolitical threats.  Operations at LANL are not in 
violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  
Continuing to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile violates none 
of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by 
the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation 
objectives.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 293:   Sylvia Ginder

293-1
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294-1 NNSA has recently completed a series of pit lifetime studies and has 
concluded that degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear 
weapons will not affect warhead reliability for a minimum of 85 years.  
The weapons laboratories, including LANL, will annually re-assess 
plutonium in nuclear weapons.  Since LANL has the only operational 
capabilities in the DOE complex for producing certified pits, LANL 
must have, at least in the near term, the responsibility of producing 
these pits in limited quantities so that the Nation can maintain a safe, 
secure, and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile.  The LANL SWEIS 
analyzes a production rate of 80 pits per year as a bounding scenario to 
provide NNSA flexibility in being able to meet its stockpile stewardship 
obligations and to give the United States future flexibility to meet 
changing global geopolitical threats.  Operations at LANL are not in 
violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  
Continuing to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile violates none 
of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by 
the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation 
objectives.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 294:   Kathleen O'Malley

294-1
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Commentor No. 295:   William F. Santelmann, Jr.

From: Bill Santelmann [mailto:n1au@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 11:52 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS
Cc: marylia@trivalleycares.org
Subject: I oppose expanded nuclear weapons production at Los Alamos

I understand that NNSA is proposing that LANL’s production of plutonium pits be 
quadrupled to 80 per year. 
I strongly oppose any such increase on the grounds that such production is not only 
unnecessary but illegal!
First, we already have far more nuclear weapons than are needed, so we should 
be dismantling rather than assembling new ones. None, zero, have been used 
since Nagasaki despite the many wars and confl icts we have been engaged in. 
The reason is that nuclear weapons are too indiscriminately destructive to be of 
any military value. They are useless! How can they possibly help us in the “War On 
Terror”?
Secondly, it is illegal, since we are bound by the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), 
which we signed on July 1, 1969, (37 years ago) to nuclear disarmament as 
specifi ed in its Article VI:
  “ Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith 
on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date 
and to nuclear disarmament, and on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control.”
For this pledge, the non-nuclear states agreed in the NPT not to develop their own 
nuclear weapons. Every day that we ignore our solemn promise “in good faith” to 
disarm our nuclear weapons encourages others such as Iran and North Korea to 
develop their own!
I recommend that every member of the NNSA be given a copy of the NPT and 
required to take a closed-book exam on its meaning. 
This exam must also require a listing of proposed targets for each of our 5,500 
nuclear weapons now deployed, with a detailed justifi cation for the destruction of 
each target and an estimate of collateral deaths.
Humans and nuclear weapons cannot coexist forever!
William F. Santelmann, Jr.
304 Brooksby Village Drive
Apt 415
Peabody, MA 01960-8585
XXX-XXX-XXXX
n1au@comcast.net

295-1

295-1
cont’d

295-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increased pit production.  
Continuing to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile violates none 
of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by 
the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation 
objectives.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.
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296-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s support for nuclear disarmament.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 296:   Chrysa Wikstrom

296-1
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297-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 297:   Daniel Craig, DOM

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

To Whom It May Concern, 
I oppose the pit production.  I also oppose LANL’s existence.  Nuclear weapons 
production is an affront to peace.  You create weapons not energy production for 
this country.  That little george’s stance against Iran is what it is stands as hypocrisy 
given your work.  This country murdered hundreds of thousands of innocent 
Japanese civilians for no 
good reason.  You continue to do so today through the use of Depleted Uranium.  
Stop.  Your children also have to live in this toxic waste you produce. 
Daniel Craig, DOM 
A healthy human being is an explorer of boundaries, of limits, and of possibilities. 
A healthy human being seeks ideas not only to confi rm his beliefs, but to risk the 
possibility of discovering information that shakes those beliefs to their foundations. 

297-1
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298-1 NNSA prepared the SWEIS in accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and the 
DOE implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  NNSA recognizes 
that in light of electronic capabilities now available, that commentors 
would like the references to be available on the Internet.  For security 
reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions about posting 
documents on its website.  Consistent with established practice, NNSA 
made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference material available for 
public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in the general vicinity 
of LANL.  Those reading rooms are located in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, 
and Albuquerque.  See Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional discussion of the NEPA 
Process.  Regarding the Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plan, much of the 
information contained in the prior versions from fiscal years 2000 and 
2001 is still relevant.  The data in the SWEIS has been compared to that in 
more recent revisions of the Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plan to ensure 
that it is consistent; however, the Plan is not a reference in the SWEIS 
because as an official use only document it is not generally available to the 
public.

298-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded pit production based 
on concerns about increased waste generation and proposed remediation 
activities.  Additional waste would be generated under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  Chapter 5, Section 5.9, of the SWEIS evaluates 
the impacts of increased waste generation and demonstrates that all 
waste would be properly and safely managed under all three alternatives.  
Decisions about environmental restoration will be made in accordance 
with established regulatory standards and processes, including those of 
the State of New Mexico in the Consent Order.  To arrive at a decision 
about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative remedies may 
be considered such as containment in place, treatment, or removal.  Any 
remedy selected for a site requiring environmental restoration must meet 
several criteria including protection of human health and the environment, 
and attainment of applicable cleanup standards including those for ground 
and surface waters and soil.  If a site is to remain under DOE ownership, 
cleanup standards commensurate with a restricted type of land use may 
be used, provided that offsite areas are protected.  If the site is to be 
released for unrestricted access by the public, then the site would need 

Commentor No. 298:   John Stroud
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to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access.  Decisions about the 
appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be 
made by the New Mexico Environment Department using cleanup criteria 
documented in Section VIII of the Consent Order.  Refer to Section 2.9, 
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental 
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

298-3 NNSA is analyzing the same level of pit production that was analyzed 
in the 1999 LANL SWEIS.  The Modern Pit Facility, which is no longer 
being pursued, had a production capacity much greater than what is 
being analyzed in this LANL SWEIS.  As presented in Section 2.4, 
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD, 
NNSA is currently analyzing a possible consolidated plutonium 
center or consolidated nuclear production center in the Draft Complex 
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS).  The Draft Complex 
Transformation SPEIS was issued on January 11, 2008 (73 FR 2023).

298-4 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses 
to comments regarding chromium contamination and groundwater 
monitoring.  As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2, natural infiltration 
rates on the mesa tops at LANL are very low.  In areas where large 
quantities of liquid wastes were disposed of, enhanced infiltration has 
occurred.

Commentor No. 298 (cont'd):  John Stroud
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299-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding pit production and 
nuclear weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 299:   Jim Bock

299-1



Section 3 – Public C
om

m
ents and N

N
SA Responses

3-647

300-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about nuclear and hazardous waste 
and preference that activities at LANL be focused on cleanup.  For many 
years, NNSA has been working to implement and improve technologies 
for environmental restoration.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 describes the 
progress that NNSA has made in conducting its environmental restoration 
program at LANL.  Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified 
over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress 
has been made (and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain 
to be addressed.  Appendix I 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 I also 
summarizes several technologies for cleanup of soil, water, and air, and 
references additional information about existing and emerging cleanup 
technologies.  NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply 
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities 
analyzed in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this 
CRD for additional information.

300-2 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding groundwater contamination, PCB contamination in 
the Rio Grande, and groundwater monitoring.

Commentor No. 300:   Anonymous

300-1

300-2

300-1
cont'd
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Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

Commentor No. 301:    Roxanne Swentzell
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301-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about prioritizing cleanup 
before contemplating an expansion of LANL activities.  Since the 
early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially 
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and sites 
consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed (see 
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS).  Appendix I of the SWEIS 
presents options and environmental analyses for conducting future 
remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the Consent Order 
that was entered into in March 2005.  Appendix I also summarizes several 
technologies for cleanup of soil, water, and air, and references additional 
information about existing and emerging cleanup technologies.  NNSA 
intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order 
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.

301-2 Chapter 5 of the SWEIS describes the environmental impacts of each 
of the three alternatives for continuing to operate LANL and includes 
the effects on surface waters, groundwater, and air.  Section 5.13 
states that contamination from LANL or changes in Rio Grande flows 
are not likely to affect water quality.  In addition, a special pathways 
analysis has been added to Appendix C to address concerns expressed 
regarding contamination of the Rio Grande.  The analysis shows that 
drinking Rio Grande water that could potentially be impacted by 
LANL activities is comparable to drinking water from the Jemez River, 
which is not downstream of LANL.  The health impacts analysis uses 
projected air emissions data to estimate dose to the population within 
a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of LANL.  The maximum projected 
annual population dose would be 36 person-rem under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  This dose would not be expected to result in any 
additional latent cancer fatalities in the affected population.  Efforts to 
consider LANL operational impacts with respect to “special pathways” 
were initiated in the 1990s through the LANL environmental cleanup 
project and the 1999 SWEIS.  The “special pathways” receptor was 
developed to represent Native Americans, Hispanics, and other residents 
whose traditional living habits and diets could cause greater exposure to 
environmental contaminants than those experienced by the hypothetical 
“offsite resident.”  Foodstuffs and pathways of specific interest include 
ingestion of game animals, including consumption of some organ meats, 
nongame fish, native vegetation through use of Indian Tea (cota), surface 

Commentor No. 301 (cont’d):  Roxanne Swentzell
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water and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments in surface water and 
from swallowing inhaled dust, these pathways are in addition to the meat, 
milk, produce, water, and sediment consumption reflected in the “offsite 
resident” pathway assumption.  These pathways are described in detail in 
Appendix C of the SWEIS.

 This special pathways analysis was performed again for this SWEIS.  
Based on this analysis, it was determined that a person subsisting on such 
a diet would receive a higher dose than someone who subsisted on a less 
traditional diet, but that the increase in risk as a result of these special 
pathways is not considered significant.  The annual dose to an individual 
who participated in all of the special pathways shown in Appendix C, 
Section C.1.4.2, would be between 4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year 
from these special pathways.  For comparison, the average resident of 
northern New Mexico receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per 
year from background radiation sources.  Therefore, the average annual 
dose to those individuals subsisting on all of the special pathways would 
increase by between approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent due to these special 
pathways.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for 
more information related to this comment.

301-3 Past operation of LANL was conducted in a manner consistent with 
contemporary standards.  As standards have evolved, operational 
practices including waste disposal and discharge of effluents have also 
evolved.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress 
DOE has made in conducting the environmental restoration program at 
LANL.  Environmental restoration at LANL is currently being conducted 
primarily in accordance with the Consent Order discussed above.  Criteria 
for cleanup of sites subject to the Consent Order are documented in 
Section VIII of the Consent Order and include standards for soil, surface 
water, and groundwater as well as standards for screening for ecological 
risks.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent 
Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more 
information.

301-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the impacts of continued 
operation of LANL.  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluates the potential 
environmental, health and safety impacts of continued operation of 
LANL under the three proposed alternatives.  These analyses demonstrate 

Commentor No. 301 (cont’d):  Roxanne Swentzell
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that NNSA can continue to operate LANL safely under any of the three 
alternatives.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD 
for more information on the potential impacts to the air, water, and other 
environmental media.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS summarizes 
the progress made in the LANL environmental restoration program since 
1999: while LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites in the early 1990s 
potentially requiring environmental restoration, due to remediation 
and consolidation, only about 800 remain to be addressed.  In addition 
to LANL’s primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s Stockpile 
Stewardship Program, research is conducted at LANL in areas promoted 
by the commentor.  These research areas are part of current operations and 
as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action Alternative.  
These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of 
the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this 
CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 301 (cont’d):  Roxanne Swentzell

301-4
cont’d
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302-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding potential environmental 
impacts on the Santa Clara Pueblo from commuter traffic.  Impacts 
from radiological and non-radiological air pollution are addressed in 
Chapter 5, Sections 5.4.1, 5.4.2, 5.6.1, and 5.6.2.  Text has been added 
to Section 5.4.1.3 discussing the potential increase in emissions from 
increases in commuter traffic to LANL.  The increase in employee 
vehicles and the increase in other vehicles resulting from the population 
increase that the State projects will occur would result in increases 
in vehicle emissions along routes used to access the site.  Increased 
employment of 2.2 percent per year under the Expanded Operations 
Alternative could result in similar increases in LANL commuter-specific 
vehicle emissions from additional employee vehicles commuting from 
Santa Fe and Rio Arriba County and other locations.  The cumulative 
increase in traffic flow associated with LANL is discussed in Section 5.13 
under Transportation.  Similar increases in accidents (see Chapter 4, 
Section 4.10.2 for existing accident rates by county) would be expected.  
The primary pollutants from commuter vehicles are hydrocarbons, carbon 
monoxide, and nitrogen oxides.  As discussed in Section 4.4.2.1 the area 
around Los Alamos and most of New Mexico is designated as attaining the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
oxides, ozone, and the other criteria pollutants.  Even with the continuing 
growth in population there has been a decreasing or steady trend in 
concentrations in the region for carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and 
ozone.  Carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and ozone concentrations 
are below the ambient standards and are expected to remain below these 
standards.  The ambient standards are set to protect the public health and 
welfare.

302-2 NNSA recognizes the presence of seismic and geologic features in and 
around LANL, as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the 2007 
seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a).  NNSA is also aware of 
the estimated human health impacts from postulated facility accidents at 
LANL, including earthquakes, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, and 
Appendix D, Section D.4.  These sections also include a discussion of the 
significance of the updated understanding of seismic hazard.

 NNSA has used previous seismic analysis as a basis to review operations 
and planned alternatives.  The results have required relocation of some 
missions and have been used to set the construction standards for new 
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buildings and upgrades.  Similarly, the updated seismic hazard analysis 
for LANL will provide a basis for a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation 
to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing 
facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA 
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses 
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that 
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).

302-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about focusing on cleanup 
before contemplating an expansion of LANL activities.  Since the 
early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially 
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and 
sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.  
Appendix I of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses for 
conducting future remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the 
Consent Order that was entered into on March 1, 2005.  Appendix I also 
summarizes several technologies for cleanup of soil, water, and air and 
references additional information about existing and emerging cleanup 
technologies.  NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply 
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities 
analyzed in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this 
CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 302 (cont’d):  Gilbert L. Naranjo
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303-1 Efforts to consider LANL operational impacts with respect to “special 
pathways” were initiated in the 1990s through the LANL environmental 
cleanup project and the 1999 SWEIS.  The “special pathways” receptor 
was developed to represent Native Americans, Hispanics, and other 
residents whose traditional living habits and diets could cause greater 
exposure to environmental contaminants than those experienced by the 
hypothetical “offsite resident.”  Foodstuffs and pathways of specific 
interest include ingestion of game animals, including consumption of 
some organ meats, nongame fish, native vegetation through use of Indian 
Tea (cota), surface water and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments 
in surface water and from swallowing inhaled dust, these pathways are 
in addition to the meat, milk, produce, water, and sediment consumption 
reflected in the “offsite resident” pathway assumption.  These pathways 
are described in detail in Appendix C of the SWEIS.

 This special pathways analysis was performed again for this SWEIS.  
Based on this analysis, it was determined that a person subsisting on such 
a diet would receive a higher dose than someone who subsisted on a less 
traditional diet but that the increase in risk as a result of these special 
pathways is not considered significant.  The annual dose to an individual 
who participated in all of the special pathways shown in Appendix C, 
Section C.1.4.2 would be between 4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year 
from these special pathways.  For comparison, the average resident of 
northern New Mexico receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per 
year from background radiation sources.  Therefore, the average annual 
dose to those individuals subsisting on all of the special pathways would 
increase by between approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent due to these special 
pathways.

 LANL’s environmental monitoring program includes sampling vegetation 
and soils onsite and around LANL.  The results, reported in the annual 
environmental surveillance reports that are available to the public, do not 
indicate contamination from LANL operations in offsite vegetation and 
soils.

303-2 Vehicles coming and going from LANL do not carry contamination 
with them.  Vehicles are not allowed to drive through radiation areas on 
the site and then exit the site without first ensuring that they are free of 
contamination.

Commentor No. 303:   Mr. and Mrs. Raymond Naranjo
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 Vehicles carrying radioactive materials are checked prior to leaving 
the site to ensure that the materials are packaged in accordance with 
U.S. Department of Transportation regulations and that radiation and 
contamination levels are below U.S. Department of Transportation 
requirements.

303-3 Emergency response facilities and equipment, trained staff, and effective 
interface and integration with offsite emergency response authorities and 
organizations support LANL’s emergency management system.  LANL 
staff maintains the necessary equipment and an Emergency Operations 
Center to respond to virtually any type of emergency, not only on the 
LANL site, but throughout the local community.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.4, 
of the SWEIS describes the Los Alamos National Laboratory Emergency 
Management and Response Program.

303-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about prioritizing cleanup 
before contemplating an expansion of LANL activities.  Since the 
early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially 
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and sites 
consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed (see 
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS).  Appendix I of the SWEIS 
presents options and environmental analyses for conducting future 
remediation activities at LANL primarily related to the Consent Order 
that was entered into in March 2005.  NNSA intends to implement actions 
necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless of decisions 
made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.9, 
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental 
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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304-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about environmental 
contamination.  Waste minimization and pollution prevention efforts at 
LANL are summarized in Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS.  Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.6 describes the progress that has been made in conducting 
environmental restoration at LANL.  Since the early 1990s, when LANL 
staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental 
remediation, progress has been made (and sites consolidated) such that 
only about 800 remain to be addressed.  Appendix I of the SWEIS presents 
options and environmental analyses for conducting future remediation 
activities at LANL, primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered 
into in March 2005.  Appendix I also summarizes several technologies 
for cleanup of soil, water, and air and references additional information 
about existing and emerging cleanup technologies.  Decisions about the 
appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent Order will be 
made by the New Mexico Environment Department using cleanup criteria 
documented in Section VIII of the Consent Order.  These criteria include 
standards for cleanup of soil, surface water, and groundwater, as well as 
standards for screening for ecological risks.  NNSA intends to implement 
actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless of decisions 
made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.

Commentor No. 304 (cont’d):  Anonymous
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305-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire to have public health studies 
distributed by the local news media.  While it is not possible for NNSA 
to ensure that such reports are published in the local newspapers or 
written in easy to understand language, in the past, the LANL contractor 
has placed public health studies on its website to allow increased access 
to such reports.  For example, the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry released a public health assessment of LANL dated 
April 26, 2005.  This document is available on the LANL website at www.
lanl.gov/orgs/pa/newsbulletin/documents/LANL_PHA_042605.pdf.

305-2 NNSA notes that the commentor is not in favor of the expansion of LANL 
operations.  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS addresses the environmental impacts 
of LANL operations, including air and water quality.  LANL operations 
are in compliance with the air and water regulations that protect public 
health and the environment and, based on the SWEIS analysis, would 
continue to be in compliance under all proposed alternatives including the 
Expanded Operations Alternative.  There are areas of known or suspected 
contamination due to historical site operations at LANL.  In 2005, the 
State of New Mexico, NNSA and the University of California, as the 
LANL management and operating contractor, entered into a “Compliance 
Order on Consent” (Consent Order) that is currently being implemented 
to address the investigation and remediation of legacy environmental 
contamination at LANL.
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306-1 NNSA understands that there are events unique to the Pueblos that could 
interfere with their participation in a public comment process.  NNSA 
believes that the process implemented for public input on the Draft 
LANL SWEIS provided reasonable accommodation for such events.  The 
comment period was extended from 60 to 75 days and people of northern 
New Mexico Pueblos, including the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, were invited 
to a special briefing on the Draft LANL SWEIS about 3 weeks after it was 
made available.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.

306-2 NNSA included the analyses of studies not sponsored by NNSA or DOE 
when appropriate and available.  For example, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.1 
includes discussion of the Public Health Assessment prepared by the 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry and the Analysis of 
Exposure and Risks to the Public from Radionuclides and Chemicals 
Released by the Cerro Grande Fire at Los Alamos that was sponsored by 
the State of New Mexico.

306-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s desires regarding the mission of LANL.  
LANL scientists currently conduct research in areas such as renewable 
energy and global climate change, and support nonproliferation programs 
in addition to their efforts in support of LANL’s Stockpile Stewardship 
mission.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more 
information.  NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order 
to be optional, and is not linking Consent Order compliance with decisions 
about pit production; proposed new projects or activities; increased 
operational levels; or waste generated from other LANL activities.  
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the SWEIS defines the three alternatives and 
explains why activities to comply with the Consent Order are included 
only in the Expanded Operations Alternative.  Section 1.4 states that 
NNSA could choose to implement the alternatives either in whole or in 
part and that NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply 
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities 
analyzed in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this 
CRD for more information.

306-4 The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts 
from contaminants in the LANL environment.  The Agency for Toxic 
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Substances and Disease Registry is the Federal agency responsible (under 
the 1986 amendments to the Superfund law) for conducting Public Health 
Assessments at each site on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
National Priorities List.  The Public Health Assessment is a relevant 
Federal agency study and it is therefore appropriate that the SWEIS 
acknowledge its conclusions.  The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Public Health Assessment in any 
specific way for its conclusions.  The Public Health Assessment examined 
data from 1980 through 2001 whereas the SWEIS includes and evaluates 
health data through 2005, and projects impacts over the next 5 years.  The 
Public Health Assessment was finalized and released August 31, 2006 
(ATSDR 2006).  As detailed in Appendix I 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.

306-5 NNSA recognizes the presence of volcanic activity as well as seismic and 
geologic features in and around LANL.  These are discussed in Chapter 4, 
Sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.2.2.3.  NNSA is conducting ongoing studies to 
update the large base of research in this area, with a focus on continuous 
improvement in understanding of the seismic setting at LANL.  An update 
to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007.  Seismic 
activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the 
2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a).  The estimated human 
health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL, including 
earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and Appendix D, 
Section D.4.  These sections also include a discussion of the significance 
of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic 
hazard analysis report.

 The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report 
has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL is 
greater than previously understood.  The relevance of the seismic hazard 
to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation 
to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing 
facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA 
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses 
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that 
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).
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 Following the NEPA process but prior to the design and operation of 
specific facilities, safety studies in the form of Hazard Assessment 
Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that include seismic concerns and 
take into account the most current seismic information would be prepared 
to address a comprehensive set of accident risks. The results of these 
safety studies would be incorporated into facility design and operations to 
ensure protection of the health and safety of workers and the public.

306-6 Chapter 5, Section 5.11, of the SWEIS has been revised to include more 
information related to environmental justice concerns and why NNSA 
believes that no disproportionately high and adverse environmental 
impacts on minority and low-income populations would be expected to 
result from LANL operations.  Dose calculations were performed for 
the area surrounding Area G and the results are presented in Chapter 5, 
Tables 5–17 and 5–18, of the SWEIS.  As shown in these tables, the 
projected doses to the Maximally Exposed Individual and the General 
Public from normal LANL operations were very low under all of the 
alternatives and would not be expected to present a significant risk to 
individuals living nearby.  Refer to Section 2.11, Environmental Justice, of 
this CRD for more information.

306-7 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding well construction, chromium contamination, and 
groundwater monitoring.

306-8 Efforts to consider LANL operational impacts with respect to “special 
pathways” were initiated in the 1990s through the LANL environmental 
cleanup project and the 1999 SWEIS.  The “special pathways” receptor 
was developed to represent Native Americans, Hispanics, and other 
residents whose traditional living habits and diets could cause greater 
exposure to environmental contaminants than those experienced by the 
hypothetical “offsite resident.”  Foodstuffs and pathways of specific 
interest include ingestion of game animals, including consumption of 
some organ meats, nongame fish, native vegetation through use of Indian 
Tea (cota), surface water and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments 
in surface water and from swallowing inhaled dust, these pathway are in 
addition to the meat, milk, produce, water, and sediment consumption 
reflected in the “offsite resident” pathway assumption.  These pathways 
are described in detail in Appendix C of the SWEIS.
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 This special pathways analysis was performed again for this SWEIS.  
Based on this analysis, it was determined that a person subsisting on such 
a diet would receive a higher dose than someone who subsisted on a less 
traditional diet, but that the increase in risk as a result of these special 
pathways is not considered significant.  The annual dose to an individual 
who participated in all of the special pathways shown in Appendix C, 
Section C.1.4.2, would be between 4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year 
from these special pathways.  For comparison, the average resident of 
northern New Mexico receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per 
year from background radiation sources.  Therefore, the average annual 
dose to those individuals subsisting on all of the special pathways would 
increase by between approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent due to these special 
pathways.

306-9 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding increased water use, 
pollutant emissions, and hazardous waste generation under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative, and suggestion that activities related to nuclear 
weapons production at LANL are not necessary.  Although the Expanded 
Operations Alternative would result in increased water usage, amounts of 
radioactive and chemical waste, air emissions, and wastewater discharges, 
as demonstrated in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS, these increases can be 
safely managed.  LANL’s projected water demands under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative would remain within LANL’s water use target 
ceiling as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.  Refer to Section 2.8, Water 
Use, of this CRD for more information on water use, available water 
rights, and water supply planning at LANL.  

 Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes progress made by NNSA 
in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.  Since 
the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially 
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and 
sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.  
Continuation of cleanup activities at a pre-Consent Order level is included 
in the No Action Alternative, while actions necessary to comply with the 
Consent Order are evaluated under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  
As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, however, NNSA 
intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order 
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.  
For more information about proposed activities in support of the Consent 
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Order, refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) 
and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD.  

 Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft SWEIS was in the context 
of ensuring that reasonably foreseeable future actions were addressed in 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations 
regarding cumulative impacts.  In October 2006, NNSA issued a 
Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship 
and Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
– Complex 2030 (now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation 
SPEIS]) (71 FR 61731).  In addition to announcing its intent to prepare 
the Complex Transformation SPEIS to assess the environmental impacts 
from the continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex, 
NNSA announced cancellation of the previously planned Supplemental 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship 
and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2).  
Therefore, the Final SWEIS does not include analyses related to a modern 
pit facility.  Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons 
Complex, of this CRD for more information.

306-10 NNSA recognizes that some processes, buildings and structures at LANL 
should undergo decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition.  
Many of the activities proposed in the SWEIS are meant to provide better 
and safer workplaces.  Appendix H evaluates the environmental impacts 
for decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition of processes and 
structures in TA-18, TA-21 and TA-54, Area G.  Some or all processes 
and structures in TA-18 may be relocated or removed from this technical 
area.  Processes and structures in TA-21 are proposed to be removed to 
allow remediation of material disposition areas and potential release sites 
in this area in compliance with a Consent Order.  Portions of TA-21 are 
also designated for conveyance to the Incorporated County of Los Alamos 
or to the U.S. Department of the Interior in trust for the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso.  In TA-54, Area G, processes and structures associated with 
waste management operations are proposed to be removed or relocated to 
allow closure of MDA G in compliance with the Consent Order, as well as 
closure of certain other disposal units not subject to the Consent Order.
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307-1 NNSA thanks the people of the Pueblo of San Ildefonso for their continued 
involvement in the SWEIS preparation process and for the government-to-
government relationship enjoyed by NNSA and the Pueblo.  Pueblo issues 
and concerns were considered in the process of developing the SWEIS 
analysis; however, the NEPA compliance process, particularly as it relates 
to the SWEIS preparation effort, is not necessarily the appropriate venue 
for addressing Pueblo issues and concerns.  NNSA pledges to continue to 
work through its government-to-government relationship with the Pueblo 
of San Ildefonso to address members’ concerns.

Commentor No. 307:  Governor  James R. Mountain, 
 Pueblo San Ildefonso
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307-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that insufficient time was allowed 
for review of the Draft LANL SWEIS.  Responding to requests for 
additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period from the 
original 60 days to 75 days.  See additional discussion of the NEPA 
process in Section 2.2 of this CRD.

307-3 Expansion of low-level radioactive waste disposal into Zones 4 and 6 of 
Area G was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS and a decision was issued in the 
Record of Decision for the 1999 SWEIS (64 FR 50797).  Therefore, use of 
Zones 4 and 6 for low-level radioactive waste disposal is included under 
the No Action Alternative in the new SWEIS.  NNSA is not revisiting that 
decision in this SWEIS.

307-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to disposing of decontamination, 
decommissioning, and demolition (DD&D) waste at TA-54, Area G.  As 
addressed in Chapter 5, Section 5.9.3, and Appendix H, Section H.2.3.2, 
low-level radioactive waste and nonradioactive construction debris 
would make up the majority of waste generated by TA-21 DD&D 
activities.  Low-level radioactive waste from DD&D activities may be 
disposed of in TA-54 or sent offsite to DOE or commercial facilities.  
The Record of Decision for the 1999 LANL SWEIS indicated that waste 
disposal operations in Area G would be expanded into Zones 4 and 6 
(64 FR 50797). No additional expansion of waste disposal capacity is 
addressed in this SWEIS. 

 As noted by the commentor, neither Section 3.3.2.2 nor Section 3.3.3.5 in 
Chapter 3, describes the disposition of DD&D wastes; rather, disposition 
of all waste types generated by DD&D activities at TA-21 is addressed in 
Section H.2.3.2.  Because Section 3.3.2.2 summarizes DD&D activities 
of TA-21 under the Expanded Operations Alternative, it does not provide 
details on DD&D wastes.  Similarly, because Section 3.3.3.5 summarizes 
the activities that would occur at the Pajarito Site under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative, it does not provide details on DD&D wastes.  
Also, the waste management discussion in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2, only 
summarizes the cumulative impacts associated with waste generation.  
Additional details of the impacts of DD&D waste are provided in 
Chapter 5, Sections 5.9 and 5.13.

 Solid waste (defined in Appendix H, Section H.1.3.2 as construction, 
demolition, and sanitary waste) resulting from DD&D of TA-18 buildings 
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and structures and all other DD&D activities would be disposed of 
offsite. After closure of the Los Alamos County Landfill, as discussed 
in Chapter 2, Section 2.3, there will be no onsite capability to dispose of 
solid waste. Therefore, the SWEIS assumes that all solid waste would be 
transported offsite.

 Regarding impacts to wetlands caused by DD&D of TA-21, the SWEIS 
does not refer to impacts to wetlands in Table S–5 of the Summary 
because there are no wetlands located in the area in which DD&D 
activities would be performed (ACE 2005). The reference to potential 
impacts to wetlands in the discussion of TA-21 in Section 5.5.3 was 
deleted in the Final SWEIS.

307-5 The SWEIS addresses the potential for health and safety risks to 
populations living in the potentially affected area surrounding LANL, 
including those residing on Tribal lands.  These environmental impacts, 
including those resulting from the LANSCE Refurbishment Project, are 
presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.6.1.3.  LANSCE operations historically 
have accounted for the majority of radioactive air emissions at LANL.  
Increased use of these facilities could increase air emissions.  An analysis 
of doses to minority and low-income populations was performed and it has 
been added to Section 5.11 of the SWEIS.  It confirmed that the largest 
doses under any of the alternatives would be received by the white (non-
Hispanic) population.

 Currently, these air emissions are monitored and LANSCE operations are 
discontinued when the resulting dose to the maximally exposed individual 
at LANL approaches the annual limit.  The maximally exposed individual 
for LANL is a hypothetical resident at the East Gate, north-northeast of 
LANSCE; at a distance of approximately 0.5 miles (800 meters).  Impacts 
to an individual in the direction of Tribal lands would be smaller than 
impacts to the maximally exposed individual because Tribal Lands are 
generally further away or located in a different direction.  For example, the 
closest Tribal Land to LANSCE would be on the San Ildefonso Pueblo due 
east of the site.

 To minimize the impact on the visual environment, refurbishment occurs 
within existing structures; none of the analyzed options included moving 
or removing LANSCE.  Appendix G, Section G.5.2.3, describes why those 
options are not feasible at this time.

Commentor No. 307 (cont’d):  Governor James R. Mountain, 
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307-6 The Radiography Facility project would not be expected to result in any 
radiation dose to the public or, by extension, to any minority or low-
income populations; therefore, this issue was not addressed.  A discussion 
was added to Appendix G, Section G.6, of the SWEIS to clarify this 
project’s potential health impacts on the public.

307-7 The statement in Table S–11 of the Summary refers to the analyses 
included in the current SWEIS.  Note that the table is a summary of 
impacts associated with the proposal to build a new radiography facility 
in TA-55, as analyzed in Appendix G of the SWEIS.  The impacts of an 
accident at such a facility would be much smaller than the impacts of an 
accident at the Plutonium Facility Complex because of the smaller amount 
of radioactive material involved at any time.

307-8 The noted Summary of Impacts on page S-90 of the Draft Summary 
addresses the bounding of potential accident scenarios.  The descriptions 
in Appendix J, Section J.3.1 and Chapter 3, Section 3.1.1.7, indicate 
that the Off-Site Source Recovery Project is responsible for identifying, 
recovering, and storing excess and unwanted sealed radiological sources 
on behalf of NNSA in cooperation with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission.  The Off-Site Source Recovery Project intends to use 
commercial organizations and facilities for reuse, storage, or disposal 
when appropriate, and LANL facilities when commercial storage is not 
appropriate, until a final disposal pathway is determined.  As noted in the 
definition, because sealed sources consist of radioactive material contained 
within a sealed capsule, no potential for contamination exists during 
normal operations.  The sealed sources are stored in TA-54, the Chemistry 
and Metallurgy Research Building, or other facilities that are designed to 
protect public health and the environment in the event of an accident.

307-9 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that increased pit production would 
increase the likelihood of an accident.  This SWEIS analyzes a spectrum 
of accidents that represents and bounds potential accidents.  In the event 
of an accident that is not explicitly addressed in the SWEIS, there is 
reasonable assurance that the impacts to workers and the public would be 
no greater than those that have been analyzed.  Due to limitations on the 
amount of material allowed to be processed at one time and the amount 
of material allowed to be stored in a specific location where it would 
be potentially available for release (material at risk), there would be no 
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discernable difference in the potential impacts of the bounding accidents 
for the two pit production levels.  Moreover, increasing the pit production 
rate from 20 pits per year to up to 80 would not require development of 
any new processes.  The estimated human health impacts from postulated 
facility accidents, including earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.12, of the SWEIS.

307-10 Replacement of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building with 
a new building at TA-55 was addressed in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building 
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los 
Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c), published in 
November 2003.  Chapter 4 of that EIS addressed the environmental 
impacts of co-locating Chemistry and Metallurgy Research activities 
at TA-55 with facilities already operating there.  Volume II of the 1999 
SWEIS addressed the alternatives for expanding low-level waste disposal 
capacity in a separate impacts analysis, and the impacts of operating 
Zone 4 in TA-54 were included in the main body of the 1999 SWEIS.  In 
addition, the purpose of a SWEIS is to identify and assess the individual 
and cumulative impacts of ongoing and reasonably foreseeable actions 
at a DOE site, as required by DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures.  
Thus, the impacts analyses in Chapter 5 of the current SWEIS present the 
cumulative effects of all ongoing and proposed LANL activities.

307-11 Efforts to consider LANL operational impacts with respect to “special 
pathways” were initiated in the 1990s through the LANL environmental 
cleanup project and the 1999 SWEIS.  This special pathways analysis was 
performed again for the current SWEIS.  The special pathways receptor 
was developed to represent Native Americans, Hispanics, and other 
residents whose traditional living habits and diets could cause greater 
exposure to environmental contaminants than those experienced by the 
hypothetical offsite resident.  Foodstuffs and pathways of specific interest 
include ingestion of game animals, including consumption of some organ 
meats, nongame fish, native vegetation through use of Indian Tea (cota), 
surface water and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments in surface 
water and from swallowing inhaled dust, these pathways are in addition to 
the meat, milk, produce, water, and sediment consumption reflected in the 
“offsite resident” pathway assumption.  These pathways are described in 
detail in Appendix C of the SWEIS.
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 Based on the SWEIS analysis, it was determined that a person subsisting 
on such a diet would receive a larger dose than someone who subsisted 
on a less traditional diet, but that the increase in risk as a result of these 
special pathways is not considered significant.  The annual dose to an 
individual who participated in all of the special pathways shown in 
Appendix C, Section C.1.4.2, of the current SWEIS would be between 
4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year than the annual dose to the average 
offsite resident whose diet did not consist of game and locally grown 
produce.  For comparison, the average resident of northern New Mexico 
receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per year from natural 
background radiation sources.  Therefore, the average annual dose to 
a person subsisting on all of the special pathways would increase by 
approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent.

 The environmental justice evaluation discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.11, 
of the current SWEIS also considered the possible effects on the 
population residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL from 
additive doses resulting from the grouping of various LANL facilities, 
particularly on individuals living closest to the highest dose facility.  
For example, the maximally exposed individual for the entire site was 
determined to be a hypothetical resident at the East Gate north-northeast 
of LANSCE at a distance of 0.5 miles (800 meters) when the dose from 
LANSCE was added to the dose from other LANL facilities (refer to 
Section 5.6, Table 5–17).  An analysis also was done to determine the 
dose to a maximally exposed individual near TA-54 resulting from the 
waste facilities at TA-54 in combination with the doses from all other 
facilities that could contribute to the offsite dose.  This analysis concluded 
that the estimated dose to a maximally exposed individual near TA-54 
was smaller than the estimated dose to the maximally exposed individual 
living north of LANSCE.  Similarly, the collective dose to the general 
population residing within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of TA-54 was smaller 
than the collective dose to the general population residing within 50 miles 
(80 kilometers) of LANSCE.  For additional information on doses to low-
income and minority populations, see the additions made to Section 5.11 
of the SWEIS.  Dose calculations were performed for the facilities shown 
in Table 5–16, and the results are presented in Section 5.6, Tables 5–17 
and 5–18.  As shown, the projected doses to the maximally exposed 
individual and the public from normal LANL operations were very low 
under all of the alternatives and would not be expected to present a 
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significant risk to the population living nearby, regardless of their income 
level or whether they are a minority population.

307-12 In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent (71 FR 61731) to 
prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement – Complex 2030 
(now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) to assess the environmental impacts of continued 
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex.  In addition to this 
announcement, NNSA announced cancellation of the previously planned 
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on 
Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/
EIS-236-S2).  The Final SWEIS does not include a proposed modern pit 
facility at LANL; thus, the potential doses associated with this facility 
are no longer included in the cumulative impacts section in Chapter 5.  In 
January 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS 
(73 FR 2023); it includes alternatives in which LANL would be the site 
of a new consolidated plutonium center or a new consolidated nuclear 
production complex.  The impacts from the Draft Complex Transformation 
SPEIS are included in Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SWEIS.

Commentor No. 307 (cont’d):  Governor James R. Mountain, 
Pueblo San Ildefonso
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308-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increasing the levels of 
plutonium present at LANL.  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS addresses the 
environmental impacts of LANL operations including impacts on air 
and water quality.  As reported in the 2005 Annual Site Environmental 
Surveillance Report (LANL 2006g), LANL operations are in compliance 
with the air and water regulations for protection of public health and the 
environment, and, based on the SWEIS analyses, would continue to be 
in compliance under all proposed alternatives including the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of 
the SWEIS there are areas of known or suspected contamination due to 
historical site operations at LANL.  In 2005, the State of New Mexico, 
NNSA and the University of California, as the LANL management and 
operating contractor, entered into a Consent Order that is currently being 
implemented to address the investigation and remediation of legacy 
environmental contamination at LANL.

Commentor No. 308:   Mauna W. Richardson

From: Mauna Richardson [mailto:mauna@newmexico.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 1:29 PM 
To: LANL_SWEIS 
Subject: increase of plutonium 

Sirs: 
Who is the enemy?  Your neighbors?  Why risk the health of our children by 
increasing the levels of plutonium? I am not a scientist, but I know that many 
people are being made ill by the levels of pollutants that we have to live with now.  It 
does not make sense to increase any pollutants until we know how to cleanse the 
environment with what is present now. 
For the sake of your neighbors, the environment, and yes, the generations to follow: 
Do NOT Increase the plutonium levels. 

Sincerely, 
Mauna W. Richardson 
P O Box 667 
La Madera, NM 87539 

308-1
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309-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern with regard to safe handling of 
nuclear materials.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the SWEIS presents detailed 
data on public and worker health related to cancer incidence rates, 
radiation dose, occupational injuries and illnesses, and LANL emergency 
management and response.  In addition, the final LANL Public Health 
Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006 by the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 
shows that, “…there is no evidence of contamination from LANL that 
might be expected to result in ill health to the community,” and “…overall, 
cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer rates found in 
other communities” (ATSDR 2006).  For more information related to this 
comment, refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD.

309-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s statements.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information about stockpile stewardship.  Chapter 4 of the SWEIS, 
and annual environmental surveillance reports for LANL (www.lanl.
gov/environment/all/esr.shtml) provide information on the presence of 
contaminants in the environment around LANL.

Commentor No. 309:   Bob Kinsey

From: ROBERT KINSEY [mailto:kinsey_65@msn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 1:27 PM
To: LANL_SWEIS
Subject: Comments for the record

Having had lived south and down wind of Rocky Flats for thirty- odd years,  it is clear 
to me the DOE and all US Nuclear lab/production entities are incapable of handling 
nuclear materials in a way safe for the environment and human health.  The addition 
of secrecy to the operation permits both carelessness and a demonic spirit that 
comes from inordinate power.
Specifi cally, I understand that the SWEIS approval  will quadruple plutonium pit 
production, double the generation of radioactive bomb-making wastes, and more 
than double storage capacity of weapons-grade “special nuclear materials,
primarily plutonium”, to 7.3 tons.  No one really knows what to do with the mega tons 
of plutonium and uranium waste we currently have.  Nor do they know how to secure 
the collections  of it around the world from people who are tempted to use it to level 
the power-playing fi eld in terms of either dominance or resistance to dominance.  
Plutonium waste from production  has shown up in depleted uranium ordinance that 
is fi red on US battlefi elds. The US environment is already awash in bomb-grade 
plutonium pits that are not degrading and do not need replacement if ever they 
needed built in the fi rst place.  Our “national defense” budget is so out of control that 
DOE managers will fi nd arguments that in order to save money we cannot afford  
manage the waste safely.  Already cleanup levels are compromised in the interests of 
“fi scal restraint” and areas are declared “wildlife” preserves that have high level waste 
slightly below very erode-able surfaces.  I am told traces of Plutonium escaped in 
the forest fi res around Los Alamos and have appeared in the Rio Grande.  So Right!   
We need to approve more of this folly.  I don’t think so!!! 

Bob Kinsey
XXX-XXX-XXXX
www.thecoloradocoalition.org
kinsey_65@msn.com
“all human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights.  They are endowed 
with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of 
brotherhood and sisterhood”  Art. 1, Universal Declaration of Human Rights

309-1

309-2
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310-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the SWEIS alternatives, 
especially the increased production of plutonium pits proposed in the 
Expanded Operations Alternative.  NNSA has reviewed the pit lifetime 
studies and concluded that degradation of plutonium in the majority of 
nuclear weapons would not affect warhead reliability for a minimum of 
85 years.  The analysis in the LANL SWEIS, however, is still valid and 
provides a bounding scenario in which up to 80 pits per year could be 
produced.  This potential production rate provides NNSA with flexibility 
in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission while accounting for 
changing geopolitical conditions.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

310-2 Operations at LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe 
and reliable nuclear stockpile do not violate the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Stockpile stewardship capabilities at 
LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means to further the 
Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain important in 
future arms control negotiations as the Nation further reduces its overall 
stockpile size.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 310:   Penelope McMullen, SL, 
New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator,  Loretto Community

From: Penny McMullen [mailto:pmsl@cnsp.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 1:08 PM 
To: LANL_SWEIS 
Subject: draft SWEIS 

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager, U.S. DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Site 
Offi ce 
528 35th Street 
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201. 

Sept. 19, 2006 

Dear Ms. Elizabeth Withers: 
On behalf of the Loretto Community, I respectfully submit the following comments 
on the draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (dSWEIS) for Continued 
Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).  
The Loretto Community of nearly 600 members strongly opposes both the Expanded 
Operations Alternative and the misleading “No Action Alternative.” 
The Vatican’s statement to the United Nations delivered by Archbishop Renato 
Martino in 1997 declared that “Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we 
seek for the 21st century.... They cannot be justifi ed and deserve condemnation.”  In 
1979 the Loretto Community committed to working for nuclear disarmament “as an 
urgent moral imperative” because of the harm nuclear production causes to workers 
and environment, even if never used.
Therefore, we especially oppose the proposal to produce up to 80 plutonium pits per 
year, quadrupling the current number allowed.   The Department of Energy claims 
that new pits are necessary to replace aging pits.  However, studies show  that 
the pits improve with age and last for many decades, so the proposed increased 
production is unnecessary and a waste of taxpayer funds.
The United States, along with 187 other nations, ratifi ed the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT) in 1970, committing us to work toward total elimination of our nuclear 
arsenals.  The dSWEIS “Preferred Alternative” of expanded operations violates that 
treaty obligation.  
Increasing our own production of plutonium pits when it is unnecessary leads many 
Americans as well as governments around the world to conclude that the United 
States is really gearing up to produce more nuclear weapons in violation of the NPT. 
Continuing our nuclear production also encourages other nations to develop and 

310-1

310-1
cont’d
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310-3 In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare a 
Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement – Complex 2030 (now called the 
Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) 
to assess the environmental impacts of the continued transformation 
of the nuclear weapons complex (71 FR 61731).  In addition to this 
announcement, NNSA announced cancellation of the previously 
planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern Pit Facility 
(DOE/EIS-236-S2).  Therefore, the Final LANL SWEIS does not include 
analysis of a modern pit facility.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, and Section 2.4, Modernization of 
the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

310-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the environmental 
impacts associated with nuclear weapons even if they are never used.  
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, 
of this CRD for more information related to this comment.

310-5 LANL’s projected water demands under the Expanded Operations 
Alternative would remain within LANL’s water use target ceiling of 
542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year.  Refer to Section 2.8, 
Water Use, of this CRD for more information on LANL’s water use, 
available water rights, and water supply planning.

310-6 The water quality standards in Chapter 4, Tables 4–7 and 4–9, were 
updated to reflect standards recently issued by the New Mexico Water 
Quality Control Commission.  The new standards have not yet been 
approved by the EPA; however, they are used in the LANL 2005 
Environmental Surveillance Report (LANL 2006g) and this SWEIS to 
evaluate water quality data.  As Table 4–7 demonstrates, LANL surface 
water data was compared to a variety of legally applicable standards 
to identify contaminants and data trends that could indicate a need for 
corrective actions.

 As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal practices at 
LANL have contaminated the shallow groundwater that, in turn, has the 
potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under the Pajarito 

continue their own nuclear programs, thus promoting proliferation.  The majority 
of citizens both in the U.S. and around the world support nuclear disarmament. 
Instead of adding to nuclear proliferation, we could lead the world in eliminating these 
weapons of mass destruction.
In the draft SWEIS, DOE analyzes the cumulative impacts of the Expanded 
Operation Alternative, including as a potential future consequence the construction of 
a Modern Pit Facility (MPF) that would be capable of producing 450 pits per year at 
LANL.  This is contrary to the will of the American people and Congress.  Congress 
denied funding for a MPF after many citizens opposed that plan during the 2003 
hearings.
Nuclear weapons have not been able to stop terrorism.  Instead, they make our 
nuclear sites more susceptible to terrorism.  Rather than making us safer, we are less 
safe because of them.
Nuclear weapons make us less safe in other ways, also.  Every step of production, 
from mining to transportation, testing, producing and storing waste, causes harm to 
the workers and environment.  Even if the weapons are never used, we are harming 
and sometimes killing ourselves in the name of defense!
LANL is located in a semi-desert region, yet the proposed expanded activities will 
increase water usage by LANL and the County of Los Alamos above the amount 
allotted to it from the regional aquifer. Also, DOE did not use the most current water 
quality standards when assessing impacts in this draft SWEIS. Residents of Los 
Alamos County obtain 100% of their drinking water from the regional aquifer below 
LANL, and contaminants have been found in the regional aquifer, including fast-
moving perchlorate, a chlorine-based chemical that interferes with thyroid function.  
LANL discharges approximately 163 million gallons per year of industrial and sanitary 
effl uent into the canyon systems which fl ow into the Río Grande, from which several 
communities hope to divert water for drinking, including Santa Fe and Albuquerque.  
DOE is not monitoring 1,405 sites that have the potential to release contaminants 
into surface water from storms and snow melt.
Facilities that began operations prior to December 31, 1988, have been granted 
“grandfather” status  allowing them to emit toxic air pollutants although newer 
facilities cannot -- LANL has many of these grandfathered facilities.  DOE 
recommends increasing activities at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center, which 
has the highest amount of radionuclide air emissions, with a long history of technical 
problems resulting in increased emissions.  The citizens of northern New Mexico 
do not want any more radioactive emissions released into the air that we breathe or 
spread onto our organic gardens.

Commentor No. 310 (cont’d):  Penney McMullen, SL, 
New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community
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Plateau.  Waste disposal in the past was conducted in a manner consistent 
with standards at that time.  As standards have evolved, waste disposal 
practices have evolved with them.  Future disposal of waste would be 
performed in compliance with currently applicable regulations.  

 As described in Appendix F, according to the statistical analysis performed 
for the SWEIS, perchlorate levels at most LANL locations are below 
EPA’s No Observed Effect Level and the New Mexico screening level.  
Only Mortandad and Pueblo Canyons exceed the New Mexico limit, and 
only Mortandad Canyon exceeds EPA’s No Observed Effect Level.  The 
LANL annual environmental surveillance reports (available at www.lanl.
gov/environment/all/esr.shtml) should be consulted to obtain data about 
actual detection of contaminants in environmental media around LANL.

 Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with an 
NPDES permit that establishes limits on the volume and quality of the 
discharge.  As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over 
the past 6 years, LANL has had a very good record of complying with 
permit conditions, which are set to protect health and safety.  Under all 
alternatives, NNSA would continue to meet permit conditions designed to 
protect water resources at LANL.

 NNSA does not agree with the commentor’s statement that there are 
over 1,400 unmonitored discharge sites.  As described in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.3.1.3, NNSA managed stormwater runoff from its solid waste 
management units under a Multisector General Permit Program, and then 
transitioned toward management under an individual NPDES industrial 
activity permit.  Refer to the SWEIS for more detail.

 In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program (described in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination resulting from past and current 
practices.  LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action to mitigate 
such contamination in groundwater and surface waters in accordance with 
applicable regulations and agreements.

 NNSA intends to continue safely managing waste and conducting 
environmental restoration activities at LANL as it carries out its missions.  
Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding groundwater and surface water contamination and 
groundwater monitoring.

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) has often reported that some 
LANL operations are chronically unsafe, and that many safety issues at LANL remain 
unresolved. LANL is not in compliance with DOE and DNSFB safety regulations and 
recommendations, and some LANL facilities are up to six years behind on preparing 
and submitting their safety documentation to DOE.  Such lack of compliance poses 
an unacceptable risk to workers, the public and the environment.  The dSWEIS 
should resolve all the safety issues raised by the DNSFB.
LANL lies on three major fault lines. A 2006 seismic hazard study is due to be 
released this year and it was premature for DOE to issue the draft SWEIS without 
this information. Geological studies show that the most recent seismic incident 
occurred 2,000 years ago and there is a pattern of seismic activity every 2,000 years, 
suggesting that one is due at any time.  The draft SWEIS has not incorporated this 
data into their hazard analysis.  The dSWEIS should have waited to incorporate that 
report.
Increased plutonium pit production would nearly double the waste produced, yet 
cleanup plans in the dSWEIS are inadequate.  LANL can’t keep up with its current 
waste -- approximately 40,000 drums have been sitting above-ground in fabric tents 
for years awaiting shipment to the only existing depository for such waste, the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP).   
DOE should make permanent disposal of existing waste a priority, rather than 
continue to generate more. If DOE were to implement the expansion plans plus 
needed cleanup of the major waste sites at LANL, they would generate so much 
radioactive waste that there would not be enough space both at LANL and at WIPP 
for the disposal of all this waste -- what do they plan to do with all this extra waste?
The “cap and cover” option is not acceptable for unlined waste dumps because 
contaminants can and have leaked to the aquifer.  LANL documents conclude that 
cleaning up to residential or unrestricted use standards would be “prohibitively 
expensive.” Long-term protection of future generations should be the measure for 
cleanup, not fi nancial considerations.  The funds for LANL’s expansion should be 
diverted for comprehensive cleanup, and no more waste should be generated until all 
existing waste is safely disposed.
In addition, the comment period for the dSWEIS has not been adequate.  The 
comment period should have not started until all of the documents (about 700!) 
referenced in the dSWEIS have been made fully available for interested  citizens to 
review.  Expecting people to travel to reading rooms to study hundreds of documents 
is unreasonable and unjust.

Commentor No. 310 (cont’d):  Penney McMullen, SL, 
New Mexico Justice and Peace Coordinator, Loretto Community
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310-7 All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with 
applicable state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal 
(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and 
have valid permits, as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS.  The LANL 
contractor complies with its Clean Air Act, Title V, operating permit, 
including requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from 
sources at LANL and associated recordkeeping.  Current air sampling 
programs at LANL include ambient nonradiological air monitoring, an 
ambient radiological air sampling network called AIRNET, and stack 
sampling for radionuclides, as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3 and 
4.4.3.1.  The LANL contractor evaluates the results from these programs 
and changes the sampling locations and constituents as appropriate.  
LANSCE operations historically have accounted for the majority 
of radionuclide air emissions at LANL.  As discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.6.1.1, if necessary, administrative controls have been established 
at LANSCE that regulate beam operations as emissions levels increase.  
These controls require operational changes to prevent the generation 
of excessive radioactive air emissions, so that the maximum dose to 
the maximally exposed offsite individual from air emissions would be 
7.5 millirem or less per year to ensure compliance with the 40 CFR Part 61 
(National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants) limit of 
10 millirem per year.

310-8 The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board does not regulate or 
authorize operation of facilities at LANL.  Its function, as mandated by 
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA 
nuclear weapons complex.  The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
reviews safety issues at NNSA nuclear weapons complex facilities, 
prepares reports detailing the conclusions of the reviews and submits 
the reports to NNSA.  NNSA and LANL regularly review the Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reports and respond with commitments to 
update and improve the safety basis documentation.  The Los Alamos Site 
Office Safety Authorization Basis Team is responsible for developing and 
approving adequate controls to support safe operations at LANL.  NNSA 
authorizes all LANL facility operations based on the acceptability of 
existing relevant safety documentation.  Resolution of safety issues raised 
by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board is not within the scope 
of the SWEIS.  For more information related to this comment, refer to 
Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board, of this CRD.

Finally, LANL’s mission needs change to focus on research and development of 
real global human needs such as renewable energy, reversing global warming, and 
creating technologies that minimize impacts to the air, soil, water, and public and 
environmental health.  
The SWEIS should consider the other alternatives suggested by citizens during 
the scoping process, in particular (1) the development of national clean energy 
independence and (2) the option of ceasing nuclear weapons work.  The dSWEIS 
states that ceasing nuclear weapons work “is not a reasonable alternative” but we 
are convinced that it is the only reasonable alternative, and can be combined with 
the green alternative.  Contrary to statements in the dSWEIS, ceasing nuclear 
weapons work would support nonproliferation efforts.  As stated above, nuclear 
weapons do not stop terrorism and we would be more secure without them.  DOE 
and LANL spokespersons frequently declare that they are only following the dictates 
of Congress, but the reality is that DOE and LANL fi rst make the request to Congress 
before Congress “mandates.”
It is time for the United States to utilize the great minds at LANL to develop avenues 
for seeking peace that do not use weapons of mass destruction.  We could instead 
lead the world in cooperative efforts to ensure that everyone has suffi cient food, 
housing, medical care, meaningful employment and renewable energy sources.
Thank you for your attention to these comments. 
Sincerely, 
Penelope McMullen, SL 
NM Justice and Peace Coordinator 
Loretto Community 
113 Camino Santiago 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
XXX-XXX-XXXX
pmsl@cnsp.com 
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310-9 To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents were 
considered in the Final SWEIS analyses.  Information currently under 
development, and thus, unavailable for use in the Final SWEIS, will be 
considered as it becomes available and, in accordance with the NEPA 
compliance process, the SWEIS impact analyses will be reviewed and 
supplemented as necessary based on the newly available information.  
An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007.  
Seismic activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and 
in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a).  The estimated 
human health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL, 
including earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and 
Appendix D, Section D.4.  These sections also include a discussion of the 
significance of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007 
seismic hazard analysis report.

 The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report 
has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL is 
greater than previously understood.  The relevance of the seismic hazard 
to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation 
to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing 
facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA 
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses 
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that 
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).

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

310-10 Although a pollution prevention and waste minimization program has 
been instituted at LANL (see Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS), 
operation of LANL in support of NNSA’s core missions will generate 
waste that NNSA intends to manage safely as it continues to address 
existing stored waste.  Nearly all of the stored waste at LANL consists 
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of legacy transuranic waste that is stored within aboveground domes in 
TA-54.  Most of this waste was originally stored below grade, but was 
retrieved and placed in an aboveground, inspectable configuration as 
required by the New Mexico Environment Department.  NNSA is working 
to prepare all stored and newly generated transuranic waste for shipment 
to WIPP.  Shipments to WIPP have increased significantly over the past 
several years.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for 
more information.

310-11 Determining funding priorities is not within the scope of the SWEIS, 
which evaluates the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives.  NNSA intends to conduct activities at LANL consistent 
with its national security mission while continuing safe management of 
the waste it generates along with environmental restoration activities.  
NNSA expects that solid wastes, hazardous wastes, and mixed low-level 
radioactive wastes would be disposed of in offsite disposal facilities, and 
that legacy and newly generated transuranic wastes would be disposed 
of at WIPP or its replacement facility.  Disposal of low-level radioactive 
wastes may occur in onsite and offsite disposal facilities.

 Appendix I of the SWEIS presents environmental analyses and options 
for conducting remediation activities at LANL that are primarily related to 
the Consent Order entered into in March 2005.  Decisions about cleanup 
of contaminated sites that are subject to the Consent Order requirements 
will be made by the New Mexico Environment Department.  To arrive at 
a remediation decision, several alternative remedies are considered, such 
as containment in place, treatment, or removal.  Any selected remedy 
must protect human health and the environment and must attain specified 
cleanup standards, including those for groundwater and surface waters.  
If the site is to remain under DOE ownership, then cleanup standards 
commensurate with restricted type of land use may be used as long as 
offsite areas are protected.  If the site is to be released for unrestricted 
public access, then it would need to meet appropriate cleanup standards.  
NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent 
Order regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the 
SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent 
Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more 
information.
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310-12 NNSA originally established a 60-day comment period.  In response to 
requests for additional time, the comment period was extended to 75 days.  
NNSA recognizes that, in light of the electronic capabilities now available, 
commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet.  
For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions 
about posting documents on its website.  Consistent with established 
practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference material 
available for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms located in Los 
Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque, New Mexico.  Refer to Section 2.2, 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more 
discussion.

310-13 Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS discusses NNSA’s decision not to 
analyze a “Greener Alternative” in the SWEIS.  A “Greener Alternative” 
was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS, but was not selected for implementation.  
NNSA does not believe, 7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is 
reasonable for future operation of LANL to meet its mission as directed 
by the Congress and the President, and has identified the Expanded 
Operations Alternative as its Preferred Alternative.  In addition to LANL’s 
primary mission of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, 
however, research is conducted in areas promoted by the commentor.  
These research areas are part of current operations; as such, they are 
included in the SWEIS under the No Action Alternative.  These activities 
would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of the alternative 
selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more 
information.

Commentor No. 310 (cont’d):  Penney McMullen, SL, 
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311-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations 
Alternative and concerns about proliferation of nuclear weapons.  The 
potential environmental, health, and safety impacts of the continued 
operation of LANL under the three proposed alternatives are analyzed 
in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS, including management of radioactive and 
chemical wastes, monitoring of air emissions, and treatment or monitoring 
of wastewater discharged through NPDES-permitted outfalls.  The 
commentor is correct that the Expanded Operations Alternative would 
result in larger amounts of radioactive and chemical waste as well as 
increased air emissions and wastewater discharges but as demonstrated 
in the SWEIS, these increases can be safely managed.  It should be noted 
that treated effluents do not normally flow directly into the Rio Grande, 
although surface waters may reach the river a few times a year during 
large precipitation events.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of 
this CRD for more information.

311-2 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.

311-3 Although Appendix I of the SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts 
associated with potential remedial action alternatives, decisions about 
environmental restoration will be made in accordance with established 
regulatory standards and processes, including those of the New Mexico 
Environment Department for the Consent Order, and of DOE.  To arrive 
at a decision about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative 
remedies may be considered such as containment in place, treatment, 
or removal.  Any remedy selected for a site requiring environmental 
restoration must be protective of human health and the environment, and 

Commentor No. 311:   Perry Jasper

From: Perry Jasper [mailto:fotoman@copper.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 10:07 AM 
To: LANL_SWEIS 

Subject: Expanded Operations Alternative 

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager Los Alamos Site Offi ce National
Nuclear Security Administration U.S. Department of Energy
538 35th Street 
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201 

Dear Ms. Withers, 
I oppose the preferred Expanded Operations Alternative suggested for future 
operations at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) as proposed in the draft 2006 
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS).  
The proposed Expanded Operations will increase nuclear weapons design and 
research and therefore generate more waste and increase air emissions and 
discharges to surface and ground waters that fl ow to the RÌo Grande.
I object to the fact that increased cleanup was only included in the Expanded 
Operations and not part of the No Action and Reduced Operations Alternatives.  
Compliance with the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)/LANL Consent 
Order for cleanup at LANL by 2015 should not be made optional nor be tied the 
expansion of activities which threaten public health and the environment.  Increased 
Consent Order cleanup should be included in all three alternatives.
When implementing cleanup, LANL must be required to do so to the fullest 
extent possible.  One of the proposed cleanup plans consists of simply covering 
contaminated sites in such a way that it would be within health standards for people 
to work 40 hours a week in an industrial job on the site.  This level of cleanup is not 
adequate for children at a day care facility on the formerly contaminated site, let 
alone a change in land use.  In order to protect future drinking water supplies, all 
waste must be removed from the major material disposal areas (dumps), canyon 
cleanups and other NMED/LANL Consent Order actions as well as LANLís voluntary 
cleanup activities.
The Department of Energy (DOE) recommends that plutonium pit production 
increase from 20 to 80 pits per year.  The draft SWEIS references a modern pit 
facility (MPF) 60 times.  This facility would be capable of producing 450 plutonium 
pits per year, despite widespread opposition to the MPF by New Mexicans in 
2004.  This has dire local, national and international implications.  The draft SWEIS 

311-1

311-2

311-3

311-4



Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-682

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

311-4 Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft SWEIS was in the context 
of ensuring that reasonably foreseeable future actions were addressed in 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations 
regarding cumulative impacts.  The SWEIS alternatives addressing 
operational levels for the next 5 years limit the level of pit production 
to up to 80 pits per year (Expanded Operations Alternative).  In October 
2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplement to the 
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement – Complex 2030 (now called the Complex 
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (71 FR 61731).  In addition 
to announcing its intent to prepare the Complex Transformation SPEIS 
to assess the environmental impacts from the continued transformation 
of the nuclear weapons complex, NNSA announced cancellation of 
the previously planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a 
Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2).  Therefore the Final SWEIS 
does not include a reference to a modern pit facility.  In discharging 
its Stockpile Stewardship responsibilities, NNSA is not violating the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.  Refer to Sections 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, 2.2, National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) Process, and 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons 
Complex, of this CRD for more information.

311-5 The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board neither regulates nor 
authorizes operation of facilities at LANL.  Its function, as mandated by 
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA 

lacks an adequate discussion of how a MPF or increase pit production would not 
violate Article VI of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, which calls for complete 
disarmament of nuclear weapons.  We are concerned that DOE is attempting to slip 
in a MPF at LANL without adequate analysis.  
Therefore, the fi nal SWEIS should be void of all references to a MPF at LANL. 
LANL is not in compliance with DOE and Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
(DNFSB) safety regulations and recommendations.  Some LANL facilities are up to 
six years behind on preparing and submitting their safety documentation to DOE.  
Such lack of compliance poses an unacceptable risk to workers, the public and 
the environment.  LANL needs to be up-to-date and in full compliance with all DOE 
and DNFSB safety regulations and recommendations.  Furthermore, many of the 
buildings at LANL are not in compliance with existing earthquake building codes, 
despite the fact that LANL is built upon at least three major fault lines. Existing 
facilities and new construction must be up to code before any operations are done in 
them.
Many of the documents referred to in the draft SWEIS are based on studies that 
have not been fi nalized.  For instance, the draft SWEIS was released before either 
the risk assessment for LANLís 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 fi ndings in the 2006 Area G risk assessment 
and seismic hazard study.  The ATSDR report should not be used in any analysis 
regarding LANL activities.
LANL activities jeopardize both water quality and quantity for surface and ground 
water.  New Mexicans rely on surface and groundwater for drinking and farming.  
LANL discharges approximately 163,000,000 gallons per year of industrial and 
sanitary effl uent 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 LANLís impacts against the latest water 
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nuclear weapons complex.  As in the case of all NNSA nuclear weapons 
complex sites, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reviews 
safety issues and submits reports to DOE regarding the safety of nuclear 
weapons complex facilities.  NNSA and the LANL contractor have 
reviewed Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board reports and responded 
with commitments to update and improve safety basis documentation.  
The Los Alamos Site Office Safety Authorization Basis Team assures 
the development and approval of adequate controls in support of 
safe operations at LANL.  All LANL facility operations are based on 
authorization and approval by NNSA following NNSA’s evaluation of 
the acceptability of existing relevant safety documentation.  Reports and 
recommendations made by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
that are relevant to NEPA are taken into account in analyses in the SWEIS.  
Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.  

 Seismic characteristics of the LANL environment are described in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, of the SWEIS.  Chapter 5, Section 5.12, 
presents the estimated human health impacts from postulated facility 
accidents, including earthquakes.  Over the years, based on new 
seismic information or changed requirements, NNSA has evaluated 
the survivability of LANL buildings and structures and implemented 
mitigation measures in terms of structural upgrades, reduction of 
hazardous materials inventories, or replacement of the structures to reduce 
the potential for harm to the workforce and the public.  Construction 
requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance with the site 
locations relative to known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned 
future use of the structure.  For proposed new buildings, safety studies in 
the form of hazards assessment documents that take into account the most 
current seismic information are prepared to fully address a comprehensive 
set of accident risks.  The results of these safety studies are incorporated 
into facility design and operations to ensure protection of the health and 
safety of workers and the public.

311-6 To the extent possible, the most recent technical documents, including 
an update to the seismic hazard analysis, completed in June 2007 
(LANL 2007a), are considered in the Final SWEIS analyses.  Information 
under development that is not available for use in the Final SWEIS, 
such as the updated Area G performance assessment, will be considered 

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 ìdynamic experimentsî 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 ìgrandfather clause,î which allows for facilities 
existing before December 31, 1988 to emit toxic air pollutants without regulation.  
DOE recommends increasing activities at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center, 
which has the highest amount of radionuclide air emissions and a long history 
of technical problems resulting in increased air emissions.  DOE must institute a 
program to stop all toxic air pollutant emissions from LANL facilities and activities.
In conclusion, the Expanded Operations Alternative will result in higher demands 
for electricity, water and natural gas, which will impact the environment.  These 
impacts must be considered in the cumulative impacts of the Expanded Operations 
Alternative.
In addition, Congress must change the mission of LANL to focus on research and 
development into renewable energy, such as solar, wind and biomass, and clean up 
technologies that support the environmental and public health.  The SWEIS must 
include a fourth alternative that focuses on these activities.

Sincerely, 
Print Name      ______________________________________ 
Address ______________________________________ 
              ______________________________________ 
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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.

311-7 The SWEIS makes use of current, accepted, and well-documented 
scientific models and data that have been, and continue to be widely 
used to analyze environmental impacts for the purpose of compliance 
with NEPA.  The analysis methods used are essentially the same as those 
used in preparation of several DOE Environmental Impact Statements 
that have recently been published in final form or have been reviewed, in 
draft, by the public.  In general, the data, models, assumptions, and other 
information used in the SWEIS are drawn from published sources and 
have been subjected to scientific peer review.  Chapter 7 of the SWEIS 
and each of its appendices lists the documented sources of information 
and models used in the analyses.  The SWEIS presents an independent 
assessment of public health impacts from contaminants in the LANL 
environment.  The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry Public Health Assessment in any specific 
way for its conclusions.  The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry is the Federal agency responsible (under the 1986 amendments to 
the Superfund law) for conducting public health assessments at each site 
on the EPA National Priorities List.  It is thus appropriate for the SWEIS 
to acknowledge the conclusions of the LANL Public Health Assessment 
because it is a relevant Federal agency study.  The Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry Public Health Assessment for LANL was 
prepared with public oversight and review.  The Public Health Assessment 
was finalized and published on August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).  The 
EPA provided comments on the draft Public Health Assessment that were 
addressed by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry in the 
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final document.  Appendix I to the final LANL Public Health Assessment 
lists the comments on the draft that were received from members of the 
public and other Federal agencies and describes how those comments were 
addressed in the final document.

311-8 Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes 
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge.  As discussed in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL has 
a very good record of complying with permit conditions, which are set to 
protect health and safety.  Under all alternatives, LANL operations would 
continue to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources 
at LANL.  In addition, LANL staff conducts a monitoring program 
(described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has 
resulted from past and current practices.  In accordance with applicable 
regulations and agreements, LANL staff evaluate and take corrective 
action for occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters 
at LANL.

 The water quality standards in Chapter 4, Tables 4–7 and 4–9, have been 
updated to reflect standards recently issued by the New Mexico Water 
Quality Control Commission.  The new standards have not yet been 
approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; nevertheless, they 
are used in the 2005 Environmental Surveillance Report and the SWEIS in 
evaluating water quality data.  As Table 4–7 demonstrates, LANL surface 
water data are compared to a variety of standards that legally apply, in 
order to identify contaminants and data trends that could indicate the need 
for corrective actions.

 In Section 4.3.2, it is stated that chromium concentrations between 
375 and 404 parts per billion were detected in two wells in Mortandad 
Canyon.  LANL staff will be conducting further drilling and sampling 
activities to characterize contamination at LANL as stated in the Interim 
Measures Work Plan for Chromium Contamination in Groundwater.  
Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding chromium contamination in the groundwater.  NNSA 
acknowledges that detection of dioxane was reported to the New Mexico 
Environment Department in July 2006, 1 year after the sample was 
collected from a well in Mortandad Canyon.  The dioxane contamination 
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level is between 20 parts per billion and 56 parts per billion, which is 
below the 61 parts per billion EPA risk-based cleanup level established 
through the Consent Order.  As described in Appendix F, statistical 
analysis shows that perchlorate concentrations at most LANL locations 
are below the EPA No Observed Effect Level (NOEL) and New Mexico’s 
screening level.  Only Mortandad and Pueblo Canyons exceed the New 
Mexico limit and only Mortandad Canyon exceeds EPA’s NOEL.

 NNSA does not agree with the commentor’s statement that there are 
over 1,400 unmonitored discharge sites.  As described in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.3.1.3, of the SWEIS, NNSA had managed stormwater runoff 
from its solid waste management units under a Multisector General Permit 
Program, and then transitioned towards management under an individual 
NPDES industrial activity permit.

 DOE and Los Alamos County have combined water rights of 
1,806 million gallons (6,836 million liters) per year, of which 542 million 
gallons (2,050 million liters) per year are allotted to DOE.  In recent 
years, the largest amount of water used by DOE and the County was 
1,515 million gallons (5,735 million liters) in 2000, when the Cerro 
Grande Fire occurred.  As shown in Chapter 5, Table 5–36, and discussed 
in Section 5.8.2.3, LANL water usage has been and is expected to remain 
below its 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year allotment.

 Decisions about environmental restoration will be made in accordance 
with established regulatory standards and processes, including those of 
the New Mexico Environment Department for the Consent Order, and 
of DOE.  The intent of the SWEIS is not to prejudge these decisions 
but to provide environmental impact information to be used for the 
decision-making process, and for the benefit of the reader regarding 
potential remediation action options.  Several alternative remedies 
may be considered for a contaminated site, including containment in 
place, treatment, removal, or other remedies.  Any remedy selected for 
a site requiring environmental restoration must be protective of human 
health and the environment, and attain applicable cleanup standards 
considering the designated future use of the site.  Decisions about cleanup 
of sites subject to the Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico 
Environment Department considering applicable groundwater and surface 
water quality standards.  As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the 
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Commentor No. 311 (cont’d):  Perry Jasper

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.

311-9 Environmental remediation of sites used for dynamic experiments at 
LANL (firing sites) is being addressed, primarily in accordance with 
DOE’s authority under the Atomic Energy Act, and with the requirements 
of the March 2005 Consent Order.  Since 1989, when over 2,100 potential 
release sites, including firing sites, were identified at LANL, because of 
progress in remediation and consolidation of sites, only 829 potential 
release sites remained at the end of 2005.  Therefore, the levels of depleted 
uranium and high explosives that may remain in the vicinity of the firing 
sites is being reduced.  Additional information is in Section 2.2.6 and 
Appendix I of the SWEIS, and in Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this 
CRD.

 Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic 
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for more information 
on how LANL staff ensures the safety of high explosives testing and the 
use of depleted uranium as well as LANL’s monitoring program.

311-10 All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with the 
applicable state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal 
(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and 
have valid permits as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS.  The LANL 
contractor complies with its Clean Air Act, Title V operating permit which 
includes requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from sources 
at LANL and recordkeeping for these sources.  Current air sampling 
programs at LANL include ambient non-radiological air monitoring, an 
ambient radiological air sampling network called AIRNET, and stack 
sampling for radionuclides, as described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3 
and 4.4.3.1, of the SWEIS.  The LANL contractor evaluates the results 
from these programs and makes changes in the sampling locations and 
constituents as appropriate.  LANSCE does have the highest amount 
of radionuclide air emissions at the site.  As discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.6.1.1, operational controls at LANSCE would be imposed 
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3-688 Commentor No. 311 (cont’d):  Perry Jasper

to limit the dose to the maximally exposed offsite individual from 
air emissions to 7.5 millirem per year thus ensuring compliance with 
the 40 CFR Part 61 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants) limit of 10 millirem per year.

311-11 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.

311-12 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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312-1 Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s 
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a Greener Alternative in 
the SWEIS.  A Greener Alternative was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS but 
was not selected for implementation.  NNSA does not believe, 7 years 
later, that a Greener Alternative is reasonable for the future operation of 
LANL to meet its mission as directed by the Congress and the President, 
and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative as its Preferred 
Alternative.  In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas promoted 
by the commentor.  These research areas are part of current operations and 
as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action Alternative.  
These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of 
the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this 
CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 312:  Sheri Kotowski 

312-1
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Commentor No. 312 (cont’d):  Sheri Kotowski 

312-1
cont’d
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Commentor No. 312 (cont’d):  Sheri Kotowski 
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313-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to increasing plutonium 
production.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

313-2 Past operation of LANL was conducted in a manner consistent with 
contemporary standards.  As standards have evolved, operational practices 
including waste disposal and discharge of effluents have also evolved.  
DOE intends to conduct activities at LANL consistent with its national 
security mission while continuing to safely manage the waste it generates 
and continuing environmental restoration.

 Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress DOE has 
made in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.  
Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites 
potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made 
(and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.  
Appendix I of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses 
for conducting future remediation activities at LANL primarily related to 
the Compliance Order on Consent that was entered into on March 1, 2005.  
The scope of the Consent Order includes soil, groundwater, and surface 
water on mesas and in canyons that may have been contaminated from 
past LANL activities.  Appendix I also summarizes several technologies 
for cleanup of soil, water, and air and references additional information 
about existing and emerging cleanup technologies.  NNSA intends to 
implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless 
of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.  Criteria 
for cleanup of sites subject to the Consent Order are documented in 
Section VIII of the Consent Order and include standards for soil, surface 
water, and groundwater as well as standards for screening for ecological 
risks.

313-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the possibility of 
increasing pit production, the amount of water needed, and environmental 
pollution.  As stated in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3, of the SWEIS, increased 
pit production at TA-55 under the Expanded Operations Alternative would 
entail a relatively minor increase in LANL infrastructure requirements, 
including water, because existing Plutonium Facility Complex operations 
currently constitute a relatively small percentage of LANL’s total 
demands.  LANL’s projected water demands under the Expanded 

Commentor No. 313:   Paulette Frankl

From: Paulette Frankl [mailto:pauletteart@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 10:50 AM 
To: LANL_SWEIS 
Subject: Plutonium increase comment 

Date: Wed, 20 Sep 2006 09:30:47 -0700 
To: Los Alamos National Lab LANL <lanl_sweis@doeal.gov> 
Subject: Plutonium increase comment 

To Whom it may concern: 
I vehemently object to LANL’s plans to increase plutonium production because: 
1/ Bombing the world to pieces will not bomb the world to peace! Stop it now! Bombs 
are not the solution. Use those intelligent minds to make the world more functional, 
effi cient, more affordable. What GREAT things you could be doing with that 
intelligence and funding! Let NM and LANL lead the way to a more constructive -- not 
destructive -- world. Someone’s got to do it. Why not the greatest minds on earth 
combined with a higher conscience leading the way for peace. IMAGINE! Instead of 
the greatest 
minds on earth sold out for the greatest destruction on earth for the price of another 
big pay check! 
2/ LANL has proven itself unaccountable and irresponsible regarding its toxic 
waste disposal, resulting in high levels of radiation in the ground water, water table 
and even the Rio Grande. The canyons are polluted with LANL’s waste. This is 
unconscionable!!!! Stop NOW!! Clean up the last mess you made, instead of making 
matters even worse. There’s plenty of places for jobs in the clean up and restoration 
department.  And when you restore this area to a condition that’s safe for life, you 
can begin on other nuclear sites around the country. 
3/ The need for excessive consumption of water to make this increased plutonium 
project function is far and above what drought prone NM has to offer. I realize that 
LANL’s interest is only in bombs, not in people or life in general or the environment, 
but this area has a WATER problem. (Not to mention the wind and fault line factor.) 
There’s not enough water for people, farms and animals as it is, let alone for bigger 
bombs that no one wants and that are polluting this precious region to the degree 
that the produce sold at the Farmer’s Market is no longer safe for consumption. 
HOW DARE LANL DO SUCH A THING! Pull your minds out of your pay check and 
put it into your conscience! Wake up to what is being perpetrated at LANL. Come to 
your senses! More bigger, lethal bombs is NOT man’s evolution at its fi nest hour. 

313-1

313-2

313-3
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Operations Alternative would remain within LANL’s water use target 
ceiling of 542 million gallons (2,052 million liters) per year.  Refer to 
Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information on LANL’s 
water use, available water rights, and water supply planning.  Further, 
NNSA is committed to conducting operations in compliance with worker, 
public, and environmental protection standards and requirements.  As 
addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.9, and Chapter 5, Section 5.9, all wastes 
generated at LANL are managed protectively until disposed of in regulated 
facilities.  Programs for compliance with air and quality standards are 
discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4 and 4.3, respectively; while analyses 
of possible impacts on air and water quality are addressed in Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.4 and 5.3, respectively.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 describes 
the progress DOE has made in conducting the environmental restoration 
program at LANL.

313-4 NNSA reviewed and considered all public comments received on the 
Draft LANL SWEIS.  Responses to public comments are in this section 
of this CRD.  Changes to the Draft LANL SWEIS that were made are 
summarized in Section 1.4 of this CRD.

Commentor No. 313 (cont’d):  Paulette Frankl

I have lots more to say, but I’m of the impression that no one reads these comments 
anyway because you just don’t care. Like drone soldiers in the military you are all 
programmed: don’t think, don’t ask, don’t care. Just do what you’re told to do. So 
these statements are good for starters. 

Paulette Frankl/Santa Fe 

313-4
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314-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the Expanded Operations 
Alternative.  The various sections of Chapter 5 of the SWEIS analyze 
the environmental impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative, 
including management of radioactive and chemical waste, monitoring 
of air emissions, and treatment or monitoring of wastewater discharged 
through NPDES-permitted outfalls.  The commentor is correct that the 
Expanded Operations Alternative would result in larger amounts of 
radioactive and chemical waste, as well as increased air emissions and 
wastewater discharges; but as demonstrated in the SWEIS, these increases 
can be safely managed.  Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are 
currently viewed by the United States as a means to further the Nation’s 
nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain important in future 
arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to further reduce its overall 
stockpile size.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

314-2 Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, 
of this CRD for a discussion of the plutonium pit lifetime studies.  The 
analysis of a production rate of up to 80 pits per year in the LANL SWEIS 
is still valid, despite the conclusion that degradation of plutonium in the 
majority of nuclear weapons would not affect performance for a minimum 
of 85 years, because it provides a bounding scenario and the operational 
flexibility to meet national security needs.

314-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding pit production and 
operations at the former Rocky Flats Plant.  LANL operations are not 
comparable to operations at the Rocky Flats Plant because LANL employs 
newer facilities and technology, a much lower level of pit production, 
improvements in controlled operational and management practices, and 
additional independent oversight.  Refer to Section 2.12, Comparison to 
Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for more information.

314-4 As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, past waste disposal practices at 
LANL have contaminated the shallow groundwater that, in turn, has the 
potential to contaminate portions of the regional aquifer under the Pajarito 
Plateau.  Waste disposal was conducted in the past in a manner consistent 
with the standards at that time.  As standards have evolved, waste 
disposal practices evolved with them.  Future disposal of waste would be 
performed in compliance with currently applicable regulations.

Commentor No. 314:   Jodi Dart, Program Director, 
 Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

From: Jodi Dart [mailto:jdartana@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 9:50 AM
To: LANL_SWEIS
Subject: COMMENTS on the SWEIS for LANL

September 20, 2006

Ms. Elizabeth Withers
National Nuclear Security Administration
Los Alamos Site Offi ce
Offi ce of Environmental Stewardship
528 35th Street
Los Alamos, New Mexico  87544 

Dear Ms. Withers:
The Alliance for Nuclear Accountability (ANA) submits the following comments 
to the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) regarding the Site-Wide 
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Expanded Operations at the Los 
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in New Mexico.  ANA is a nationwide network of 
thirty-three organizations working in the shadow of the nuclear weapons complex to 
address weapons, cleanup, and health issues.  We are writing to request that NNSA 
consider the following comments on the LANL SWEIS.    
ANA opposes the preferred Expanded Operations Alternative suggested for future 
operations at Los Alamos National Laboratory as proposed in the draft 2006 Site-
Wide Environmental Impact Statement.  The proposed Expanded Operations will 
increase nuclear weapons design and research activity, which will result in increased 
hazardous waste,  emissions of dangerous radionuclides into the air, and pollution 
to ground and surface waters.  Expanded Operations at LANL, including increased 
plutonium pit production, is a waste of taxpayer dollars, undermines nonproliferation 
treaties, and is hazardous to human health and the environment.
INCREASED PIT PRODUCTION IS A WASTE OF TAXPAYER DOLLARS
Pit production at LANL is currently estimated to cost 2.7 billion (for current production 
of 20 pits per year) by 2011.  This does not include costs for decontamination and 
cleanup, which would likely be signifi cant.  Moreover, at a time when federal defi cits 
are increasing, these resources would be better spent elsewhere.  For over nine 
years, the U.S. nuclear stockpile continues to be certifi ed as safe and reliable without 
the addition of signifi cant numbers of new pits.  The DOE’s own documents state 

314-1

314-2
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 In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program (described in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination resulting from past practices.  
LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action to mitigate such 
contamination in groundwater and surface waters, in accordance with 
applicable regulations and agreements.

 NNSA intends to continue safely managing waste and conducting 
environmental restoration activities at LANL as it carries out its missions.  
Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding groundwater and surface water contamination and 
groundwater monitoring.  Refer also to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this 
CRD for more information regarding environmental remediation.

314-5 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increasing pit production.  
The United States is not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons.  Pit production, which ensures a safe and reliable 
nuclear stockpile, does not violate treaty commitments.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

314-6 Reference to a modern pit facility in the Draft LANL SWEIS was 
in the context of ensuring that the cumulative impacts of reasonably 
foreseeable future actions were addressed in accordance with the Council 
on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations.  The LANL SWEIS 
alternatives address operational levels for the next 5 years and limit the 
level of pit production to up to 80 pits per year (under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative).  In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent 
to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement – Complex 2030 
(now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS])
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) to assess the environmental impacts of the continued 
transformation of the nuclear weapons complex (71 FR 61731).  In 
addition to this announcement, NNSA announced cancellation of the 
previously planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern Pit 
Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2).  Therefore, the Final LANL SWEIS does 
not include a modern pit facility in the cumulative analyses presented in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.13.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, and Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear 
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor No. 314 (cont’d):  Jodi Dart, Program Director, 
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

that “measurements to date have not shown any signifi cant degradation of pits over 
approximately 40 years*.”  Despite NNSA’s previous claim that the U.S. could lose 
half its nuclear stockpile overnight due to potential aging effects, the agency now 
admits that age-induced effects impacting safety, reliability, and performance have 
never been observed in pits up to 42 years old.  Excluding warheads scheduled for 
retirement, the average age of pits in the deployed stockpile is 23 years.  
PIT PRODUCTION IS HAZARDOUS TO HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
Because the manufacture of plutonium pits produces extremely hazardous and 
diffi cult to contain wastes, it is a great risk to health and the environment.  The 
NNSA should carefully examine the risks to the workers who build and then work in 
the plant, the risks to the environment and communities around the site and those 
downwind and downstream.  Plutonium pit production is inherently dangerous to 
workers.  If inhaled, infi nitesimal specks of plutonium dust can cause lung cancer.  
Moreover, it is known that plutonium can self-combust and in fact, NNSA has claimed 
that “the potential for fi re initiation cannot be totally eliminated.”  However, the 
plutonium pit facility at LANL has operated for eight years without updated, approved 
safety protocols and workers have been repeatedly contaminated.
DOE has constantly struggled with cleanup obligations, including cleanup of the 
former pit production site at Rocky Flats.  The Rocky Flats Plant had a horrible 
environmental record, replete with accidents that only by luck did not severely 
contaminate Denver.  Given the massive contamination at Rocky Flats from past 
pit production, the SWEIS should discuss the environmental and health impacts at 
Rocky Flats and other plutonium fabrication sites around the world as the baseline.  
There is current evidence of ground water contamination at Los Alamos with more 
expected in the years and decades to come.
INCREASED PIT PRODUCTION UNDERMINES NONPROLIFERATION
The Department of Energy plans to increase plutonium pit production at Los Alamos.  
ANA does not support these modifi cations to the current operations of LANL.  The 
plan to increase pit production provides clear evidence that the U.S. intends to 
retain the ability to produce and maintain a large scale nuclear arsenal, in violation 
of its commitment to disarm under Article VI of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  
Increased pit production and other U.S. nuclear weapons programs could prompt a 
global arms race, the cost of which could be incalculable.
Also, included in the draft SWEIS, the Department of Energy made sixty references 
to a Modern Pit Facility, which would have the capability of producing 450 plutonium 
pits annually.  The members of ANA are worried that DOE has deceptive plans 
to move forward with a Modern Pit Facility at LANL without fi rst completing an 

314-2
cont’d
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Commentor No. 314 (cont’d):  Jodi Dart, Program Director, 
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Environmental Impact Statement and analysis.  We urge that the fi nal SWEIS not 
include any reference to a Modern Pit Facility at LANL.  
Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments.  Please enter them 
into the offi cial record.

Sincerely,
Jodi Dart
Program Director
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
*Source:  2003 DOE Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Modern 
Pit Facility 
Jodi Dart
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
322 4th Street, NE
Washington, DC  20002
Phone:  XXX-XXX-XXXX
Fax:     XXX-XXX-XXXX
E-Mail:  jdartana@earthlink.net

314-6
cont’d
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Commentor No. 315:   Erich Kuerschner

From: Erich Kuerschner [mailto:erichwwk@laplaza.org] 
Sent: Saturday, September 30, 2006 11:36 PM 
To: LANL_SWEIS 
Cc: senator_bingaman@bingamen.senate.gov; Steven Clemons; Greg Mello 
Subject: LANL Draft SWEIS 

Dear Ms Elizabeth Withers, and Interested Parties: 
Please Accept my comments re the LANL Draft SWEIS. I look forward to seeing 
the concerns addressed in the fi nal EIS, and hope they help to avoid a repeat of 
unintended consequences as experienced in the Iraq War.  There is much more at 
stake in the area of resource allocation than the issues of an experienced nuclear 
weapons work force and personal income. 
Respectfully,  Erich 
Erich Kuerschner            erichwwk@laplaza.org 
Public Policy Economist     PO Box 2221, Taos, NM 87571 
voice: XXX.XXX-XXXX  cell: XXX.XXX-XXXX 
http://laplaza.org/~erichwwk/erich_page.htm 
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Commentor No. 315 (cont’d):  Erich Kuerschner
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315-1 The purpose of this SWEIS is to evaluate impacts on the environment 
from the continued operation of LANL; cost and contractual issues are 
not part of the scope of the SWEIS.  NNSA, however, may perform 
cost analyses separate from the development of this SWEIS to help 
make decisions about future stockpile stewardship activities or specific 
projects.  As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of the SWEIS, cost 
estimate information, schedule, safeguards and security concerns and 
programmatic considerations of impacts are all considered in addition to 
the environmental impact information in the selection of the Preferred 
Alternative.

 Results of the plutonium pit lifetime studies are addressed in Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD.  
Although the studies show that degradation of plutonium in the majority 
of nuclear weapons would not impact weapon reliability for a minimum of 
85 years, the analyses in this SWEIS are still valid.  The SWEIS analyses 
provide a bounding impact of annually producing up to 80 pits, which is 
the same level of production analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS.  NNSA can 
decide to operate at a lower production rate, but this analysis provides 
NNSA flexibility in meeting its stockpile stewardship mission based on 
changing geopolitical conditions.  As stated in Section 2.4, Modernization 
of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD, the Reliable Replacement 
Warhead is not considered a new weapon and its production, if authorized 
by the Congress, would not violate the terms of any international treaties 
of which the United States is a signatory.

Commentor No. 315 (cont’d):  Erich Kuerschner

315-1

315-1
cont’d

315-1
cont’d



Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-700

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

Commentor No. 315 (cont’d):  Erich Kuerschner

315-1
cont’d
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315-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s request to be able to ask questions of 
consultants and to have additional meetings.  Whereas it is impractical 
to have all of the analysts involved in the preparation of the SWEIS 
available at each public hearing, LANL staff knowledgeable about 
each of the proposed projects and selected topics (pit production and 
groundwater resources) were available for a half hour before the hearings, 
during breaks, and as time allowed, after the hearings.  Beyond holding 
three public hearings, other means of providing comment on the Draft 
SWEIS were available.  See additional discussion in Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD.

315-3 Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1, of the SWEIS has been modified to include 
additional information on the projected socioeconomic impacts for each of 
the proposed alternatives.  Chapter 4, Section 4.8.1 has been modified to 
include updated information on the regional economy.

Commentor No. 315 (cont’d):  Erich Kuerschner

315-3
cont’d

315-2

315-3
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316-1 NNSA does not believe that a new Draft SWEIS is required.  NNSA 
intends to prepare a Mitigation Action Plan for this SWEIS.  Any 
mitigation measures, monitoring or other conditions adopted as part of 
NNSA’s decision will be summarized in the Record of Decision.

Commentor No. 316:  Governor  J. Michael Chavarria, 
 Santa Clara Indian Pueblo

316-1
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Commentor No. 316 (cont’d):  Governor J. Michael Chavarria, 
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316-2 NNSA prepared the SWEIS in accordance with 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, and held a scoping meeting in 
January 2005.  Consistent with some of the comments received during 
the scoping period, NNSA decided to prepare a new SWEIS instead of 
the originally planned supplement.  NNSA believes that the scoping 
comments apply equally to a supplement to the 1999 SWEIS or to a new 
SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Process, of this CRD for more information.  

 NNSA has addressed its responsibilities related to protecting tribal trust 
resources.  Chapter 4 addresses cultural resources present at LANL, 
including traditional cultural properties, and Chapter 5 and Appendices G, 
H, I, and J discuss impacts to these resources for the specific actions 
proposed under each of the SWEIS alternatives.

316-3 At the beginning of the comment period, NNSA made the references 
available in three DOE Public Reading Rooms located in Los Alamos, 
Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  As with other elements of this public 
comment period, this was consistent with past practices for other LANL 
NEPA documents.  The referenced Data Call Materials were among the 
references available in the reading rooms.  Refer to Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more 
information about the public review and comment process.

Commentor No. 316 (cont’d):  Governor J. Michael Chavarria, 
Santa Clara Indian Pueblo

316-2

316-3
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316-4 NNSA has not separated the Expanded Operations Alternative into two 
distinct alternatives as recommended by the commentor.  Chapter 5 and 
the sections of Chapter 3 and the Summary that summarize impacts clearly 
identify the impacts of specific projects evaluated under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative by resource area.  Furthermore, each of the projects 
proposed under the Expanded Operations Alternative is evaluated in a 
project-specific analysis in an appendix, where details related to each 
of these projects may be reviewed.  In addition, each of the project-
specific analyses is summarized in Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Summary, 
Section S.9.  The SWEIS has been revised, however, to clearly distinguish 
impacts related to increased pit production and environmental restoration 
activities for those resource areas where there is a discernable difference in 
impacts.  The SWEIS also notes in numerous places that NNSA intends to 
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implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless 
of decisions it makes on other actions analyzed in the SWEIS.

316-5 NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be 
optional, and is not linking Consent Order compliance with decisions 
about pit production; proposed new projects or activities; increased 
operational levels; or waste generated from other LANL activities.  
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the SWEIS defines the three alternatives and 
explains why activities to comply with the Consent Order are included 
only in the Expanded Operations Alternative.  Section 1.4 states that 
NNSA could choose to implement the alternatives either in whole or in 
part, and that NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply 
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities 
analyzed in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this 
CRD for more information.

 Impacts resulting from activities related to implementing the Consent 
Order are evaluated in Chapter 5 and Appendix I, and summarized 
in Chapter 3, Table 3–19 and the Summary.  The SWEIS has been 
revised to distinguish potential impacts associated with Consent Order 
implementation from other potential impacts of the Expanded Operations 
Alternative.

316-6 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 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]) 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (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 
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planned Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern Pit Facility 
(DOE/EIS-236-S2).  Therefore, the Final LANL SWEIS does not include 
reference to a modern pit facility.

316-7 The statement “NNSA expects few high and adverse impacts from the 
continued operation of LANL under any of the alternatives, and, to the 
extent that any impacts may be high and adverse…” has been changed 
as follows to more accurately reflect the findings of the impacts analysis.  
“NNSA expects no high and adverse impacts from the continued operation 
of LANL under any of the alternatives.”

 Additional analysis of the population dose under the possible alternatives 
was conducted to determine the dose that would be received by different 
populations surrounding LANL including minorities, low-income, 
Hispanic, and American Indian populations.  This analysis confirmed that 
the white (non-Hispanic) population would receive the highest collective 
dose and average individual dose under all alternatives.  Additional 
information has been introduced in Section 5.11 of this SWEIS.

 The SWEIS does project higher radiation doses for individuals subsisting 
on the special pathways evaluated compared to doses for the general 
public.  For an individual who participated in all three scenarios under 
the specific receptors analysis shown in Appendix C, Section C.1.4.2, 
the annual dose would be between 4.5 and 10.7 millirem higher per year 
compared to DOE’s standard of a maximum dose of 100 millirem per year 
to an offsite individual from all sources; this corresponds to an annual 
increased probability of inducing a fatal cancer from approximately one in 
370,000 to 1 in 156,000.  By comparison, the average resident of northern 
New Mexico receives a dose of approximately 400 millirem per year 
from natural background radiation sources.  Therefore, for an individual 
subsisting on all three scenarios under the specific receptors analysis, the 
average annual dose would increase by about 1.1 to 2.7 percent due to 
these special pathways.

 Most of the radiological risk to persons living in the vicinity of LANL is 
due to existing contamination and natural sources of radiation as discussed 
in Appendix C, Section C.1.1.3.  The largest radiation contributors 
for persons living near Los Alamos include cosmic radiation; external 
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terrestrial radiation from natural uranium, thorium, and potassium in the 
soil; and internal radiation (radiation from radioactive materials retained 
in the body, with the biggest contributor being radon gas).  Chapter 5, 
Section 5.6.1, has been expanded to include additional information on 
radiation doses that could be received by those individuals subsisting off 
locally grown plants and vegetables and wildlife.  In addition, Section 5.11 
has been revised to provide more information regarding the environmental 
justice analysis completed in support of the LANL SWEIS.

316-8 The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry Public Health Assessment of LANL in any specific 
way for its conclusions.  It is appropriate, however, for the SWEIS to 
acknowledge the conclusions of the LANL Public Health Assessment 
because it is a relevant Federal agency study.  The Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry is the Federal agency responsible (under 
the 1986 amendments to the Superfund law) for conducting public health 
assessments at each site on the EPA National Priorities List.  The Public 
Health Assessment was finalized and published on August 31, 2006; the 
reference in the SWEIS has been updated.  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.  The Public Health 
Assessment states that Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
conducted its evaluations in accordance with guidance provided in the 
Public Health Assessment Guidance Manual, which is available to the 
public at www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/PHAManual/index.html.
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316-9 The Los Alamos Site Office Manager and the NNSA SWEIS Document 
Manager met with the Pueblo representative several times during the 
preparation of the SWEIS.  Discussions included various issues addressed 
in the SWEIS.  Text has been added to Chapter 6, Section 6.5 of the 
SWEIS, to update the description of Tribal Consultations.

 The special pathway components that were included in the calculation 
of exposures to contaminants in the environment were comparable to 
those analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS.  Those pathway components had 
been selected after discussions with Pueblo members and consideration 
of a range of other possible exposure circumstances.  The current 
SWEIS dose and risk calculations, presented in Appendix C, assumed 
consumption of game animals, including consumption of some nongame 
fish, native vegetation (pinyon nuts and Indian tea [cota]), surface water, 
and incidental ingestion of soil and sediments in surface water and from 
swallowing inhaled dust.  These pathways are in addition to the meat, 
milk, produce, water and sediment consumption reflected in the “offsite 
resident” pathway assumption.  These products have been monitored 
regularly by the LANL environmental surveillance program.  Except for 
purslane (in 2005), no data were found for other wild plants and animal 
products identified as being important to the Pueblo’s traditional practices.

 If foodstuffs or other exposure pathways important to the Pueblos are 
not being monitored, the Pueblos should identify the specific foods 
and practices to DOE so their concerns can be addressed by the LANL 
environmental surveillance program and future analyses.  Information 
needed to adequately consider the exposure potential would include the 
specific natural materials (plants or animal parts used), where the materials 
are obtained, how they are used (eaten raw, smoked, stewed, dried), the 
amounts used, the number or fraction of Pueblo people who use them, and 
the approximate frequency of use (daily, weekly, monthly).

 There are many possible routes by which people may be exposed to 
contaminants in their environment.  Certain individuals may consume 
foods or engage in activities that are specific to their culture on a regular 
(daily or weekly) basis, and most members of the population may 
occasionally consume those foods and engage in those activities.  On 
average, however, all people in a population will consume a predictable 
quantity of water and basic foodstuffs every year.  For that reason, it 
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is widely accepted within the scientific and regulatory community that 
ingestion of water and foodstuffs is, in general, the most significant route 
of exposure to contaminants in the terrestrial environment.  To estimate 
that exposure to individuals subsisting on a special pathways diet, the 
SWEIS analysis assumes that all foodstuffs are locally grown and that 
drinking water comes from local wells.  Furthermore, additional exposure 
to these individuals is assumed to occur through: a) occasional ingestion of 
surface water, soil and sediment from more contaminated LANL locations; 
and b) occasional consumption of certain wild foods that have higher 
levels of contaminants than most locally-grown meats and vegetables.  
As an added measure of conservatism, only positive (greater than zero) 
environmental sample results were used to estimate the 95 percent upper 
confidence level contaminant concentration values from which ingestion 
pathway exposures were calculated.  By using only the positive values, the 
exposure estimates presented in the SWEIS are likely to be significantly 
larger than the actual exposures received by the great majority of Pueblo 
members.

 Nonradioactive contaminants are addressed in the SWEIS analysis as it 
applies to Pueblo members.  As detailed in Appendix C of the SWEIS, the 
ingestion pathway analysis includes three sets of exposure components: 
the Offsite Resident set, the Recreational User set, and the Special 
Pathways set.  All three sets of pathway components apply to Pueblo 
members.  Therefore, the cancer risk or health hazard to a Pueblo member 
is the sum of the risk or hazard index values from all three sets of exposure 
components, insofar as they apply to that individual.  The cancer risks and 
hazard indices associated with intake by an Offsite Resident of nitrate, 
perchlorate, high explosives, and organics in groundwater and sediment 
are presented in Appendix C, Tables C–42 and C–45, of the SWEIS.  The 
cancer risks and hazard indices associated with intake by a Recreational 
User of nitrate, perchlorate, high explosives, and organics in surface water 
and sediment are presented in Tables C–43 and C–44 of the SWEIS.  The 
cancer risks and hazard indices to the Special Pathways Receptor from the 
ingestion as nonradioactive contaminants in fish are presented in Table C–
50.

316-10 Emissions as they relate directly to the Santa Clara Pueblo were not 
specifically addressed in the SWEIS.  The SWEIS addresses emissions 
for each of the alternatives and the potential health effects related 
to these emissions. Current air sampling programs at LANL include 
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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, of the SWEIS.  
The Clean Air Act, Title V, operating permit includes requirements 
for monitoring emissions from sources at LANL and recordkeeping 
concerning those sources.  Although toxic and radioactive air emissions 
can potentially have detrimental impacts, the past emission levels 
analyzed and those projected for LANL would not be expected to cause 
unacceptable impacts on human health or the environment, as shown in 
Chapter 4, Sections 4.6.1.3, 5.4.1.1, and Chapter 5, Section 5.6.2.

 Text has been added to the Summary and Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1.3, 
discussing the potential increase in emissions from increases in commuter 
traffic to LANL.  Increased employment under the Expanded Operations 
Alternative could result in increases in LANL commuter vehicle emissions 
from additional employee vehicles commuting from Santa Fe and Rio 
Arriba County and other locations.  Employment levels and commuter 
traffic levels (see Chapter 5, Section 5.10) are not projected to increase 
under the No Action and Reduced Operations Alternatives based on the 
activities analyzed in the SWEIS.  Although the cumulative impacts 
analysis in the Draft SWEIS considered employment from a modern pit 
facility, those numbers have been removed because NNSA has announced 
cancellation of the previous proposal to build a modern pit facility.  (See 
the response to Comment no. 316-5 above.)  The increase in employee 
vehicles and the state-projected increase in other vehicles resulting 
from the increase in LANL employment would be expected to result in 
increases in vehicle emissions along NM 30 and other routes used to 
access the site.  An analysis of operations and construction traffic indicates 
that there would be a five percent increase in traffic levels on NM 30 
from increased employment at LANL during the 5-year time period (2007 
through 2011) under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  During this 
same time period, there would be a projected increase of six percent on 
NM 502 from operations and construction traffic and shipments from 
LANL.  Similar increases in accidents (see Chapter 4, Section 4.10.2 
for existing accident rates by county) and air pollutant emissions along 
these routes would be expected.  Appendix C of the SWEIS examines 
the potential health impacts to persons whose traditional living habits 
and diets could cause greater exposures to environmental contaminants 
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than would be experienced by the hypothetical offsite resident whose diet 
would not consist of home-grown foods.  Please refer to the response to 
Comment no. 316-8 for a discussion of how sediments and soils were 
analyzed to develop the dose to the Special Pathways receptor.

316-11 It is well documented that the Cerro Grande fire increased the surface 
water flows and migration of contaminants off the site.  However, the 
effect on human exposure from those contaminants through the ingestion 
pathway appears, thus far, to be minimal.  The radionuclide concentrations 
in foodstuff samples from the post-Cerro Grande fire period are not 
notably different from the results reported before the fire.  As noted in 
Appendix C, Section C.1, the calculated radiation doses for 12 of the 
17 ingestion pathway components (including fish and elk) actually 
decreased slightly from the values reported in the 1999 SWEIS due to the 
lower average radionuclide concentrations in 2001-2005 environmental 
media samples.  Please see the response to Comment no. 316-8 for a 
discussion of the products used in the Special Pathways receptor analysis.

 The ingestion pathway analysis made use of several conservative 
assumptions to ensure that the impacts of environmental contaminants 
were not underestimated.  The 95 percent upper confidence level 
contaminant concentration values used to calculate ingestion pathway 
exposures were developed using only positive (greater than zero) 
environmental sample results.  By using only the positive values, the 
exposure estimates presented in the SWEIS are significantly higher than 
the actual exposures likely to be received by most Pueblo members.  In 
addition, the assumed intake of food, water, soil and sediment represent 
exposures to a person who lives full-time in a location with the highest 
soil and sediment contamination and eats only foods with the highest 
calculated concentrations of each contaminant.  As shown in Appendix C, 
no adverse health impacts are expected even using these unrealistically 
high hypothetical exposure assumptions.  An occasional visitor to 
such a maximum exposure location or a person who consumes those 
particular foods only on special occasions would necessarily have a 
lower contaminant intake and health risk than the hypothetical person 
represented by the analysis.

316-12 NNSA operates a monitoring program (described in Section 4.3.1.5) to 
detect contamination that has resulted from past practices.  LANL staff 
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evaluates and takes corrective action for occurrences of contamination in 
groundwater and surface waters, in accordance with applicable regulations 
and agreements.  Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for a 
discussion of contaminant detection and monitoring wells.

316-13 LANL does not have access to over 6,000 acre-feet of water per year for 
its sole use.  On the contrary, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.3, of the SWEIS 
explains that NNSA completed the transfer of ownership and operation of 
the Los Alamos County water production system to Los Alamos County on 
September 5, 2001.  NNSA also transferred 70 percent of its water rights 
(3,879 acre-feet or 1,264 million gallons [4,785 million liters] annually) 
for LANL to Los Alamos County at that time and leases the remaining 
30 percent to the County.  LANL is now a County water customer, and 
NNSA is billed and pays for the water it uses in accordance with a water 
service contract.  While this contract does not specify a supply limit 
to LANL, the water rights owned by NNSA and leased to Los Alamos 
County (that is 1,662 acre-feet or 542 million gallons [2,050 million liters] 
per year) is a good target ceiling under which LANL should remain for the 
purposes of gauging water use management efforts.

 NNSA has updated its utility demand projections as presented in the 
SWEIS.  As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3, under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative, LANL operational demands combined with 
the larger and growing demands of other Los Alamos County users 
could require up to 97 percent (rather than 101 percent projected in the 
Draft SWEIS) of the currently available water rights.  Even so, LANL’s 
projected water demands under the Expanded Operations Alternative 
would remain within LANL’s water use target ceiling of 542 million 
gallons (2,052 million liters) per year.

 NNSA continues to work with Los Alamos County in implementing 
measures to conserve water and in planning for future water demands.  
NNSA has attempted to document current water supply conditions 
while characterizing planning efforts and proposals related to the 
future availability of water as they are currently known.  Accordingly, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.3, of the SWEIS has been revised to explain 
that the conversion of the Bureau of Reclamation water contracts into 
permanent repayment contracts was completed in September 2006 and 
that this development was necessary in order to enable Los Alamos 
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County to move forward with efforts to access San Juan-Chama project 
water, consistent with statements by Los Alamos County officials.  This 
contract conversion was evaluated and approved under an environmental 
assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) issued 
by the U.S Bureau of Reclamation in May 2006.  Further, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.8.2.3 of the Final SWEIS summarizes the options that the 
County is considering for physical diversion of San Juan-Chama project 
water, including possible direct use by LANL, as documented in the 
County’s Long-Range Water Supply Plan, completed in August 2006.

 Any detailed treatment of the merits, associated impacts, and costs of the 
options under consideration by Los Alamos County to directly access 
and use San Juan-Chama project water is speculative at this time and 
are outside the scope of the SWEIS.  Appropriate environmental impact 
documentation would be prepared by Los Alamos County in order to 
analyze the options carried forward to access San Juan-Chama project 
water.  Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.1 of the SWEIS notes that the earliest 
that San Juan-Chama project water might be available is 2010.  Any 
environmental impacts identified through the course of impacts analysis 
performed by Los Alamos County would be considered in subsequent 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance documentation 
prepared by NNSA.  Although circumstances could arise which 
might necessitate that San Juan-Chama water rights be used to offset 
groundwater pumping rather than physical diversion of San Juan-Chama 
water, which is evaluated in the County’s Long-Range Water Supply 
Plan, this too is speculative at this time.  Any such offset scenario would 
be subject to the approval of the Office of the State Engineer to ensure 
that senior water rights are fulfilled.  NNSA understands that proposed 
expansion of LANL and its future operations will be bound by the 
availability of water, just as the growth of the greater Los Alamos area will 
be.  Refer to Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information on 
LANL’s water use, available water rights, and water supply planning.

316-14 Large amounts of low-level radioactive waste and transuranic waste 
would be generated if the Expanded Operations Alternative were fully 
implemented.  The estimated waste volumes are conservatively estimated 
to bound potential impacts.  As the commentor notes, NNSA states in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.13, that offsite disposal of low-level radioactive waste 
could be required, and that transuranic waste volumes could exceed the 
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amounts identified for LANL as referenced in the WIPP Disposal Phase 
Final Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S2) (DOE 1997b).  However, 
much of the transuranic and low-level radioactive waste projected for the 
Expanded Operations Alternative is attributable to remediation actions; the 
actual amount generated will depend on future regulatory decisions by the 
New Mexico Environment Department, and may be substantially smaller 
than projected.  NNSA will factor these potential impacts into its decisions 
regarding the implementation of options identified in the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this 
CRD for more information.

316-15 Some contamination of ground and surface waters has occurred due to 
past LANL operations.  As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, NNSA is 
conducting an environmental restoration program to address the remaining 
potential release sites at LANL including material disposal areas, firing 
sites, outfalls, and others.  With respect to material disposal areas, the 
SWEIS addresses two broad options for remediation: capping in place and 
removal.  Capping would enhance the current configuration of the material 
disposal areas, providing greater environmental protection over the long 
term.  Removal would completely remove the waste.  As suggested by 
the commentor, each option would have environmental impacts as well 
as benefits (see Appendix I).  For example, Appendix I, Section I.5.10, 
addresses possible impacts from transporting wastes from environmental 
restoration to offsite treatment and disposal facilities.  Transuranic waste 
would not be transported through the Santa Clara Pueblo, and low-level 
radioactive waste would be transported through the Santa Clara Pueblo 
only if a decision is made to dispose of the waste in a commercial facility.  
These and other considerations would need to be weighed by NNSA 
and the State of New Mexico when making environmental remediation 
decisions consistent with established regulatory processes.  Mitigation 
measures for impacts identified in the SWEIS are addressed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.14, of the SWEIS.

316-16 An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007.  
Seismic activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and 
in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a).  The estimated 
human health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL, 
including earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and 
Appendix D, Section D.4.  These sections also include a discussion of the 
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significance of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007 
seismic hazard analysis report.

 The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report 
has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL is 
greater than previously understood.  The relevance of the seismic hazard 
to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation 
to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing 
facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA 
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses 
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that 
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).

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

316-17 Impacts associated with waste transportation and potential wildfires 
affecting the transuranic waste management domes are presented in 
Chapter 5, Sections 5.10 and 5.12, of the SWEIS, respectively.  In a 
cleanup scenario with the maximum amount of transportation involved, 
all transportation over a 10-year period would be expected to result in 
less than 1 latent cancer fatality in the population and 3 traffic fatalities.  
NNSA recognizes that a wildfire accident affecting the transuranic waste 
management domes is one of the largest risks associated with operations.  
Efforts are underway to reduce the amount of transuranic waste in the 
domes by shipping it to WIPP for disposal.  As noted in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6, in 2000, the Cerro Grande Fire burned to within 0.75 miles 
(1.2 kilometers) of the domes, but none were burned.  Since that time, fuel 
reduction has been conducted by removing vegetation surrounding TA-54 
and combustible materials in the domes, further reducing the likelihood of 
wildfire affecting the domes.

316-18 NNSA notes the commentor’s statement that the threat of terrorism 
is increased by an expansion of pit production.  There is no reason to 
believe that a change in the level of pit production would make LANL 
more or less likely to be the target of terrorists.  DOE gives high priority 
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to the safety and security of all of its facilities.  Security and potential 
acts of terrorism are integral considerations in the designs and operating 
procedures for new and existing DOE facilities.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6, 
has been revised to include additional discussion of the measures taken to 
protect assets at LANL from terrorist activities.  As discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.12.6, the impacts of terrorist action have been considered in a 
separate, classified appendix to the SWEIS.

316-19 NNSA notes the Pueblo’s potential involvement in the event of a 
situation that would lead to evacuations at LANL.  As noted in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6.4, LANL staff maintains an Emergency Operations Center to 
respond to virtually any type of emergency.  Through the communications 
and response apparatus established for the operation of the Center, NNSA 
and the LANL contractor would coordinate response actions to any 
emergencies, including any necessary evacuation.

316-20 NNSA does not agree that the existing process for consultation need be 
revised before issuance of a Final SWEIS and Record of Decision.  In 
2006, NNSA signed a restatement of the accords with the Santa Clara 
Pueblo that recognizes the Pueblo as a sovereign entity that can interact 
with the Los Alamos Site Office on a government-to-government basis.  
The Los Alamos Site Office has also signed the LANL Pueblo Cooperative 
Agreements which provide a procedural framework for consultation, as 
well as committing to provide information and input in long-term planning 
and decisionmaking.  In addition, the LANL contractor has prepared A 
Plan for the Management of the Cultural Heritage at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, New Mexico in which specific aspects of the consultation 
process are spelled out.  NNSA is committed to continuing to interface 
with the Pueblo in accordance with these agreements and plan.  When 
a project is proposed at LANL, archaeological records are searched to 
determine if any cultural resource sites are known to exist at the project 
area.  If archaeological records do not exist for the project area, LANL 
personnel conduct the necessary surveys prior to any work taking 
place.  If it is determined that traditional cultural properties are present, 
consultations called for under the appropriate accord and management 
plan will be undertaken.  In addition, as required by Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, DOE consults with state or Tribal 
historic preservation officers, or both, if a proposed action has the potential 
to affect a historic property.
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 With regard to noise there would be a 20 percent reduction in explosives 
testing under the Reduced Operations Alternative while under the 
Expanded Operations Alternative there would be no change from current 
levels (see SWEIS Section 3.1.3.7, Table 3–9).  The Los Alamos Site 
Office will consider measures that better coordinate the scheduling of 
explosives testing in order to resolve any adverse effects of noise on 
traditional practices such as ceremonial dances at the Santa Clara Pueblo.

316-21 NNSA does not agree that the SWEIS fails to meet the provisions of 
Executive Order 12898.  NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic 
capabilities now available, commentors would like the references to 
be available on the Internet.  For security reasons, NNSA exercises 
caution when making decisions about posting documents on its website.  
Consistent with established practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL 
SWEIS and the reference material available for public review in DOE 
Public Reading Rooms in the general vicinity of LANL.  Those reading 
rooms are located in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  Refer to 
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for additional information.  

 With respect to information specific to understanding assumptions used 
in the calculation of potential doses to offsite populations, Appendix C 
of the SWEIS was revised to include additional information to assist the 
reader in understanding the assumptions used in running the CAP88 model 
for the SWEIS.  The Clean Air Act Assessment Package-1988 (CAP88) 
Model was developed by the EPA and is widely used for dose calculations 
throughout the government.  Additional information regarding this model 
is available from the EPA at www.epa.gov/radiation/assessment/CAP88/
index.html.

316-22 NNSA disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that deficiencies in the 
NEPA process and environmental justice review preclude meaningful 
analysis of the SWEIS.  NNSA prepared the SWEIS in accordance with 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 
to 1508) and DOE implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  In 
implementing the NEPA process, NNSA provided reasonable opportunities 
for public input into preparation of the LANL SWEIS.  For example, 
NNSA extended the comment period for responding to the Draft SWEIS 
by 15 days, and provided a number of other ways to comment on the 
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Draft SWEIS for persons unable to attend public hearings.  As addressed 
in the response to Comment no. 316-20, consistent with existing practice, 
NNSA made the Draft SWEIS and reference material available for public 
review in DOE reading rooms in the general vicinity of LANL.  The 
length of the SWEIS is consistent with its scope, while an effort has been 
made to present technical information in an understandable way.  Thus, 
a revised Draft SWEIS is not required.  Refer to Sections 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, and 2.11, Environmental 
Justice, of the CRD for more information.  

 NNSA appreciates the input of the Santa Clara Pueblo for its involvement 
in the SWEIS preparation process and for the government-to-government 
relationship enjoyed by NNSA and the Pueblo.  Pueblo issues and 
concerns were considered in the process of developing the SWEIS 
analysis; however, the NEPA process, and in particular the SWEIS 
preparation effort, is not necessarily the appropriate venue for addressing 
all Pueblo issues and concerns.  NNSA pledges to continue to work 
through the government-to-government relationship process to address 
Pueblo issues and concerns.

316-23 The Final LANL SWEIS projects no disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts to any low-income or minority groups, including the people of 
Santa Clara Pueblo.  NNSA does intend to implement mitigation measures 
to reduce the potential for impacts to the environment and the public near 
LANL.  Any mitigation measures, monitoring or other conditions adapted 
as part of NNSA’s decision will be summarized in the Record of Decision.  
Mitigation measures for LANL operations will be detailed in the LANL 
SWEIS Mitigation Action Plan.  The Mitigation Action Plan is a “living 
document” that may be changed as the need to do so is identified and is 
a legally binding commitment by NNSA.  The Mitigation Action Plan is 
a separate document from the Record of Decision, however.  Under DOE 
Order 1230.2, “American Indian Tribal Government Policy,” as amended 
by DOE Notice 144.1, NNSA recognizes the government-to-government 
consultation process, and it is hoped that through this consultation process 
a mutually satisfactory relationship can be reached between the needs of 
the Pueblo of Santa Clara and NNSA’s need for operating LANL to meet 
its Congressionally assigned mission requirements.
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317-1 Comments noted.  Responses to these comments are encompassed by the 
responses to the more detailed comments on the following pages.

Commentor No. 317:   Joni Arends, Executive Director, 
 Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, 

 Sheri Kotowski,  Embudo Valley Environmental Monitoring Group
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317-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the review and comment 
period, the SWEIS references, and other aspects of the NEPA process.  
Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, 
of this CRD for general information about these issues.  Responses to 
specific comments are provided below.
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317-3 A general response to the concerns expressed in this paragraph is provided 
in Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD.  NNSA notes the commentor’s demand that the current draft LANL 
SWEIS be withdrawn, but NNSA does not believe this action is necessary.  
Specific responses to the bulleted justifications following this paragraph 
are provided below.

317-4 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 Clean Air Act, Title V, operating permit 
includes requirements for monitoring emissions from sources at LANL 
and keeping records concerning those sources.  Although toxic and 
radioactive air emissions can potentially have detrimental impacts, past 
and projected LANL emissions levels would not be expected to cause 
unacceptable impacts on human health or the environment, as shown 
in Section 4.6.1.3 and Chapter 5, Sections 5.4.1.1 and 5.6.2.  NNSA 
revised Chapter 6, Section 6.4, to reflect that the open burning permits 
were withdrawn and associated activities ceased.  Refer to Section 2.10, 
Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test 
(DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for more information on high explosives 
and depleted uranium activities.

317-5 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 Section 2.2.6 and Appendix I of the SWEIS, and in Section 2.9, 
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental 
Restoration Activities, of this CRD.  Also 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 explosive testing and depleted uranium use, as well 
as LANL’s monitoring program.  Monitoring of the environment in and 
around LANL generally includes air, water, soil, and foodstuffs, and 
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monitoring results are reported in annual environmental surveillance 
reports.

317-6 All LANL operations, regardless of when they began, comply with 
applicable state (New Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal 
(Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act) laws and regulations and 
have valid permits, as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS.  The LANL 
contractor evaluates the results from the air sampling programs (described 
in response to Comment no. 317-4) and makes changes in the sampling 
locations and constituents as appropriate.  The Los Alamos Neutron 
Science Center (LANSCE) generates the highest amount of radionuclide 
air emissions at the site.  As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, of the 
SWEIS, if necessary, operational controls are implemented at LANSCE 
to limit the air emissions dose to the maximally exposed offsite individual 
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.

 NNSA is not aware of “radioactive, toxic and hazardous air pollutants 
[that] do not have any standards protective of human health” referenced 
to in the comment that require monitoring.  Estimated toxic air pollutant 
emissions from the use of chemicals are generally below the levels for 
which a permit for a new source is required under the New Mexico permit 
regulations for toxic air pollutant emissions (NMAC 20.2.72.400-502).  
Although toxic, hazardous, and radioactive air pollutant emissions can 
potentially have detrimental impacts, past and projected LANL emissions 
levels would not be expected to cause unacceptable impacts on human 
health or the environment (see Chapter 5, Sections 5.4.1, 5.4.2, 5.6.1, and 
5.6.2).  LANL reviews plans for new and modified projects, activities, and 
operations to identify all applicable air quality requirements, including the 
need to revise the operating permit application, to apply for construction 
permits, or to submit notifications to the New Mexico Environment 
Department.  A list of chemicals purchased for LANL operations in 2005 
that could be emitted to the air was added to Appendix B of the SWEIS.  A 
table of emission limitations in the current operating permit was added to 
Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2.1 (Table 4–18).

317-7 Evaporation was developed as a method to dispose of tritium while 
meeting the goals of LANL’s zero liquid discharge program.  This method 
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uses energy-efficient solar power to evaporate tritium.  The amount of 
tritium discharged to the evaporation basin at TA-53 in 2006 constituted 
about 1 percent of the annual tritium emission from TA-21, which is nearer 
the public than TA-53.  It should be noted that tritium releases at LANL 
make up a very small part of the projected dose to the public and are well 
within EPA limits, as shown in Chapter 4, Table 4–22, of the SWEIS.

317-8 The SWEIS discusses the electricity demand for the various alternatives in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.  Most of the demand would be met by a number 
of hydroelectric-, coal-, and natural gas-powered generators throughout 
the western United States, as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.1, of 
the SWEIS.  Part of this demand could be met by the TA-3 Co-Generation 
Complex.  The air quality impacts of operating this complex are 
considered in the bounding analysis discussed in Section 5.4.1.1.

 NNSA revised Section S.9.1 of the Summary and Chapter 5, 
Section 5.4.1.3, to discuss the potential for increased emissions due 
to increased commuter traffic to LANL.  An employment increase of 
2.2 percent per year under the Expanded Operations Alternative could 
result in similar increases in LANL commuter-specific vehicle emissions 
from additional employee vehicles commuting from Santa Fe and Rio 
Arriba County and other locations.  The actual change in overall traffic 
emissions would be much less than 2.2 percent because LANL-specific 
traffic is only a portion of the overall regional traffic volume.

317-9 LANL is not subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
permitting regulations, which put special limitations on impacts to 
Class I areas, because emissions from the LANL sources are limited 
to less than the applicability thresholds of those regulations.  The 
alternatives evaluated in the LANL SWEIS do not include construction 
of a modern pit facility.  Additionally, in October 2006, NNSA issued a 
Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship 
and Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
- Complex 2030 (now called the Complex Transformation Supplemental 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation 
SPEIS]) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (71 FR 61731).  This Notice of Intent also 
announced cancellation of NNSA’s previous proposal to build a modern 
pit facility, for which a draft supplemental EIS was issued in June 2003 
(67 FR 59577).  Discussions regarding evaluation of LANL in the 
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Complex Transformation SPEIS are included in Chapter 1 of the Final 
SWEIS.  The potential impacts of locating a new consolidated plutonium 
center or consolidated nuclear production center at LANL will be 
evaluated in the Complex Transformation SPEIS.

317-10 The estimates of operational transuranic waste generation in the SWEIS 
reflect the projections in the 1999 SWEIS, which were increased as 
necessary in this SWEIS based on actual generation rates and recent waste 
generation forecasts.  Most of the transuranic waste projected under the 
Expanded Operations Alternative would come from the assumed removal 
of transuranic waste disposed of before 1970 from LANL material 
disposal areas that are subject to the Consent Order.  Generation of this 
waste is uncertain and will depend on future regulatory decisions by the 
New Mexico Environment Department.  The original WIPP baseline 
inventory estimated 741,608 cubic feet (21,000 cubic meters) of contact-
handled transuranic waste originating from LANL (see the Waste Isolation 
Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement [DOE/EIS-0026-S2] [DOE 1997b]).  These estimates are 
updated periodically using more current projections.  The WIPP disposal 
capacity is expected to be sufficient for disposal of all retrievably stored 
transuranic waste, including LANL’s current inventory of legacy waste 
and all newly generated transuranic waste from the DOE complex over 
the next few decades.  As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.9.3, no 
credit was taken for LANL waste volume reduction techniques such as 
sorting, and it is assumed that all of the transuranic waste at LANL could 
be disposed of at WIPP.  However, there may not be sufficient space at 
WIPP for disposal of all pre-1970 waste buried across the DOE complex.  
Because future decisions about disposal of transuranic waste will be 
based on the needs of the entire DOE complex, it is not possible to be 
definitive about the disposition of waste from environmental remediation 
that may or may not be generated.  Any transuranic waste generated at 
LANL without a disposal pathway would be safely stored until disposal 
capacity is available.  The text in Section 5.9, Waste Management, was 
revised consistent with the above discussion.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste 
Management, and Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent 
Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more 
information.
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317-11 Groundwater monitoring has been performed at numerous locations 
within and around LANL for many decades.  The information presented 
in the SWEIS relies on the best data available, primarily data from the 
types of wells and screens that have high-quality results.  Some of the 
groundwater data, particularly those associated with certain multi-screen 
Hydrogeologic Workplan characterization wells constructed after 1999, 
are being reassessed due to potential residual drilling fluid effects.  The 
drilling fluid effects are quantitatively assessed in the referenced Well-
Screen Analysis Report.  For those well screens that have been impacted 
by residual drilling fluids, LANL staff has initiated a program to better 
evaluate the wells and to rehabilitate the wells that may be producing 
suspect groundwater monitoring results.  As well quality issues are 
clarified and resolved, the set of groundwater data will increase in size 
and improve in quality to support ongoing monitoring, investigations, and 
decisionmaking.  Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for 
additional information.

317-12 Neptunium, plutonium-239, plutonium-240, and strontium-90 have not 
been found in the regional aquifer.  As discussed in Section 2.5, Water 
Resources, of this CRD, it is important to distinguish between detection 
of contaminants in groundwater and the values used for analyses in the 
SWEIS.  Neptunium-237 is not present in any samples from the Los 
Alamos County water supply wells.  Plutonium-239, plutonium-240, and 
strontium-90 were detected in samples from these wells taken on only 
one or two of the numerous dates and were not repeated by follow-up 
sampling, indicating an error by the analytical laboratory which is typical 
for a small percentage of samples.  This conclusion was confirmed by 
reanalysis of numerous samples and contradictory results from field and 
laboratory duplicate samples.  Some contaminants, however, are present 
onsite at levels above applicable standards and guidelines.  Elevated levels 
are investigated to confirm the validity of the results, determine the source 
and extent of the contamination, and evaluate needed control and cleanup 
technologies.

 Hexavalent chromium has been found in the regional aquifer, but not in 
water supply wells.  LANL staff has prepared an Interim Measures Work 
Plan for Chromium Contamination in Groundwater (LANL 2006a).  
The activities to be carried out under this plan will be summarized in an 
investigation report that will provide the basis for follow-on work.  For 
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more information refer to Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, of the Final SWEIS, 
and Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD.

317-13 The water quality standards presented 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 EPA; nevertheless, they are used in the LANL 
2005 Environmental Surveillance Report and in this SWEIS to evaluate 
water quality data.  As Table 4–7 demonstrates, LANL compares its 
surface water data to a variety of legally applicable standards to identify 
contaminants and data trends that could indicate the need for corrective 
actions.

317-14 DOE (and by extension NNSA) defines low-income populations in terms 
of the Census Bureau’s statistical poverty level, which was used in the 
LANL SWEIS.  This approach is consistent with EPA’s, as discussed in 
the Agency’s “Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice 
Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analysis” (EPA 1998).  DOE’s 
definition of “low-income” has been added to the Glossary of the Final 
SWEIS.

317-15 NNSA undertook a scoping process in January and February 2005 that 
allowed any interested member of the public to submit comments in 
writing or verbally (see Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD).  In addition, in January 2005, NNSA met 
with interested Accord Pueblos to discuss the scope of the planned NEPA 
document.  NNSA notes that the referenced Executive Order 2005-56 
concerns state activities, not those of the Federal Government.

317-16 Chapter 5, Section 5.11, of the SWEIS discusses environmental justice-
related impacts on populations that depend on subsistence farming and 
fishing, including environmental justice-related cumulative impacts 
resulting from background radiation levels, weapons testing fallout, and 
previous radiological releases from LANL.  The discussion concluded that 
no populations were disproportionately impacted from LANL operations.  
Section 5.13 was revised to describe the potential for environmental 
justice-related cumulative impacts.

317-17 NNSA is aware that multiple Pueblo feast days are held by each of the 
regional Pueblos on both fixed and floating dates throughout the year.  
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The Eight Northern Pueblos and the four LANL Accord Pueblos were 
invited to a special briefing on the SWEIS hosted by Santa Clara Pueblo 
early during the comment period.  The schedule for public hearings was 
discussed with the Pueblo representatives that attended this briefing, 
including alternate means of providing both oral and written comments on 
the Draft SWEIS.  NNSA recognizes that it is not possible to hold a public 
hearing at a time and place that is convenient to every interested person, 
and so provides alternate means of submitting comments to provide 
multiple opportunities to participate in the NEPA process.  See additional 
discussion in Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Process, of this CRD.

317-18 Potential impacts to persons living year-round in the areas immediately 
surrounding LANL, including Tribal members who live nearby and use 
the area on a daily basis, were evaluated in Chapter 5, Section 5.11, and 
Appendix C of the SWEIS.  Impacts to Native Americans who visit 
the area only for ritual practices would be expected to be less than for 
those who use the area year round.  It was determined that minority 
and low-income populations did not face disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts as a result of LANL operations.  Refer to Section 2.11, 
Environmental Justice, of this CRD for additional information.

317-19 Direct contact with regional counties and Pueblos was only one of the 
methods used to collect information for analyses of cumulative impacts.  
Much of the needed information was collected from Federal, state, and 
county agencies, as well as private company plans, studies, reports, 
databases, and websites.  Local officials confirmed the information 
collected from these other sources.  Follow-up contact was made with 
counties that declined initial requests for cumulative impacts information.  
Chapter 5, Section 5.13, of the Final SWEIS was revised to reflect input 
received from all but one county.  In addition, the Santa Clara and San 
Ildefonso Pueblos declined to provide information.  Much applicable 
information for these geographic areas was collected from other agencies, 
including the Central Federal Lands Highway Division, New Mexico 
Department of Transportation, New Mexico Water Quality Control 
Commission, Public Service Company of New Mexico (PNM), U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Forest Service, 
Western Area Power Administration, as well as county websites.
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317-20 The 50-mile radius was not intended as a limit for cumulative impacts 
analysis.  Each resource area may have a different region of influence; 
for instance, cumulative impacts to cultural resources would be largely 
confined to LANL.  However, surface water resources could potentially 
have cumulative impacts far downstream on the Rio Grande.  Impacts 
from radiological air emissions are typically modeled out to 50 miles 
(80 kilometers).  If the modeling results indicate that air quality impacts 
could be significant beyond 50 miles (80 kilometers), additional analysis 
is performed.  Operational impacts are greatest within a few miles of 
the source of the air emissions.  Appendix C includes an analysis of 
the radiological dose from airborne emissions as a function of distance 
from the source.  With increasing distance from the source (LANSCE), 
the dose dropped dramatically from approximately 7.5 millirem per 
year at 0.5 miles (0.8 kilometers) to 0.035 millirem per year at 50 miles 
in the direction of the highest potential dose (north-northeast of 
LANSCE).  The large drop in radiological dose with distance was due 
primarily to dispersion of the emitted contaminants, which reduced their 
concentrations.  Additional discussion and a graphic depiction were added 
to Appendix C.  Extending the impacts analysis of air emissions from the 
most severe potential accident at LANL out to 100 miles (161 kilometers) 
would change calculated results for population doses by approximately 
3 percent.  Additional information about the potential impacts of accidents 
extending out to 100 miles was added to Appendix D (Section D.3.2).

 For Sandia National Laboratories, only air emissions would potentially 
add to the cumulative impacts from LANL.  The 2005 Sandia National 
Laboratories dose to the offsite maximally exposed individual (MEI) is 
estimated at 0.0001 millirem, and the 2005 population dose is estimated 
to be 0.00017 person-rem (SNL 2006).  The dose to the MEI under the 
Expanded Operations Alternative at LANL is estimated at 8.2 millirem, 
and the annual population dose within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL 
is estimated at 36 person-rem.  The Sandia National Laboratories MEI 
dose is 0.0012 percent of the LANL MEI dose, and the Sandia National 
Laboratories population dose is 0.00047 percent of the LANL population 
dose.  Even if the results of the 50-mile radius air emissions modeling 
for Sandia National Laboratories were superimposed on the 50-mile 
radius of impacts for LANL, the combined impacts would be very small.  
Because there would be no significant increase in cumulative impacts 
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due to activities at Sandia National Laboratories, these impacts were not 
considered in the cumulative impacts section.  However, for completeness, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.13, of the SWEIS was revised to include the rationale 
for not including Sandia National Laboratories impacts.

317-21 The discriminators listed on the Cover Sheet are the resource areas 
evaluated in the SWEIS, not individual actions or projects.  The Notice of 
Intent for the Complex Transformation SPEIS also announced cancellation 
of NNSA’s previous proposal to build a modern pit facility (71 FR 61731).  
Consequently, impacts related to a modern pit facility were deleted from 
the SWEIS.  The potential impacts of locating a new plutonium facility 
at LANL (and at other NNSA sites) are being evaluated in the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS.  Chapter 5, Section 5.13, of the SWEIS was 
updated to address cumulative impacts from a potential new plutonium 
facility evaluated in the Complex Transformation SPEIS.  Additional 
information regarding NNSA Complex Transformation planning can be 
found at www.nnsa.doe.gov.

317-22 Impacts from radiological air emissions are typically modeled out to 
50 miles (80 kilometers).  If the results of the modeling indicate that air 
quality impacts could be significant beyond 50 miles (80 kilometers), 
additional analysis is performed.  Operational impacts are greatest within a 
few miles of the source of the air emissions.  Appendix C, Section C.1.3.3, 
of the SWEIS includes an analysis of the radiological dose from airborne 
emissions as a function of distance from the source.  The dose drops 
dramatically with increasing distance from the source, as described in 
the response to Comment no. 317-20.  Extending the impacts analysis 
of air emissions from the most severe potential accident at LANL out 
to 100 miles (161 kilometers) would change the calculated results for 
population doses by only around 3 percent.  Additional information about 
the potential impacts of accidents extending out to 100 miles is included in 
Appendix D, Section D.3.2, of the SWEIS.

 For Sandia National Laboratories, only air emissions would potentially 
add to the cumulative impacts from LANL.  For additional information on 
cumulative impacts from both LANL and Sandia National Laboratories, 
please see the response to Comment no. 317-20.  Because there is no 
significant increase in cumulative impacts due to activities at Sandia 
National Laboratories, those impacts were not considered in the 
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cumulative impacts section.  However, for completeness, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.13, Cumulative Impacts, was revised to include the rationale 
for not including Sandia National Laboratories impacts.  Please refer to 
Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for additional information 
about the choice of a 50-mile radius for impacts analysis.

317-23 The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts 
from contaminants in the LANL environment.  The SWEIS does not 
rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) 
Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National Laboratory in any 
specific way for its conclusions.  However, under the 1986 amendments 
to the Superfund law, ATSDR is responsible for conducting public health 
assessments at each site on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) National Priorities List, and it is appropriate for the SWEIS to 
acknowledge the conclusions of the Public Health Assessment for Los 
Alamos National Laboratory because it is a relevant Federal agency study.  
The draft Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National Laboratory 
was available for public comment from April 26 to December 1, 2005.  
The EPA did not reject the draft document; it submitted comments that 
were by addressed by ATSDR in the final document.  Appendix I to the 
final Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National Laboratory 
describes how the comments on the draft received from the public, other 
Federal agencies (including EPA), and other stakeholders were addressed.  
As stated in the final Public Health Assessment for Los Alamos National 
Laboratory (ATSDR 2006), released August 31, 2006, ATSDR conducted 
its evaluations in accordance with guidance provided in the Public Health 
Assessment Guidance Manual (available at www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/
PHAManual/index.html).

317-24 An updated performance assessment for Area G is in preparation; until this 
document is finalized and approved, the current performance assessment 
and composite analysis for waste disposal remains valid.  To the extent 
possible, the most recent technical documents have been considered in the 
Final SWEIS analysis.  Information currently under development that is 
not available for use in the Final SWEIS will be considered as it becomes 
available and, in accordance with the NEPA compliance process, the 
SWEIS impact analyses will be reviewed and supplemented as necessary 
based on the newly available information.
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317-25 The data on seismic activity in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, of the 
SWEIS is based on data from the Information Document in Support 
of the Five-Year Review and Supplement Analysis for the Los Alamos 
National Laboratory Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement 
(DOE/EIS-0238) (LA-UR-04-5631) (LANL 2004a), which LANL staff 
prepared for use in the SWEIS analyses, and the seismic hazard analysis 
completed in June 2007.  Seismic activity at LANL is described in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3 and in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report 
(LANL 2007a).  The estimated human health impacts from postulated 
facility accidents at LANL, including earthquakes, are described in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.12 and Appendix D, Section D.4.  These sections also 
include a discussion of the significance of the updated understanding of 
seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report.

 The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report 
has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL is 
greater than previously understood.  The relevance of the seismic hazard 
to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful evaluation 
to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and existing 
facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed and NNSA 
has accepted a justification for continued operation which addresses 
controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard operations that 
mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).

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

317-26 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for two new alternatives, one that 
would eliminate activities related to nuclear weapons production and 
another characterized as a “Greener Alternative.”  Cessation of LANL’s 
primary mission activities in support of NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship 
Program would be counter to national security policy as established by the 
Congress and the President; therefore, it is not considered in the SWEIS.  
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS discusses NNSA’s decision not to 
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analyze a “Greener Alternative” in the SWEIS.  A “Greener Alternative” 
was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS, but was not selected for implementation.  
NNSA does not believe, 7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is 
reasonable for future operation of LANL, given its primary mission of 
supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program as directed by the Congress 
and the President, and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative 
as its Preferred Alternative.  In addition to LANL’s stockpile stewardship 
activities, however, research is conducted in areas promoted by the 
commentor.  These activities would continue at LANL regardless of the 
alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this 
CRD for more information.

317-27 The Expanded Operations Alternative would not violate the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Continuing to ensure a safe 
and reliable nuclear stockpile violates none of the terms of the treaty.  
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by 
the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation 
objectives.  U.S. confidence in its stockpile stewardship capabilities is 
likely to remain important to future arms control negotiations as the Nation 
moves to reduce its overall stockpile size further.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more 
information.

317-28 Production of up to 80 pits per year at the LANL site is considered an 
interim action to meet NNSA’s overall long-term need for pit production 
as established in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996).  
Limited-scale production is that level that can be supported by currently 
operating facilities, but does not meet long-term production needs for 
maintaining the nuclear weapon stockpile.  As stated in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.3.3, DOE decided in 1999 to manufacture up to 20 pits per year, 
which has been the operating basis since.  In its Notice of Intent to prepare 
the Complex Transformation SPEIS (71 FR 61731), NNSA also announced 
cancellation of its previous proposal to build a modern pit facility, for 
which a draft supplemental EIS was issued in June 2003 (67 FR 59577).  
Consequently, analysis of a modern pit facility has been deleted from 
the cumulative impacts section of the SWEIS.  The cumulative impacts 
analysis of the Final SWEIS addresses the possible impacts from siting 
and operating a new consolidated nuclear production center at LANL as 
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analyzed in the Complex Transformation SPEIS which was issued as a 
draft on January 11, 2008 (73 FR 2023).

317-29 See the response to Comment nos. 317-4 and 317-6.

317-30 All cost-reimbursable work at LANL and other DOE sites is performed 
in compliance with DOE Orders and policies.  The DOE laboratories 
are available to conduct work for other Federal agencies on a full 
cost-recovery basis through the Economy Act of 1932, as amended 
(31 USC 1535), which authorizes an agency to place orders for goods and 
services with another government agency when the head of the ordering 
agency determines that it is in the best interest of the government.  In 
addition, the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 USC 2011), 
authorizes conduct of research and development and training activities by 
non-DOE entities, provided private facilities or laboratories are inadequate 
for that purpose.

317-31 Chapter 1, Figure 1–1, of the SWEIS is a map specifically designed to 
depict the location of LANL relative to the surrounding counties and 
Pueblos and to the rest of the State of New Mexico.  The commentor 
is referred to Chapter 4, Figure 4–1, which shows the course of the 
Rio Grande above and below LANL.  The level of detail requested by 
the commentor is not necessary to support the analysis of impacts on 
drinking water and crops that is reported in Chapter 4.  As part of LANL’s 
environmental surveillance program, NNSA conducts regional monitoring, 
the results of which do not indicate a need to monitor across international 
borders.

317-32 As described in Chapter 1, Section 1.1, nuclear facilities are categorized 
according to the potential consequences in the event of an accident.  The 
title of the text box at the end of Section 1.1 was changed to “Nuclear 
Facility Hazards Categories” to match the Hazard Category descriptions 
in the text box.  The text box in Section 1.3.1 titled, “Special Nuclear 
Material Safeguards and Security,” was moved forward to Section 1.1 
and retitled, “Security Categories,” to make it easier for readers to find.  
As this text box indicates, the purpose of security categories is to provide 
layers of safeguards and security for nuclear materials

317-33 The cited text is from the purpose and need statement of the 1999 LANL 
SWEIS, which remains the purpose and need of the current SWEIS; it 
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refers to testing done by the High Explosives Testing facilities that does 
not involve exploding a nuclear device.  In the 1999 LANL SWEIS Record 
of Decision, DOE selected a modified preferred alternative that included 
operation of the High Explosives Testing facilities (64 FR 50797).  The 
term “non-nuclear aboveground experimentation” and its definition were 
added to the glossary provided in Chapter 8 of the SWEIS.

317-34 DOE is party to the Consent Order (signed in March 2005) that establishes 
requirements for remediation of LANL; decisions to be made regarding 
cleanup will be made by the New Mexico Environment Department, not 
DOE.  NEPA is a tool to support decisionmaking on actions (not impacts) 
to be taken by the Federal Government; it explicitly does not apply to 
non-Federal organizations such as the State of New Mexico.  Regardless, 
NNSA included the impacts of environmental cleanup in the SWEIS.  As 
many commentors have noted, and NNSA agrees, compliance with the 
Consent Order is not optional.  As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, NNSA 
intends to select actions that support the Consent Order in a Record of 
Decision regardless of other decisions made.

317-35 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that the impacts associated with 
activities to comply with the Consent Order should be analyzed for all 
three alternatives.  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 explains the rationale for including these activities 
only under the Expanded Operations Alternative and that NNSA does 
not have to pick all of the elements of a single alternative.  As noted 
above, NNSA also states in Chapter 1 that it intends to include actions 
that support the Consent Order in a Record of Decision regardless of 
other decisions made (that is, under any alternative selected).  To assist 
readers in understanding the impacts associated with environmental 
restoration, the Summary, Table S–5, and Chapter 3, Table 3–19, were 
revised.  The impacts associated with environmental restoration can now 
be distinguished from other impacts under the Expanded Operations 
Alternative for those resource areas dominated by environmental 
restoration impacts (for example, waste management and transportation).
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317-36 The discussion in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1, of the SWEIS regarding 
conveyance of land to Los Alamos County and transfer of land to the 
Department of the Interior to be held in trust for the Pueblo of San 
Ildefonso was revised to reference the 2007 Defense Authorization Bill 
and the extension of the deadline for conveyance and transfer until 2012.

317-37 NNSA notes the commentor’s support for reducing or eliminating certain 
operations at LANL.

317-38 A discussion of the proposed increase in pit production up to an 80 pit 
per year maximum is included in Chapter 1 of the SWEIS.  In part, the 
maximum production rate of up to 80 pits per year allows for the high 
initial anticipated rejection rate of newly produced pits as personnel are 
trained and the process is fully established at LANL, after which NNSA 
anticipates the product rejection rate will diminish considerably.

317-39 Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, indicates that LANL has not achieved the 
production level of 20 pits per year that was selected in the 1999 SWEIS 
Record of Decision; since the Record of Decision, only a few pits have 
been produced while the LANL contractor refines its manufacturing 
processes.

317-40 In the Record of Decision for the Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Proposed Relocation of Technical Area 18 Capabilities and Materials at 
the Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0319) (67 FR 79906), 
NNSA decided to relocate Security Category I and II capabilities and 
related materials to the Device Assembly Facility at the Nevada Test 
Site.  This did not include a decision regarding the future location of 
TA-18 Security Category III and IV capabilities or the disposition of 
the TA-18 facilities.  Appendix G, Section G.3, of the SWEIS includes 
impacts analyses of projects to maintain existing capabilities at LANL, 
including the proposed construction and operation of the Radiological 
Sciences Institute, the first phase of which is the Institute for Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Science and Technology.  This project includes providing 
facilities to maintain the capabilities remaining at TA-18 (except the 
Solution High-Energy Burst Assembly).  Appendix H, Section H.1, 
addresses the closure of the TA-18 site, including relocation of the 
remaining capabilities (except the Solution High-Energy Burst Assembly) 
followed by decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition of 
the structures.  To avoid analyzing the impacts of decontamination, 
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decommissioning, and demolition of TA-18 structures twice, the project-
specific analyses of impacts for the Radiological Sciences Institute in 
Appendix G excluded decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition 
of TA-18.

317-41 NNSA is responsible for safely storing unwanted radioactive sealed 
sources for safety and national security purposes.  In addition, DOE 
is responsible under Public Law 99-240 for ensuring safe disposal of 
commercially generated Greater-Than-Class C radioactive waste (see 
below).  Over a number of years, NNSA has recovered and stored actinide-
bearing sealed sources at LANL under its Off-Site Source Recovery 
Project; it now proposes to store additional sealed sources containing other 
isotopes if appropriate and safe commercial or other management options 
cannot be identified.  Stored sealed sources containing transuranic isotopes 
that are determined to be defense-related are eligible for disposal at WIPP, 
including all of the plutonium-239 sources that have been collected; as 
stated in the SWEIS, 132 drums of plutonium-239 sealed sources have 
already been shipped to WIPP.  Recently, some of the americium-241 
and plutonium-238 sealed sources were determined to be defense-related 
and thus eligible for disposal at WIPP.  Stored sealed sources containing 
these and other isotopes that are determined not to be defense-related may 
be considered Greater-Than-Class C waste or DOE waste with similar 
characteristics.  At this time, there is no identified disposal facility for 
Greater-Than-Class C waste; however, DOE issued a Notice of Intent to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste (GTCC EIS) (72 FR 40135).  
DOE intends this environmental impact statement to enable selection of 
a new or existing disposal location and methods of disposal of Greater-
Than-Class C low-level radioactive waste, as well as DOE waste having 
similar characteristics.  If the concentrations of these isotopes in waste 
do not exceed the Class C concentrations listed in Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission Regulation 10 CFR Part 61, the sources may be disposed of 
at an existing commercial or DOE low-level radioactive disposal facility.  
For instance, the strontium-90 radioisotope thermoelectric generators 
currently stored at LANL are considered low-level radioactive waste.  
Appendix J of the SWEIS discusses the transportation impacts of shipping 
these radioisotope thermoelectric generators to the Nevada Test Site for 
disposal.  Clarifying language was added to Appendix J.

Commentor No. 317 (cont’d):  Joni Arends, Executive Director, 
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, 

Sheri Kotowski, Embudo Valley Environmental Monitoring Group

317-58



Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-744

317-42 NNSA acknowledges the difficulties that have occurred related to 
repackaging and certifying transuranic waste for shipment to WIPP.  
Many of these issues have been addressed, however, and the number 
of shipments has been increasing.  Almost 2,800 containers have been 
shipped to WIPP from LANL in 2006 (as identified by the WIPP Waste 
Information System, available at the WIPP website), and this shipment 
rate should increase.  NNSA is not planning to construct HOSS facilities 
at LANL; however, to more significantly increase the rate of repackaging 
and certifying transuranic waste, NNSA is proposing to install and operate 
additional equipment and facilities, and upgrade existing processes, as 
identified in Appendix H, Section H.3.2.2.3, of the SWEIS.  The amount 
of stored transuranic waste is therefore expected to decrease.

317-43 As addressed in Appendix J, Section J.3.1, in cooperation with the 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, DOE, and later NNSA, have for 
many years provided safe temporary storage for excess sealed radioactive 
sources that would present a public health and safety risk if abandoned, 
lost, or disposed of inappropriately.  Some of these sealed sources may be 
determined to be low-level radioactive wastes that are subject to the Low-
Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (Public Law 99-240), 
which assigned the Federal Government responsibility for disposal of 
commercially-generated Greater-Than-Class C waste.  The Greater-
Than-Class-C EIS has not progressed sufficiently to evaluate the possible 
impacts of disposal of any Greater-Than-Class C or similar DOE waste 
by any method at any site.  Therefore, it would be premature to address 
Greater-Than-Class C waste disposal in the LANL SWEIS.  See the 
response to Comment no. 317-41 for additional information.

317-44 A modern pit facility was not discussed under the alternatives analyzed 
in the Draft SWEIS and is not discussed in the Final SWEIS.  As stated 
in Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of 
this CRD, the Notice of Intent for the Complex Transformation SPEIS 
announced cancellation of the supplemental EIS for construction of a 
modern pit facility (71 FR 61731).  The proposed action for the maximum 
level of pit production in this SWEIS is the same as that in the 1999 
LANL SWEIS, which addressed production of up to 80 pits per year.  The 
cumulative impacts analysis of the Final SWEIS addresses the possible 
impacts from siting and operating a new consolidated nuclear production 
center at LANL as analyzed in the Complex Transformation SPEIS which 
was issued as a draft on January 11, 2008 (73 FR 2023).
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 The Los Alamos County Landfill is operated by the county under a 
Special Use Permit granted by NNSA.  Historically, LANL has used the 
landfill as its primary facility for disposal of municipal wastes generated 
by LANL operations.  County operation of the landfill on DOE property 
was considered mutually beneficial to all parties because it provided 
LANL and the county with convenient disposal and recycling capabilities.  
As operator of the landfill, the county is working with the New Mexico 
Environment Department regarding the schedule and design for closure 
of the landfill.  NNSA has a responsibility as owner of the property and 
because of DOE’s historical use of and association with the facility.  
Following closure, requirements for monitoring in the vicinity of the 
landfill will be addressed under the Consent Order as part of investigating 
and remediating the Upper Sandia Canyon Aggregate Area.  Under the 
current schedule, the Investigation Work Plan for Upper Sandia Canyon 
Aggregate Area (including proposed groundwater monitoring) is due to 
the New Mexico Environment Department by the end of March 2008; 
therefore, the basis for groundwater monitoring cannot be provided until 
that time.

317-45 NNSA will publish one or more Records of Decision in compliance with 
Section 1505.2 of the Council on Environmental Quality regulations.  
As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, NNSA could choose 
to implement the alternatives either in whole or in part.  NNSA intends 
to clearly communicate its decisions and the related rationale for those 
decisions in any Record of Decision that is published.  Lack of an explicit 
decision in a Record of Decision following this SWEIS does not mean 
that a decision has not been made.  Previous decisions, such as those that 
followed issuance of the 1999 SWEIS Record of Decision, would still be 
applicable unless another decision is made to supplant them.

317-46 Analysis of cost data is not within the scope of the SWEIS.  Decisions 
about environmental restoration will be made in accordance with 
established regulatory standards and processes, including the Consent 
Order, under which the New Mexico Environment Department can invoke 
a corrective measures process that requires NNSA to prepare a corrective 
measures evaluation report for a specific cleanup action and provides an 
opportunity for public involvement.  The corrective measures proposed 
in the report would be evaluated based on a number of factors, including 
cost.  Following evaluation of the report, the New Mexico Environment 
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Department would propose a remedy and offer an opportunity for public 
review and input.  After this public participation phase, a final remedy 
would be selected, which NNSA would undertake in accordance with an 
established schedule.

317-47 Chapter 1, Section 1.5, was revised to include the year each document was 
finalized.

317-48 NNSA prepared this SWEIS in accordance with Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and DOE NEPA 
implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  NNSA originally 
announced its intent to prepare a supplement to the 1999 LANL SWEIS, 
which included all operations at LANL as well as newly proposed projects 
as part of an Expanded Operations Alternative.  Consistent with some 
of the comments received during the scoping period, NNSA decided to 
prepare a new SWEIS instead of the originally planned supplement.  Refer 
to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for more information.

317-49 The LANL SWEIS appropriately makes conservative assumptions 
regarding the potential occurrence and impacts of a wildfire at LANL.  
As discussed in a number of locations in the SWEIS, such as Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6.1, Facility Accidents, and Appendix D, Section D.5.2.1, 
mitigation measures have been taken at LANL since the fire.  These 
include thinning several thousand acres of forest to reduce fuel load, as 
well as activities to reduce the fuel load within waste management domes 
in TA-54, Area G.

317-50 A more comprehensive description of the analysis that supports the 
rationale for limiting the region of influence for accident analyses to a 
50-mile radius was added to Appendix D, Section D.3.2.  This description 
demonstrates that the analysis results given in the SWEIS are appropriate 
and that extending the distance beyond 50 miles would result in only 
small differences (about 3 percent) in the population dose results.  See the 
responses to Comment nos. 317-20 and 317-22 for additional information.

317-51 Reports and recommendations made by the DOE Inspector General and 
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board that are applicable to NEPA 
are considered in the SWEIS analyses, particularly the accident analyses, 
which consider a range of possible incidents that could result in the release 
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of materials to the environment.  Detailed analysis is then focused on the 
most significant of those accidents, based on the potential consequences 
and risks.  Thus, although not all accidents or failures may be addressed 
specifically, the impacts of the accidents analyzed in Chapter 5 of the 
SWEIS are expected to bound the impacts of other reasonably foreseeable 
events.

 The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board does not regulate or 
authorize operation of facilities at LANL.  Its function, as mandated by 
the Congress, is to provide independent safety oversight of the NNSA 
nuclear weapons complex.  For 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 
for submission to NNSA.  NNSA and the LANL contractor review 
DNFSB reports and respond with commitments to update and improve 
safety basis documentation.  Similarly, NNSA and the contractor review 
reports and recommendations made by the Inspector General and develop 
plans for implementing appropriate changes.  The Los Alamos Site Office 
Safety Authorization Basis Team assures the development and approval 
of adequate controls in support of operations at LANL in a safe manner.  
All LANL facility operations are authorized and approved by NNSA 
based on its evaluation of the acceptability of existing relevant safety 
documentation.  Refer to Section 2.13, Recommendations of the Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, of this CRD for more information.

317-52 The commentors’ suggestion is noted, but NNSA believes it would be 
inappropriate to decide unilaterally to send the LANL SWEIS Yearbooks 
to people who have not requested them.  The Yearbooks can be accessed 
via the LANL website at http://catalog.lanl.gov/F and will be provided on 
request.

317-53 The cited portion of Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, does not refer to additional 
potential release sites.  Rather, it summarizes information given in a 
previous bullet: “Evaluate and stabilize sites touched by fire.”  This 
was clarified in the Final SWEIS, and a citation for the source of the 
information (LANL 2001b) was added.  A reference for the current LANL 
Stormwater Monitoring Plan (LANL 2005a) was added.

317-54 The listing in Chapter 2, Table 2–3, of the SWEIS is consistent with the 
listing in the LANL Nuclear Facility List, PS-SBO-401, Rev 7 (DOE and 
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LANL 2005).  As stated in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.12, of the SWEIS, the 
four primary structures (Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility, 
Tank Farm and Pumping Station, Acid and Caustic Solution Tank Farm, 
and influent holding tank) are considered one Hazard Category 2 nuclear 
facility.  The 1999 SWEIS description of the Radioactive Liquid Waste 
Treatment Facility Key Facility, which was rated a Hazard Category 2 
nuclear facility, included the functions of these structures, but not all of the 
structures were identified by name.

317-55 The report referenced by the commentor was reviewed; its 
recommendations would not change the environmental justice analysis 
presented in the Draft SWEIS.  A search was conducted to identify reports 
specific to New Mexico, following New Mexico Environment Justice 
Executive Order 2005-56, which would be of particular use to NNSA 
because they discuss LANL as suggested by the commentor.  A number 
of references were made to monitoring LANL activities by participants in 
the listening sessions, as reported in the final report of the New Mexico 
Environmental Justice Committee, but none was related to specific 
actions to be taken by NNSA.  As designated by New Mexico Executive 
Order 2005-56, the New Mexico Environment Department is the lead 
agency for the New Mexico Environmental Justice Task Force.  NNSA 
received a number of comments from the New Mexico Environment 
Department on the Draft SWEIS, but none was focused on concerns 
related specifically to environmental justice.  Refer to Major Issue 2.11 of 
this CRD, Environmental Justice, for additional information.

317-56 Environmental justice was analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.11, of 
the SWEIS, as NNSA understands the issue.  Refer to Section 2.11, 
Environmental Justice, of this CRD for additional information.

317-57 As stated in Chapter 5, Section 5.11, of the SWEIS, based on the 
analyses of impacts for other resource areas, NNSA expects no high 
and adverse impacts from the continued operation of LANL under any 
of the alternatives.  To date, two communities have identified perceived 
environmental justice issues related to LANL operations.  NNSA already 
has an established process for discussing issues with those communities 
under the four Pueblo Accords signed by DOE and each of the Pueblo 
Governors, and does not believe additional processes are necessary.
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317-58 NNSA is aware that each individual Pueblo has multiple feast days that 
occur on either fixed or floating dates throughout the year.  The Eight 
Northern Pueblos and the four LANL Accord Pueblos were invited 
to a special briefing on the SWEIS hosted by the Santa Clara Pueblo 
early during the comment period.  The schedule for public hearings 
and alternate means of providing both oral and written comments on 
the Draft SWEIS were discussed with the Pueblo representatives that 
attended the briefings.  NNSA recognizes that it is not possible to hold a 
public hearing at a time and place that is convenient to every interested 
person, and therefore provides alternate means of submitting comments 
to provide multiple opportunities to participate in the NEPA process.  See 
additional discussion in Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD.  The Spanish-speaking translator present 
at the three meetings asked the meeting attendees in Spanish whether 
Spanish translation services were needed and received a negative response 
at each meeting.  NNSA disagrees that the lack of a Spanish-language 
translation directly corresponds with any lack of effective involvement of 
the Spanish-speaking population of New Mexico in the NEPA compliance 
process.

317-59 Accommodations were made for all members of the public who were 
hearing- or sight-impaired and requested such accommodations while 
participating in the public comment process for the Draft LANL SWEIS.  
NNSA was not previously advised of the need for assistance, but a 
hearing-impaired individual participated in the Los Alamos hearing by 
reading the transcript that was being recorded by the court reporter.  The 
NNSA Los Alamos Site Office continually updates the list of people and 
organizations that have requested summaries or copies of LANL NEPA 
documents, and responded to any requests for full copies or summaries 
of the Draft LANL SWEIS during the comment period.  See additional 
discussion in Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Process, of this CRD.

317-60 NNSA strives to meet Council of Environmental Quality regulations 
(40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and DOE implementing procedures 
(10 CFR Part 1021) regarding the readability of the EIS for the public.  
When a commentor notes that something in the EIS is not understandable 
or needs clarification, NNSA responds to the commentor in the CRD by 
explaining the text and revising it as necessary in the Final SWEIS to 
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improve its understandability.  NNSA provided a glossary in the Draft 
LANL SWEIS and Summary document that defines important terms such 
as “pit.”  Regarding the term “special pathways receptor,” Section 5.6.1.1 
directs the reader to Appendix C for a more detailed description; 
Section 5.11 was revised to add a reference to Appendix C.  The impact of 
toxic, radioactive, and hazardous materials on human health are provided 
in Section 5.6, and project-specific impacts are provided in Appendices G, 
H, and I.  More detailed information is provided in Appendices C and D 
regarding the determination of human health impacts.

317-61 The costs of implementing the Proposed Action and alternatives are 
not within the scope of this SWEIS, which discusses the potential 
environmental impacts of operations at LANL.  As noted in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.4, NNSA will make decisions based on the environmental 
impacts of the proposed actions, as well as other factors such as cost, 
schedule considerations, and safeguards and security concerns. 

317-62 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about potential discrimination 
in employment practices.  There are provisions in law for dealing with 
such issues; however, they are not appropriate subject matter for the 
environmental justice analysis in a NEPA document.

317-63 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-14, DOE (and by 
extension NNSA) defines low-income populations in terms of the 
Census Bureau’s statistical poverty level, which is the was used in the 
LANL SWEIS.  This approach is consistent with EPA’s, as discussed 
in the Agency’s “Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental 
Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analysis” (EPA 1998).  
Other measures are used throughout the Government for purposes such 
as determining eligibility for certain programs.  The reference in the 
comment to a Department of Education definition of low-income is one of 
these measures, but it does not apply throughout the Federal Government.

317-64 As noted in Chapter 4, Sections 4.8.1.2 and 4.8.1.3, of the SWEIS, there is 
a significant difference between Los Alamos County and the surrounding 
counties in terms of demographics and income.  The environmental justice 
analysis conducted for the SWEIS was not weighted by the individuals 
living in Los Alamos County.  As discussed in Section 4.11, the analysis 
focused on those census block groups with large concentrations 
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of minority or low-income populations.  Refer to Section 2.11, 
Environmental Justice, of this CRD for additional information.

317-65 Use of a 50-mile radius for analyzing radiological impacts via the air 
pathway is consistent with other analyses performed by DOE and NRC.  
Nonetheless, an analysis of the impacts of extending the region of 
influence out to 100 miles was performed, which found that the change 
in population dose amounted to only a few percent.  A description of 
this analysis was added to Appendix C for normal operations and to 
Appendix D for accidents.  As discussed in the response to Comment 
no. 317-20, effects beyond 50 miles are expected to be small compared to 
those within 50 miles and would not be expected to pose a significant risk 
to any person regardless of their affluence or ethnicity.

317-66 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-16, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.13, Cumulative Impacts, of the Final SWEIS was revised 
to describe the potential for environmental justice-related cumulative 
impacts.

317-67 Impacts at other DOE facilities are covered in separate NEPA 
documentation that is available at DOE’s NEPA website (www.eh.doe.gov/
nepa).  Transportation and disposal of LANL wastes at pertinent offsite 
facilities are analyzed in Chapter 5.  For Sandia National Laboratories, 
as discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-20, only air emissions 
would potentially add to the cumulative impacts from LANL.  The 
2005 Sandia National Laboratories dose to the offsite maximally exposed 
individual is estimated at 0.0001 millirem, and the 2005 population dose 
is estimated to be 0.00017 person-rem (SNL 2006).  The dose to the 
maximally exposed individual at LANL under the Expanded Operations 
Alternative is estimated at 8.2 millirem, and the annual population dose 
within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL is estimated at 36 person-
rem.  The dose to the maximally exposed individual at Sandia National 
Laboratories is 0.0012 percent of the dose to the maximally exposed 
individual at LANL, and the Sandia National Laboratories population dose 
is 0.00047 percent of the LANL population dose.  Even if the results of the 
50-mile radius air emissions modeling for Sandia National Laboratories 
was superimposed upon the 50-mile radius of impacts for LANL, the 
combined impacts would be very small.
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317-68 The statement referred to by the commentor in the Draft SWEIS Summary 
states that, “The Removal Option would result in over 100,000 shipments 
of radioactive and nonradioactive wastes potentially requiring transport 
to offsite disposal facilities.”  The Removal Option refers to removing 
waste from the material disposal areas and, when included under the 
Expanded Operations Alternative, is the most intensive alternative 
analyzed in the SWEIS in terms of transportation requirements.  Not 
all of these shipments would be transported to WIPP, as indicated by 
the commentor.  As shown in Chapter 5, Table 5–50, of the SWEIS, 
up to 5,044 transuranic waste shipments would be made to WIPP over 
the 10-year period under consideration.  This represents approximately 
2 shipments per working day.  A transportation impacts analysis was 
performed for all potential shipments under this alternative, including 
those to WIPP, to evaluate the impacts of these shipments on people living 
along the proposed transportation routes.  The results of this analysis 
are presented in Chapter 5, Table 5–51, of the SWEIS.  This table shows 
that the largest impacts to the public would be nonradiological traffic 
fatalities resulting from accidents involving trucks transporting the waste 
offsite.  It was estimated that up to 3 fatalities could be sustained over the 
10-year period.  None of the other risks (for example, radiological accident 
risks) would be expected to result in any fatalities to people living along 
the proposed transportation routes.  This information was considered 
in the environmental justice analysis discussed in Section 5.11 of the 
SWEIS, which concluded that transportation activities associated with the 
Expanded Operations Alternative would not result in disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations; 
therefore, there would be no adverse transportation-related impacts from 
an environmental justice standpoint.

317-69 As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.11, no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts would be expected to result from LANL operations.  
The analysis presented in the SWEIS used the most recent census data 
available at the time the analyses were prepared.  In collecting data for 
the census, the Census Bureau does not ask about the legal status of 
respondents.  The Census Bureau expects, however, that undocumented 
residents are included in the population counts, given the Bureau’s success 
in counting nearly every person residing in the United States.  DOE (and 
by extension NNSA) defines low-income populations in terms of the 
Census Bureau’s statistical poverty level.  This is the definition used in 
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the SWEIS.  Since the Draft EIS was published, the Census Bureau has 
released revised projections through mid-2005 for select counties in New 
Mexico, including Santa Fe County.  This information was compared to 
the 2000 data, but these more recent projections would not change any of 
the analyses in the SWEIS because the level of minority or low-income 
populations did not change substantially from the levels reported in 2000.

317-70 Adding a joint figure that shows the overlap of minority and low-income 
populations would not change the environmental justice analysis presented 
in the SWEIS.  It is understood that such an overlap does exist (that 
many of the people considered to be low-income are also members of a 
minority), but this overlap would not change the analysis with respect to 
whether these populations are disproportionately affected by the impacts 
associated with the different alternatives analyzed in the SWEIS.  As 
discussed above in the response to Comment no. 317-69, DOE (and by 
extension NNSA) defines low-income populations in terms of the Census 
Bureau’s statistical poverty level.  Refer to the response to Comment 
no. 317-20 for a comprehensive description of the analysis demonstrating 
that the results presented in the SWEIS are bounding for distances 
exceeding 50 miles.

317-71 NNSA is not required to consider the social and psychological impacts to 
any population as part of the NEPA compliance process, nor is it required 
to separately analyze potential impacts to determine whether women or 
men are differently affected.  The SWEIS identifies ongoing and potential 
impacts of current and proposed LANL operations on all members of the 
public.

317-72 The text has been revised to state “Based on the analysis for other resource 
areas described in the previous sections, NNSA expects no high and 
adverse impacts from the continued operation of LANL under any of 
the alternatives.”  NNSA intends to prepare a mitigation action plan and 
would mitigate any damage caused by LANL operations.

317-73 Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-71.

317-74 Appendix C of the SWEIS examines the potential health impacts to 
persons whose traditional living habits and diets could result in greater 
exposure to environmental contaminants than would be experienced by the 
hypothetical offsite resident.  The additional foodstuffs and pathways that 
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were analyzed for that group were ingestion of game animals (including 
consumption of some organ meats not assumed for the “resident” 
receptor), ingestion of game fish and bottom-feeding fish taken from local 
waters, and ingestion of native vegetation through use of Indian Tea (cota).  
Several other contact exposure pathways (including dermal absorption 
of contaminants from clays used in pottery, bathing or ceremonial use 
of springs, and smoking of native vegetation) were examined when the 
1999 SWEIS was prepared and found not to be significant contributors to 
risk.  During preparation of this SWEIS, it was concluded that diet, land 
use, and cultural practices remain largely unchanged from conditions 
noted in the 1999 SWEIS analysis, and that ingestion continues to be 
the only significant pathway, other than inhalation, by which people 
in the region adjacent to LANL might be exposed to radioactive and 
other contaminants resulting from operations at the site.  As detailed in 
Appendix C, consumption of all components of the offsite resident diet 
at high intake rates, including bottom-feeding fish, Indian Tea (cota), and 
organ meats, approximates a complete subsistence diet (estimated at more 
than 5000 calories per day) for someone living in the vicinity of LANL.  
The “special pathways” are defined in Appendix C, Section C.1.4.1.

 All of the pathways mentioned in this comment are included in the SWEIS 
analyses, as detailed in Appendix C.  Intake of contaminants through 
consumption of onsite surface waters (such as springs and running water 
in the Los Alamos canyons) and the sediments contained in those waters is 
analyzed for the recreational resources user.  Ingestion of soil at the rates 
specified in the EPA Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA 1997) is analyzed, 
not only for children, but also for all offsite residents, recreational users, 
and special pathway receptors.  The dose and risk contributions from each 
pathway can be found in Section C.1.4.2.

 The BEIR VII Committee recommendation (that risk from radiation 
exposure be assessed using a linear non-threshold model) reaffirmed a 
principle upon which U.S. radiation protection standards and practices 
have long been based.  This SWEIS uses a linear, non-threshold 
relationship to assess radiation risks.  A single radiation risk estimator 
value (0.0006 lifetime probability of fatal cancer per person-rem) is 
applied to all of the calculated individual and population radiation 
doses regardless of how small those doses may be.  As discussed in 
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Section C.1.2, fatal cancer risk is the major contributor to the total 
detriment resulting from low dose or low dose rate exposure to ionizing 
radiation.  Other risks from radiation exposure (nonfatal cancers and 
severe hereditary effects) can be easily estimated by comparing them with 
the fatal cancer risk estimates (See Appendix C, Table C–2 of the SWEIS).

317-75 The 1979 LANL SWEIS (DOE/EIS-0018) only presents two components 
of background radiation that a human would be expected to receive 
during a year.  The value of 135 millirem per year was used to compare to 
measured annual radiation dose at perimeter stations.  However, cosmic 
and terrestrial components are only two contributors to an individual’s 
exposure to background radiation.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.2, of the 
SWEIS estimates annual cosmic radiation of between 50 and 90 millirem 
per year, depending on elevation around LANL, and terrestrial radiation 
of 50 to 150 millirem per year around LANL.  The sum of these two 
components is a range of 100 to 240 millirem.  As explained in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6.1, of the 1999 SWEIS and in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.2, of this 
updated SWEIS, background radiation is composed of cosmic, terrestrial, 
naturally occurring radon, naturally occurring radioisotopes in the human 
body, medical and dental x-rays, and naturally occurring radioactive 
material in building structures such as adobe and concrete.  When radon, 
radioisotopes in the human body, and medical/dental x-rays are added to 
cosmic and terrestrial radiation, the sum is larger than the background 
radiation value discussed in the 1979 LANL EIS.  Chapter 4, Section 
4.6.1.1, Table 4.6.1.1-1, of the 1999 LANL SWEIS presents a total radiation 
dose in the Los Alamos area of 413 millirem (393 millirem in the White 
Rock area).  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.2, of the current SWEIS presents 
a range of 300 to 500 millirem as the sum of all these contributors, 
which is comparable to the 413 millirem presented in the 1999 LANL 
SWEIS.  The background radiation value presented in the SWEIS does 
not represent an increase in radiation due to LANL operations, but instead 
reflects an accounting for radon, natural radioisotopes in the human 
body, and medical and dental x-rays, all of which were not included in 
the 1979 LANL EIS, but have been included in all EISs for over 10 years.  
Section 4.6.1.2, Figure 4–27, of this SWEIS presents 13 years of measured 
radiation doses to the maximally exposed individual at LANL.  This 
person was calculated to have received a maximum annual dose of less 
than 8 millirem during this period, which is less than 2 percent of the 
annual background radiation value.  Appendix C, Section C.1.4.2, of 
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the SWEIS presents calculated doses to individuals identified as offsite 
residents, recreational users, and special pathways receptors (people with 
a subsistence diet including local fish and wildlife).  The highest annual 
dose for a special pathways receptor was calculated to be between 4.5 and 
10.7 millirem higher per year due to the special pathways.  Therefore, the 
average annual dose to those individuals subsisting on all of the special 
pathways would increase by between approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent.  
Similarly, an analysis of the risk to the special receptor from consumption 
of fish with chemicals present is presented in Appendix C, Section C.2.  
Based on sampling and analysis by both LANL and the New Mexico 
Environment Department, the concentrations of polychlorinated biphenyls 
in the Rio Grande River are similar upstream and downstream of LANL.  
Mean total polychlorinated biphenyls concentrations in fish from the 
Abiquiu Reservoir in the Rio Chama River, which is upstream of LANL, 
were statistically similar to those in fish from the Cochiti Reservoir in the 
Rio Grande River downstream from LANL.  This indicates that there are 
other sources of polychlorinated biphenyls in the Rio Grande River than 
LANL.

317-76 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-74, the BEIR VII 
committee recommendation reaffirmed a principle upon which U.S. 
radiation protection standards and practices have long been based.  This 
SWEIS uses a linear, non-threshold relationship to assess radiation risks.  
For a person whose diet and lifestyle reflect all of the special pathways 
considered, his or her annual dose would be expected to increase by 
between 4.5 millirem and 10.7 millirem annually.  Using a risk estimator 
value of 0.0006 lifetime probability of fatal cancer per person-rem, this 
increased dose would equate to an increased annual risk of developing 
a fatal cancer of between 1 in 370,000 (2.7 × 10-6) and 1 in 156,000 
(6.4 × 10-6).  By comparison, the average resident of New Mexico receives 
a dose of approximately 400 millirem per year from background sources; 
therefore, for those individuals participating in all of the special pathways, 
the average annual dose and risk of a fatal cancer would increase by 
approximately 1.1 to 2.7 percent due to these special pathways.

 Psychological and spiritual impacts are not within the scope of this 
SWEIS, which focuses on the environmental impacts of three proposed 
alternatives for continued operation of LANL.  All public comments are 
documented and responded to in this CRD.  Water consumption by Special 

Commentor No. 317 (cont’d):  Joni Arends, Executive Director, 
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, 

Sheri Kotowski, Embudo Valley Environmental Monitoring Group

317-77

317-5
cont’d



Section 3 – Public C
om

m
ents and N

N
SA Responses

3-757

Pathways Receptors is accounted for in the calculations of the special 
receptor dose in Appendix C, Section C.1.4.2, of the SWEIS.  WIPP is 
not included in the scope of this SWEIS.  The analyses and evaluations 
presented in the SWEIS are based on scientific principles and applications 
that are relevant and applicable to a determination of public health and 
safety.

317-77 Placement of AIRNET stations is analyzed annually to determine whether 
a trend or impact exists that warrants further analysis.  The stations in 
question showed no impacts from the Dual Axis Radiographic Test Facility 
and were moved elsewhere.  The open burning permits were withdrawn 
at NNSA’s request.  Any burning being done is regulated under LANL’s 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permit.  For further information 
about the placement of AIRNET stations, high explosives testing, and 
depleted uranium, refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual 
Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD.

317-78 The 2.5 percent increase in explosives processing activity would result 
from increased processing of mock explosives.  Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1.3, 
was revised to indicate the primary pollutants from explosives processing 
and the existence of applicable permit limits.  Section 5.13 was revised to 
better describe the cumulative effects of toxic air pollutant emissions.

 The cumulative concentrations of all air pollutants are expected to 
remain in compliance with requisite air quality standards.  Compliance 
with air quality standards is documented in Annual Site Environmental 
Reports.  NNSA is not aware of synergistic impacts that would result from 
emissions of toxic and hazardous air pollutants and depleted uranium.

317-79 Previous air monitoring at TA-53 showed no presence of tritium.  Air 
monitoring in and around LANL is conducted by a network of sampling 
stations that are located to ensure effective measurement of radioactive and 
nonradioactive substances.  The presence and concentrations of tritium are 
measured at all air monitoring stations in and around LANL.  Evaporation 
was developed as a method to dispose of tritium while meeting the goals 
of LANL’s zero liquid discharge program, as discussed in the response to 
Comment no. 317-7.
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317-80 Chapter 5, Section 5.6 presents the doses to one maximally exposed 
individual (MEI) for each of the alternatives.  However, in Appendix C, 
Tables C–17 through C–19 show the dose calculated for the MEI for 
each listed facility (including LANSCE and TA-36) based on the dose 
contributions due to emissions from all of the other facilities.

 Environmental sampling and monitoring are conducted at or around the 
locations of the LANSCE and TA-36 MEIs.  LANL’s Rad-NESHAP 
compliance program routinely evaluates dose at a variety of public 
receptor locations, not just a single MEI, as part of routine dose 
assessment processes.  This information is included in the annual Rad-
NESHAP compliance report submitted to the EPA in June of each year. 

317-81 The SWEIS discusses the electricity demand for the various alternatives 
in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.  Most of the demand would be met from a 
number of hydroelectric, renewable (solar and wind), coal-fired, and 
natural gas-powered generators throughout the western United States, 
as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.1.  Part of this demand could be 
met by the TA-3 Co-Generation Complex.  The air quality impacts of 
operating this complex are considered in the bounding analysis discussed 
in Chapter 5, Section 5.4.1.1.  As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.1, 
NNSA has made a number of upgrades to improve the energy efficiency 
and reliability of steam and electric delivery to LANL.  The development 
of alternate power generation sources at LANL was considered in the 
selection of natural gas-fired combustion turbines to meet the immediate 
need for more reliable electric power for LANL, as discussed in the 
Environmental Assessment for the Installation and Operation of 
Combustion Turbine Generators at Los Alamos National Laboratory 
(DOE/EA-1430) (DOE 2002b).  The environmental assessment considered 
and dismissed the development of local or onsite alternative power 
technologies such as solar, wind, fuel cells, nuclear, microturbines, 
geothermal, and coal to deliver the needed electricity.  As discussed in 
Section 4.8.2.2, NNSA has reduced heating demand at LANL by replacing 
buildings with more energy-efficient ones.
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317-82 Although Appendix I of the SWEIS discusses 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.  To determine a 
remediation strategy for a contaminated site, alternative remedies may 
be considered as needed, including containment in place, treatment, 
or removal.  Any remedy selected for a site requiring environmental 
restoration must meet several criteria, including protection of human 
health and the environment and attainment of applicable cleanup standards 
such as those for groundwater, 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 as long as offsite areas are 
protected.  If the site is to be released for unrestricted access by the public, 
then the site would need to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access.  
Decisions about the appropriate cleanup levels for sites that are subject 
to the Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico Environment 
Department using cleanup criteria documented in Section VIII of the 
Consent Order.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent 
(Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD 
for additional information.

317-83 Estimates of wastewater discharges were provided in Chapter 5, 
Table 5–5, including a 30 percent increase in cooling tower wastewater 
from the Metropolis Center and a 25 percent increase in wastewater from 
the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Plant due to increased activity.  
As a result of the elimination of discharges from other outfalls, the total 
discharge under the Expanded Operations Alternative is estimated at 
268 million gallons (1,015 million liters) per year, versus 280 million 
gallons (1,060 million liters) per year under the No Action Alternative.  
Industrial discharges fluctuate from year to year, depending on operations.  
Therefore, comparison of one year’s effluent (2004 – 163 million gallons 
[617 million liters]) to another’s is not indicative of the range of discharges 
that can be expected.  LANL operations discharged 317 million gallons 
(1,200 million liters [973 acre-feet]) of treated industrial wastewater in 
1999, more than the 268 million gallons (1,015 million liters [822 acre-
feet]) estimated under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  LANL 
discharges remain within the envelope projected by the 1999 SWEIS and 
have generally decreased.
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317-84 NNSA does not agree with the statement that there are unmonitored 
discharge sites and inadequate Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans.  
As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.3, LANL manages construction 
projects under the EPA Construction General Permit.  Table 4–16 shows 
the number of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans implemented at 
construction projects and the number of inspections conducted at those 
sites.  As a result of these plans and inspections, 93 percent of LANL’s 
construction projects were in compliance with National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System stormwater requirements in 2005.  In 
addition, LANL has an excellent compliance rate of over 99 percent with 
its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System outfall permits, as 
shown in Table 4–14 and Figure 4–14 in Section 4.3.1.2.

317-85 In the Summary, Table S–3 is meant to summarize impacts and mitigative 
measures.  Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.3, provides more detail regarding 
actions and best management practices related to stormwater runoff, and 
references the best management practices guidance document used in the 
stormwater permit program.

317-86 In 2005, the Pajarito Plateau Watershed Partnership completed installation 
of 3,000 linear feet (914 meters) of jute matting along Pueblo Canyon 
channel banks that contained elevated radionuclide concentrations and 
planted 3,000 willow plants to provide additional stream bank support.  
Hydrologic conditions in Pueblo Canyon below the burned areas have 
recovered to near pre-fire levels.  However, urbanization in upper Pueblo 
Canyon has somewhat counteracted recovery after the fire due to the 
increased pavement area and number of roofs that shed more local 
precipitation into the canyon.

 An estimated 5 microcuries of plutonium-239 and plutonium-240 
was transported through the Pueblo/Los Alamos canyon systems in 
2005 (LANL 2006c).  This is significantly less than the approximately 
60 microcuries estimated for the years 2001 through 2003 after the Cerro 
Grande Fire, but larger than the estimated pre-fire levels in the late 1990s 
of 1 microcurie per year or less.  Monitoring bottom sediments in Cochiti 
Reservoir on the Rio Grande showed increased plutonium-239 and 
plutonium-240 concentrations for 1 to 2 years after the Cerro Grande Fire, 
but concentrations recovered to pre-fire levels in 2005.  Plutonium-239 
and plutonium-240 were not detected in base flow water samples taken 
from the Rio Grande in 2005.
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317-87 Although storm events potentially carry contaminants to the Rio Grande, 
available data do not indicate a large change in the overall distribution 
of these contaminants.  As stated in a LANL report titled Environmental 
Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2005 (LANL 2006g), “All base flow 
samples from the Rio Grande had concentrations below drinking water 
standards and standards for the protection of aquatic life, wildlife habitat, 
and irrigation.  Radioactivity in these samples was low.  None of the 
radionuclide concentrations commonly associated with LANL operations 
were detected, except for uranium.  Uranium concentrations, (0.5 to 
2 μg/L) were well below the Federal drinking water standard of 30 μg/L,” 
(page 180).  Contaminants from LANL that historically have been detected 
in the Rio Grande are mostly attached to the stream sediments.  Removal 
of stream sediments largely removes the contaminants from the water 
column.

 The greatest potential for transport of contaminants toward the Rio 
Grande followed the Cerro Grande Fire.  As stated in a LANL report 
titled Water Quality and Stream Flow after the Cerro Grande Fire: A 
Summary (LANL 2005d), “Three separate teams of public health risk 
assessors evaluated the long-term risks posed by post-Cerro Grande Fire 
contaminants.  They calculated the risks to people from over 100 different 
chemicals and radioactive substances that were actually measured 
in environmental samples or hypothesized to be present.  The risk 
calculations tracked the combined effect of all the individual contaminants 
on people from assumed normal daily activities.  The three studies differed 
in their assumed exposure times and activities, yet the conclusions were 
similar: studies concluded that the overall risks were within acceptable 
EPA risk levels, below international radiological dose guidelines, and not 
significantly higher than pre-fire risk levels.”

317-88 The Hydrogeologic Work Plan was prepared and was implemented 
independent of the SWEIS.  The scope of the Hydrogeologic Work Plan 
did not include determining the amount of water in the regional aquifer.

317-89 Groundwater monitoring at LANL is being conducted in compliance 
with the Consent Order and consistent with the Interim Facility-Wide 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (LANL 2006d) that was approved by the 
New Mexico Environment Department in June 2006.  As addressed in 
NNSA’s response to Comment no. 317-11, some of the groundwater data, 
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particularly those associated with certain multi-screen Hydrogeologic 
Workplan characterization wells constructed after 1999, are being 
reassessed due to potential residual drilling fluid effects.  The drilling 
fluid effects are quantitatively assessed in the referenced Well-Screen 
Analysis Report.  For those well screens that have been impacted by 
residual drilling fluids, LANL staff has initiated a program to better 
evaluate the wells and to rehabilitate the walls that may be producing 
suspect groundwater monitoring results.  As well quality issues are 
clarified and resolved, the set of groundwater data will increase in size 
and improve in quality to support ongoing monitoring, investigations, 
and decisionmaking.  Refer to Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.2 of the SWEIS, 
Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for additional information 
about well construction, groundwater contamination, and groundwater 
monitoring.

317-90 LANL staff is performing monitoring of all wells in accordance with 
applicable requirements including those of the New Mexico Environment 
Department, as described in the Interim Facility-Wide Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan that was approved by the New Mexico Environment 
Department in June 2006.   As periodic watershed monitoring continues, 
LANL staff will continue a phased approach to determine which wells are 
needed and in what locations to satisfy long-term compliance monitoring 
needs.  This process is established by and is in compliance with the 
Consent Order.  Refer to Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.2, of the SWEIS, and 
Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for additional information 
about water monitoring at LANL.

317-91 NNSA is developing programs to reduce data uncertainty and to determine 
contaminant travel time in response to the Consent Order.  These programs 
take into account the findings of Keating, et al. and others, as discussed in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2, of the SWEIS.  Section 2.5, Water Resources, of 
this CRD discusses ongoing and planned efforts to provide the required 
data for the necessary calculations.
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317-92 Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-89.
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317-93 Extraction of water from the regional aquifer does not mean that the 
downward movement of contaminated water through the unsaturated zone 
will be enhanced.  DOE does not expect that contamination will increase 
to levels where people will no longer be allowed to drink the water.

317-94 The text cited by the commentor from Table S–3 in the Summary 
regarding the “conservation limit” of 542 million gallons (2,050 million 
liters) of water per year was revised for clarity in the Final SWEIS.  The 
cited “limit” is not a regulatory limit per se; it is an internal target ceiling 
or goal established to gauge water use management efforts, as detailed 
in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.3, of the SWEIS.  To date, LANL’s water 
demands have not exceeded this quantity, and Table S–3 was revised to 
reflect this fact.

317-95 NNSA updated its utility demand projections in this Final SWEIS.  
As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3, of the SWEIS, under the 
Expanded Operations Alternative, LANL operational demands combined 
with the larger and growing demands of other Los Alamos County users 
could require up to 98 percent, rather than 101 percent, of the currently 
available water rights.  Even so, 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 
noted in the response to Comment no. 317-94.  Refer to Section 2.8, Water 
Use, of this CRD for more information on LANL’s water use, available 
water rights, and water supply planning.
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317-96 The Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Buckman Water 
Diversion Project, Santa Fe National Forest and Taos Field Office of the 
BLM in Santa Fe County, New Mexico (BLM and USFS 2007), which was 
published in May 2007 by the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau 
of Land Management, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, is cited in Chapter 5, Section 5.13.

317-97 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for a response to 
comments regarding groundwater contamination and data collection and 
current activities that are underway at LANL.  These new activities are 
expected to provide data that will help reduce uncertainties regarding 
groundwater modeling.

317-98 The cited portion of the Summary describes impacts to groundwater 
quantity, not quality.  As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, LANL 
water use would remain within its annual water use ceiling quantity under 
all alternatives, including the Expanded Operations Alternative.
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317-99 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-10, the estimates of 
operational transuranic waste generation are based on projections in the 
1999 SWEIS, which were increased as necessary in this SWEIS based 
on actual generation rates and recent waste generation forecasts.  The 
projections for transuranic waste generated by routine operations are 
designed to be conservative to provide an upper bound for measuring 
the impacts.  The amounts of transuranic waste to be generated under 
each of the alternatives are included in Chapter 3, Table 3–19, and 
Chapter 5, Table 5–37, of the SWEIS.  These tables do not include any 
waste associated with the modern pit facility.  This waste was discussed 
in Section 5.13, Cumulative Impacts, in the Draft SWEIS.  However, in 
October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS which assesses the environmental impacts from the 
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex (71 FR 61731).  
This Notice of Intent also announced cancellation of NNSA’s previously 
planned Supplemental Programmatic EIS on Stockpile Stewardship and 
Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2).  For this 
reason, the Final LANL SWEIS does not reference a modern pit facility.  
In January 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS 
(73 FR 2023); it includes alternatives in which LANL would be the site 
of a new consolidated plutonium center or a new consolidated nuclear 
production complex.  The impacts from the Draft Complex Transformation 
SPEIS are included in Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SWEIS.  
Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-10, which addresses the 
remainder of this comment.

317-100 The waste volumes projected for various management activities (such 
as waste characterization) are based on historical volumes managed and 
waste volumes forecast.  As such, the volumes presented in Chapter 3, 
Table 3–17, reflect the planned capabilities of the Solid Radioactive and 
Chemical Waste Facilities.  To accommodate processing and storage of 
legacy transuranic waste and newly generated transuranic waste from 
LANL operations under the Expanded Operations Alternative, NNSA is 
proposing to install and operate additional waste management equipment 
and facilities and to upgrade its existing processes, as described in 
Appendix H, Section H.3.  As discussed in the response to Comment 
no. 317-99, estimates of the total volume of transuranic waste to be 
generated under each alternative are included in Table 3–19, as well as 
in Chapter 5, Table 5–37.  As discussed in the response to Comment 
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no. 317-10, WIPP disposal capacity is expected to be sufficient for 
disposal of all retrievably stored transuranic waste, including LANL’s 
current inventory of legacy waste and all newly generated transuranic 
waste from the DOE complex over the next few decades.

317-101 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-21, NNSA released 
a Notice of Intent on October 19, 2006, to prepare the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS (71 FR 61731).  This Notice of Intent also 
announced cancellation of NNSA’s previous proposal to build a modern 
pit facility, for which a draft supplemental EIS was issued in June 2003 
(67 FR 59577).  Consequently, impacts related to the modern pit facility 
were deleted from the SWEIS.  In January 2008, NNSA issued the Draft 
Complex Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 2023); it includes alternatives in 
which LANL would be the site of a new consolidated plutonium center or 
a new consolidated nuclear production complex.  The impacts from the 
Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS are included in Cumulative Impacts 
section of the Final SWEIS.

317-102 The SWEIS analyzes the impacts of all of the transuranic waste proposed 
for storage at LANL.  Under the No Action Alternative, the Off-Site 
Source Recovery Project would continue to recover plutonium-239, 
americium-241, and plutonium-238 sealed sources and store them as waste 
until they can be disposed of, for example, as transuranic waste at WIPP.  
Because they were generated from defense activities, many plutonium-239 
sealed sources that have been collected are eligible for disposal at WIPP, 
as well as some of the americium-241 and plutonium-238 sources.  The 
remainder is stored until either a defense transuranic waste determination 
is made that makes them eligible for WIPP disposal, or a disposal site for 
Greater-Than-Class C and similar DOE waste is identified (see below).  
The impacts of storing the sources at LANL and shipping transuranic 
waste to WIPP are included in the discussion of the impacts under the No 
Action Alternative in Chapter 5.

 Under the Expanded Operations Alternative, the Off-Site Source Recovery 
Project would expand the types of sealed sources that it manages, 
and some of these could be stored at LANL if no commercial or other 
Federal facility were appropriate for their management.  None of these 
additional sealed sources would qualify as transuranic waste; those with 
isotope concentrations less than the definition of Greater-Than-Class C 
waste would generally not require storage but could be disposed of at 
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existing commercial and DOE disposal facilities.  Sources that could 
not be disposed of or otherwise managed would be stored at LANL 
until DOE identifies a disposal site.  At this time, there is no identified 
disposal facility for Greater-Than-Class C waste; however, DOE has 
issued a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Disposal of Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
(GTCC EIS) (72 FR 40135).  Several options for disposal of this waste and 
DOE waste with similar characteristics are being considered.  Clarifying 
language was added to Appendix J.

317-103 NNSA notes that there have been difficulties with repackaging and 
certifying transuranic waste for shipment to WIPP.  Although there have 
been delays in meeting planned transuranic waste shipments, process 
improvements have been made and shipment rates to WIPP have 
increased; therefore, the amount of stored transuranic waste is expected to 
decrease.  Chapter 4, Section 4.9.4, was added to the SWEIS to document 
the amount of waste shipped offsite.  Refer to the responses to Comment 
nos. 317-99 and 317-100, which address the remainder of this comment.

317-104 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-103, NNSA 
acknowledges the difficulties that have occurred regarding repackaging 
and certifying legacy transuranic waste for shipment to WIPP.  However, 
many of these issues have been addressed and the shipment rate has been 
increasing.  Almost 2,800 containers were shipped to WIPP from LANL 
in 2006, as identified by the WIPP Waste Information System, which 
is available at the WIPP website (www.wipp.energy.gov/), and this rate 
should increase.  However, Appendix H, Section H.3.2.2.3, evaluates 
NNSA’s proposal to improve repackaging and certification capabilities 
and increase the rate of shipments by installing and operating additional 
equipment and facilities and upgrading existing processes.
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317-105 The SWEIS cumulative impacts analysis incorporates quantitative 
information for non-LANL actions, where available.  In some cases, the 
impacts of non-LANL actions have not been quantified and can only be 
discussed qualitatively.  A cumulative impacts discussion was included in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.13, for every resource area identified in Chapter 5.

317-106 Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-20.
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317-107 Chapter 5, Section 5.13, was revised to describe the potential for 
environmental justice-related cumulative impacts.

317-108 Each resource area may have a different region of influence.  For 
instance, cumulative impacts to cultural resources would be largely 
confined to LANL.  However, surface water resources could potentially 
have cumulative impacts downstream on the Rio Grande.  Impacts 
from radiological air emissions are typically modeled out to 50 miles 
(80 kilometers).  Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-20.

Commentor No. 317 (cont’d):  Joni Arends, Executive Director, 
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, 

Sheri Kotowski, Embudo Valley Environmental Monitoring Group

317-106
cont’d

317-107

317-108



Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-772

317-109 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-21, NNSA released 
a Notice of Intent on October 19, 2006, to prepare a Complex 
Transformation SPEIS.  This Notice of Intent also announced cancellation 
of NNSA’s previous proposal to build a modern pit facility, for which 
a draft supplemental EIS was issued in June 2003 (67 FR 59577).  
Consequently, impacts related to a modern pit facility were deleted 
from the SWEIS.  In January 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex 
Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 2023); it includes alternatives in which 
LANL would be the site of a new consolidated plutonium center or a new 
consolidated nuclear production complex.  The impacts from the Draft 
Complex Transformation SPEIS are included in Cumulative Impacts 
section of the Final SWEIS.  Decisions on the disposal of various wastes 
generated across the DOE complex were made through Records of 
Decision based on the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (Waste Management PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200F), issued 
in May 1997 (DOE 1997a).  The Waste Management PEIS evaluated the 
impacts of various treatment and disposal options for low-level radioactive 
waste, mixed low-level radioactive waste, transuranic waste, high-level 
waste, and hazardous waste.  In the Records of Decision that followed 
issuance of the Waste Management PEIS, DOE made Complex-wide 
determinations regarding treatment and disposal of each waste type.  The 
impacts of experiments at other DOE facilities are evaluated in separate 
NEPA documentation for those facilities.
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317-110 Assessment of the international consequences of LANL activities is not 
within the scope of a NEPA compliance analysis.  This LANL SWEIS 
evaluates the environmental impacts of historic, current, and reasonably 
foreseeable future operations at LANL on a specific region of influence, as 
discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-20.

317-111 The implications of LANL operations on peace and security in the 
Middle East are not within the scope of this SWEIS, which focuses on the 
environmental impacts of alternatives for continued operation of LANL.

317-112 Evaluation of the impacts on international treaties is not within the scope 
of this SWEIS, which focuses on environmental impacts of alternatives for 
continued operation of LANL.  It may be noted, however, that operations 
at LANL do not violate 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.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition 
to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.  
The United States, as a nuclear weapons state identified in the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, is not subject to International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspections.  To prevent the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons to non-nuclear-weapons states, IAEA may conduct 
inspections within a non-nuclear-weapons state to provide assurance that 
technologies and materials are not being diverted or misused in order to 
assemble nuclear weapons and that no items required to be declared under 
safeguards are undeclared.  The pits produced at LANL would be used to 
replace existing pits.
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317-113 As described in the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance 
handbook, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (CEQ 1997), trend analysis is one of 
11 methods of analyzing cumulative impacts.  The Council’s guidance 
also states that analysis of environmental effects must focus on effects 
that are meaningful.  The “sliding-scale approach” described in the DOE 
guidance paper, “Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental 
Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements” (December 2004), 
requires the depth of impact analysis to be commensurate with the 
importance of the resource being analyzed.  The DOE guidance further 
states that impacts should be quantified consistent with the available 
information, but should not be quantified when they are virtually absent.  
The cumulative impacts section of the SWEIS was prepared with these 
principles in mind.  Therefore, historical trend analysis of cumulative 
impacts was not performed because:  (1) impacts from LANL activities 
were minimal and did not warrant extensive cumulative impacts 
analysis; (2) other methods of cumulative impacts analysis were used; or 
(3) applicable and appropriate historical information for trend analysis was 
not available.

 Historical trend data for the impacts of LANL operations over time 
can be found in Appendix C and Appendix F, as well as in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6.1.3.  Appendix F presents detailed environmental surveillance 
data for radioisotopes and chemicals in groundwater, surface water, 
sediment, and soil in and around LANL.  These data account for any 
contaminants that have accumulated since operations began at LANL.  
Appendix C presents estimates of the doses to persons who are exposed 
to or consume contaminated water, soil, sediment, plants, animals, and 
agricultural produces near LANL.  All of these doses represent only a 
very small fraction of the normal background dose received by persons 
living near LANL.  Section 4.6.1.1 provides detailed information about 
cancer mortality and incidence rates both in New Mexico and in all of 
the counties surrounding LANL.  This data, along with the final LANL 
Public Health Assessment issued in August 2006 by the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry, shows that, “…there is no evidence of 
contamination from LANL that might be expected to result in ill health 
to the community,” and “… overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area 
are similar to cancer rates found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).  
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Table 4–26 shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos County are lower 
than the national average and some are higher, which is typical of any 
area.  Information on historical doses to the public is incomplete and is 
still being developed.

 The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention is in the early phase of 
the dose reconstruction efforts at LANL.  As described in its January 2006 
publication titled, “Interim Report of the Los Alamos Historical 
Document Retrieval and Assessment (LAHDRA) Project” (CDC 2006), 
dose reconstruction is a five-phase process involving:  (1) retrieval and 
assessment of data, (2) initial source term development and pathway 
analysis, (3) screening dose and exposure calculations, (4) development 
of methods for assessing environmental doses, and (5) calculation of 
environmental exposures, doses, and risks.  The CDC project at LANL is 
still in the initial information-gathering phase, so this information was not 
available to include in the cumulative impacts analysis.

 Cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.13, of the 
SWEIS, which was updated with the information provided in this 
response.

317-114 Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-9 regarding cancellation of 
NNSA’s previous proposal to build a modern pit facility.  The SWEIS was 
revised to reflect this decision.

317-115 Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities in support of NNSA’s 
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security 
policy as established by the Congress and the President.  In addition 
to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL in 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.

317-116 The Biosafety Level 3 Facility would expand the Bioscience Facilities’ 
capabilities, described in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.3.11, of the SWEIS, 
by providing the ability to work with indigenous or exotic agents with 
a potential for respiratory transmission.  The types of activities to be 
conducted by the Biosafety Level 3 Facility include forensic and research 
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sample analysis for strain characterization and attribution, culture and 
analysis of infectious microbes to study biochemical and pathogenic 
characteristics, micro and molecular biology to support development of 
detection technologies, and collection and storage of samples for archive.  
NNSA is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement for the Operation 
of a Biosafety Level-3 Facility at Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
Los Alamos, New Mexico; the cumulative impacts analysis (Chapter 5, 
Section 5.13) of the SWEIS was revised to summarize its environmental 
consequences (Cummings 2007).

 Psychological impacts are not within the scope of NEPA analysis.  In 
1983, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled (Metropolitan Edison Co. v. People 
Against Nuclear Energy, 460 U.S. 766) that “psychological effects” are 
not included among the environmental impacts required to be analyzed in 
environmental impact statements.

317-117 This information was included in the SWEIS to describe the subject 
facility; the choice of building materials met the functional requirements 
for the facility and complied with LANL architectural standards.

317-118 The specific statement about HEPA filters with respect to the Biosafety 
Level 3 Facility at LANL was removed from Chapter 5, Section 5.13.

 To address the commentor’s concerns about HEPA filters in general, 
the following information is provided.  A HEPA filter is a dry-type 
filter that can typically remove particles as small as 0.1 micrometers 
(DOE 2003b).  To mitigate the possibility of a HEPA filter failing during 
normal operations and accidents, air cleaning systems are designed to 
contain multiple (up to four) physically separated HEPA filter banks or 
stages arranged in a series so that, should the first HEPA filter stage fail, 
the additional HEPA filter stages would achieve the same air cleaning 
performance level.  HEPA filters are purchased, maintained, and tested in 
accordance with DOE requirements and standards that identify specific 
criteria.  DOE, together with the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, 
has been strengthening its HEPA filter program for several years through 
formal recommendations (DNFSB 1999, 2000, 2004).  DOE tests HEPA 
filters based on specific analysis requirements that generally result in 
testing the filters in place every 12 months.  The filters also are tested 
after replacement, when deemed appropriate by facility management, 
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or in compliance with the facility safety authorization basis.  General 
replacement criteria include wetting, facility fire, differential pressure 
changes, or radiation levels indicating an increase in filter loading.  
DOE-STD-3020-2005 requires further acceptance testing of HEPA filters 
that are intended for use in DOE nuclear facilities.  Filters that are safety 
significant, safety class, or needed to protect workers must be tested at 
a DOE Filter Test Facility.  At the Filter Test Facility, filters must pass 
a rigorous visual inspection by trained inspector personnel, as well as 
various flow tests (for example, penetration, resistance to flow).  Only 
filters that pass the Filter Test Facility tests are forwarded to a DOE 
nuclear facility.

 The Nuclear Air Cleaning Handbook (DOE 2003b) was reviewed, 
updated, and reaffirmed in accordance with a Defense Nuclear Facility 
Safety Board recommendation (DNFSB 2000).  This handbook is used 
by NNSA to ensure that permanent programs are institutionalized and 
are in place to test and maintain HEPA filter performance.  In accordance 
with applicable DOE and NNSA commitments, NNSA explicitly requires 
its contractors to ensure 100 percent testing of HEPA filters as part of 
their vital safety systems assessments.  NNSA also has requested its site 
management and operations contractors to prepare a formal response 
documenting the steps they take to routinely verify that all applicable 
HEPA filter testing requirements are being met (NNSA 2003).  This 
has been accomplished by changes that were incorporated into the 
revised DOE Standard (DOE-STD-3020-2005) (DOE 2005c).  As a 
part of these efforts, DOE updated the Nuclear Air Cleaning Handbook 
(DOE 2003b) and many of the HEPA filter-related standards (such as 
DOE Technical Standard 3020-2005, Specification for HEPA Filters Used 
by DOE Contractors [DOE 2005c]) to reflect current best practices and 
expectations.

317-119 NNSA has revised Chapter 5, Section 5.13, to update the cumulative 
impacts analysis with potential environmental consequences associated 
with the BSL-3 Facility based on the BSL-3 EIS NNSA is currently 
preparing; therefore, the references to commingled and treated wastewater 
discharges have been deleted.  All liquid waste would be treated, if 
necessary, to meet the waste acceptance criteria for the TA-46 Sanitary 
Wastewater Systems Plant, which would then ensure the effluent meets 
water quality permit requirements set by the State of New Mexico prior to 
discharge.
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317-120 As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.13, the impacts of other actions taken 
in the LANL region of influence are considered in the cumulative impacts 
analysis.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance handbook, 
Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (CEQ 1997), states that it is not practical to analyze the cumulative 
effects of an action on the universe, and that the list of environmental 
effects must focus on those effects that are meaningful.  The “sliding-
scale approach” described in DOE’s December 2004 guidance paper, 
“Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments 
and Environmental Impact Statements” (DOE 2004), requires the depth of 
impact analysis to be commensurate with the importance of the resource 
being analyzed.  The DOE guidance further states that impacts should be 
quantified consistent with the available information, but impacts should 
not be quantified when they are virtually absent.  The cumulative impacts 
section of the SWEIS was prepared with these principles in mind.

317-121 Direct contact with the counties and Pueblos was only one of the methods 
used to collect information for cumulative impacts.  Much of the needed 
information was collected from Federal, state, and county agencies, as well 
as private company plans, studies, reports, databases, and websites.  Local 
officials confirmed the information collected from these other sources.  
Follow-up contact was made with counties that declined the initial 
requests for cumulative impacts information.  Chapter 5, Section 5.13, 
of the Final SWEIS was revised to reflect that input was received from 
all but one county and two pueblos.  As shown on the distribution list in 
Chapter 11, representatives of all Native American Tribes in the region 
were sent the Draft SWEIS for comment to provide them an opportunity 
to correct or supplement the information presented in the SWEIS.  In 
addition, as described in Chapter 6, Section 6.5, DOE consulted with the 
appropriate Tribal Governments, as required by Executive Memoranda and 
DOE Order 1230.2, “American Indian Tribal Government Policy.”

317-122 See the response to Comment no. 317-121.

317-123 The North Railroad Avenue groundwater contamination plume originates 
in Española.  Bioremediation testing at this site commenced in 2007 
(NMED 2007).  Tetrachloroethylene emission is the leading concern about 
this plume because it is the most widespread contaminant and is found in 
the highest concentrations in groundwater.  Other contaminants present 
that are present in the plume and have possible health effects include 
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trichloroethylene, cis-1,2 dichloroethylene, and trans-1,2 dichloroethylene 
(EPA 2006).  This contamination plume is being remediated to protect 
drinking water and the Rio Grande from future chlorinated groundwater 
solvents, so it is not expected to migrate into groundwater or surface water 
impacted by past or present LANL operations.  Chapter 5, Section 5.13, 
was modified to include this information.

317-124 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-105, a cumulative 
impacts analysis was included for every resource area identified in 
Chapter 5.

317-125 The phrase “incompatible land use” means that lands in adjacent areas 
have land use designations that would interfere with each other or restrict 
one another.  Loss of recreational opportunities means a reduction in 
activities such as hiking or fishing.  These terms are more clearly defined 
and discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.1.  Section 5.13 was reworded to 
clarify the sentence.

317-126 The cited phrase in Chapter 5, Section 5.13, was reworded to read, “…if 
the waste at the MDAs remains in place.”  If capping were selected as 
a remedy for a material disposal area, the cap would be designed and 
emplaced after considering the processes that could affect the performance 
of the cap and the designated future use of the site.  After capping is 
completed, the material disposal area would be maintained under a 
stewardship condition and monitored and repaired as needed to eliminate 
conditions such as severe erosion that could remobilize the contamination.

317-127 Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-74 regarding the use of 
cancer deaths to measure impacts in the SWEIS.  The SWEIS assesses 
the impacts of other toxic and hazardous substances in Chapter 5.  
Section 5.6.2 discusses the human health impacts associated with 
operational emissions chemical impacts under all three alternatives.  
Hazardous chemical accidents are discussed in Section 5.12.2, and 
nonradioactive contaminants in the environment and their impacts are 
discussed in Appendix C, Section C.2.

317-128 In January 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS 
(73 FR 2023); it includes alternatives in which LANL would be the site 
of a new consolidated plutonium center or a new consolidated nuclear 
production complex.  The impacts from the Draft Complex Transformation 
SPEIS are included in Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SWEIS.
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317-129 The phrase “latent cancer fatality” and its acronym LCF are explained 
in detail in Appendix C, Section C.1.2, and are defined in the Glossary 
provided in Chapter 8 along with definition of a “maximally exposed 
individual (MEI)” and other terms commonly used in EISs.  Latent cancer 
fatalities are the measure of long-term radiation exposure-related health 
effects that is universally accepted to express the health effects of exposure 
to radiation; it is used in EISs for DOE Nuclear Complex sites.  Latent 
cancer fatalities also are the measure of long-term radiation exposure-
related health effects endorsed and used by the U.S. Government, National 
Research Council, International Atomic Energy Agency (part of the United 
Nations), and the International Commission on Radiological Protection.

317-130 Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-9 regarding cancellation of 
NNSA’s previous proposal to build a modern pit facility.  The lifecycle 
and international human health impacts of increasing nuclear weapons 
manufacturing, as well as analysis of the detonation of a nuclear 
weapon, are not within the scope of this SWEIS, which focuses on the 
environmental impacts of continuing LANL operations.

317-131 The cumulative impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative on 
electricity, water, and natural gas demands 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 and permitted 
effluent standards.  A lifecycle assessment of the use of these resources is 
not within the scope of the LANL SWEIS.

317-132 DOE takes its resource stewardship and conservation responsibilities 
seriously and continues to work with Los Alamos County in implementing 
measures to conserve water and in planning for future water demands.  
LANL is now a County water customer.  LANL’s total and consumptive 
water use have decreased since 1999.  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.  Meanwhile, Los Alamos County is working to lessen its dependence 
on the regional groundwater aquifer and is studying the possible use of 
the San Juan-Chama surface water allotment.  Refer to Section 2.5, Water 
Resources, of this CRD for additional information.
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 Appropriate environmental impact documentation would be prepared by 
Los Alamos County to analyze the options carried forward to access San 
Juan-Chama project water.  Currently, Sections 5.8.2.1 and 5.14.3 of the 
SWEIS note that the earliest that San Juan-Chama project water might be 
available is 2010.  NNSA understands that proposed expansion of LANL 
and its future operations will be bound by the availability of water as will 
the growth of the greater Los Alamos area and other communities.  

317-133 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-109, decisions 
regarding disposal of various wastes generated across the DOE complex 
were made through Records of Decision based on the Waste Management 
PEIS (DOE/EIS 0200F) (DOE 1997a).  The Waste Management PEIS 
evaluated the impacts of various disposal options for several waste types, 
including low-level radioactive waste, mixed low-level radioactive waste, 
transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous (chemical) waste, as 
well as the social, environmental, and health impacts of each disposal 
option.  In the Records of Decision that followed the Waste Management 
PEIS, DOE made Complex-wide determinations regarding disposal of 
each waste type and evaluated available disposal capacity.  As presented 
in this SWEIS, the amounts of newly generated waste (from routine 
operations) are distinguished from environmental restoration waste.  For 
example, Chapter 5, Table 5–49, identifies the waste quantities projected 
for three primary sources of waste: routine operations; decontamination, 
decommissioning and demolition; and environmental restoration.  
Table S–5 of the Summary was revised to separate environmental 
restoration waste from newly generated waste.  Management of waste, 
however, is determined by the waste classification (e.g., chemical or 
transuranic waste), not by the source.

 The environmental restoration waste quantities projected are based on all 
known potential release sites.  Creation of new potential release sites is 
not anticipated because current operating and waste management practices 
comply with regulations designed to protect the environment.  If additional 
remediation were necessary in the future, the need for supplemental 
NEPA documentation would be evaluated.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste 
Management, of this CRD for more information.

317-134 Refer to the response to Comment no. 317-21.
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317-135 The quantities of wastes projected in the Draft SWEIS are conservative 
to provide a bounding estimate for evaluating the impacts.  In addition, 
because the types and volumes of the wastes that will be generated 
from environmental restoration at LANL depend on future regulatory 
decisions (made primarily by the State of New Mexico), projections of 
the types and quantities of these wastes are subject to great uncertainty.  
NNSA recognizes in the SWEIS that some modifications to the waste 
management infrastructure may be undertaken.  Appendix H, Section H.3, 
discusses waste management alternatives considering the upcoming 
closure of many TA-54 facilities, including construction of new 
facilities to store, process, and characterize waste.  Should future waste 
generation rates approach or exceed the capacity of the new LANL waste 
management facilities, additional facility planning and associated NEPA 
analysis would be performed.

 The environmental impacts of expanding low-level radioactive waste 
disposal operations into Zones 4 and 6 were evaluated in the 1999 
LANL SWEIS and no changes are planned.  In a Record of Decision 
following the DOE Waste Management PEIS, DOE determined that 
low-level radioactive waste generated at LANL would be disposed of at 
LANL and at two regional facilities (Hanford and the Nevada Test Site) 
(65 FR 10061).  In that same Record of Decision, DOE determined that 
the disposal capacity for low-level radioactive waste is adequate.  In the 
1998 Record of Decision for the WIPP Disposal Phase (63 FR 3624), 
DOE recognized that WIPP would not provide a disposal solution for all 
transuranic wastes and that another disposal facility may be necessary 
in the future.  Exceedance of WIPP capacity depends on a number of 
factors that remain to be determined, including: (1) actual waste volumes 
generated at LANL (versus the conservative projections presented in the 
SWEIS) and at other DOE facilities; (2) whether LANL operations would 
continue beyond WIPP’s closure; and (3) the amount of waste generated 
at LANL through environmental restoration and decommissioning 
activities.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for 
more information.  With respect to waste generated from a modern pit 
facility, NNSA announced cancellation of its proposal to build a modern 
pit facility in its Notice of Intent to prepare the Complex Transformation 
SPEIS (71 FR 61731), as discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-9.  
In January 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS 
(73 FR 2023); it includes alternatives in which LANL would be the site 
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of a new consolidated plutonium center or a new consolidated nuclear 
production complex.  The impacts from the Draft Complex Transformation 
SPEIS are included in Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SWEIS.

317-136 In accordance with the low-level radioactive waste Record of Decision 
(65 FR 10061) following the Waste Management PEIS (DOE/EIS-0200), 
low-level radioactive wastes generated at LANL are generally disposed 
of onsite.  To date, the vast majority of LANL low-level radioactive waste 
has been disposed of onsite.  However, consistent with DOE’s Radioactive 
Waste Manual (DOE M 435.1), the site manager can authorize disposal 
at commercial facilities.  The amounts of low-level radioactive waste 
disposed of annually on and offsite depend on operational factors such as 
waste volumes generated, available disposal capacity, and cost factors.

 Although there have been delays in meeting planned transuranic waste 
shipments, process improvements have been made and recent gains 
in shipment numbers have been realized, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.9.4.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this 
CRD for more information.  Chapter 5, Section 5.10, of the SWEIS 
addresses analyses of the environmental impacts of offsite disposal of 
LANL-generated waste.  These analyses address the resources areas as 
appropriate, placing particular emphasis on waste transport and health.

317-137 The future use of lined rather than unlined pits for waste disposal is under 
evaluation through the Area G Performance Assessment and Composite 
Analysis that is required by DOE Order 435.1 and is periodically reviewed 
and updated.  The Area G Performance Assessment and Composite 
Analysis will guide decisions regarding operational procedures and 
waste disposal.  This SWEIS considers impacts from the use of unlined 
pits as its No Action Alternative baseline; this impact analysis thereby 
bounds possible actions with lesser environmental consequences, such as 
those that may result from use of alternate pit construction methods and 
operational techniques.  Refer to Sections 2.2, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, and 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for 
more information related to this comment.

317-138 While the impacts of transporting LANL waste to WIPP are included in 
the LANL SWEIS, the impacts of WIPP operations are not.  The impacts 
of operations at WIPP are analyzed in a separate EIS, The Waste Isolation 
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Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0026-S2) (DOE 1997b), issued in 1997.

317-139 The “appropriately permitted solid waste landfill” referred to in the Draft 
SWEIS is a standard nonradiological landfill used by municipalities 
throughout the United States for solid sanitary waste disposal, including 
disposal of normal solid wastes from homes and construction debris.  
As such, there would be no special requirements to accept LANL 
nonradiological solid waste.  While there may be some socioeconomic 
benefits from a few additional jobs created by the demand for additional 
capacity at existing solid waste landfills, no additional environmental or 
health impacts are anticipated.  Impacts from transportation of solid wastes 
are evaluated in Chapter 5, Section 5.10, of the SWEIS.  Psychological 
impacts are not within the scope of this EIS.

317-140 As stated in Chapter 5, Section 5.13, of the SWEIS, cumulative impacts 
are evaluated in accordance with Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations, which state, “…the incremental impacts of the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes 
such other actions…” (40 CFR 1508.7).  The cumulative transportation 
impacts presented in Section 5.13 reflect an estimate of the potential doses 
to workers and the public from transport of various radioactive materials 
from 1943 through 2047.  The values presented are based on the state-of-
art analyses referenced in the section and are considered good indications 
of what the impacts could be; thus, they are appropriate for the purpose 
intended.

317-141 Whenever trucks and cars are on the road, regardless of their cargo, 
there is a possibility of a traffic accident that could result in vehicular 
damage and occupant injury or death.  Even when drivers are trained in 
defensive driving and take great care, traffic accidents may still occur.  
The Department of Transportation sets the rules and regulations for 
hazardous material transport in commerce (49 CFR Parts 171 to 180).  
It also establishes the requirements for driving, parking, and selecting 
routes to transport the materials (49 CFR Parts 391 and 379).  DOE and 
NNSA use contract carriers and shippers who meet these requirements 
to transport hazardous materials to and from facilities.  DOE and NNSA 
add further terms and conditions, as specified in DOE Order 460.2A, 
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and the accompanying guidance and manual on transport requirements.  
These requirements make carriers and drivers more aware of the safety 
requirements for the equipment and containers involved in the transport, 
and thereby reduce the likelihood of potential transportation accidents.

317-142 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-9, NNSA announced 
cancellation of its proposal to build a modern pit facility in its October 
2006 Notice of Intent to prepare the Complex Transformation SPEIS 
(71 FR 61731).  Consequently, discussion of a modern pit facility at 
LANL was deleted from the SWEIS.  In January 2008, NNSA issued 
the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 2023); it includes 
alternatives in which LANL would be the site of a new consolidated 
plutonium center or a new consolidated nuclear production complex.  The 
impacts from the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS are included in 
Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SWEIS.

317-143 Text was added to the Summary, Section S.9.1, and Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.4.1.3 and 5.13, to discuss the potential increase in emissions 
due to increased commuter traffic to LANL.  The environmental 
justice-related implications of all potential impacts are summarized in 
Sections 5.11 and 5.13.

317-144 Comments were considered and as appropriate, the Final SWEIS was 
revised.
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317-145 Some of the groundwater data, particularly data associated with certain 
multi-screen Hydrogeologic Work Plan characterization wells constructed 
after 1999, are believed to need reassessment due to potential residual 
drilling fluid effects.  The drilling fluid effects are quantitatively assessed 
in the Well-Screen Analysis Report (LANL 2005c).  As described in 
this report, more than half (52 percent) of the well screens evaluated 
produce water quality samples that are not significantly impacted by 
residual drilling fluids.  For those well screens that have been impacted 
by residual drilling fluids, LANL staff has initiated a program to 
rehabilitate the R-Wells that may be producing suspect groundwater 
monitoring results.  This program is described in the Workplan for 
R-Well Rehabilitation and Replacement (LANL 2006e).  As well quality 
issues are clarified and resolved through additional sampling, well 
rehabilitation, or well replacement, the set of groundwater data will 
increase in size and improve in quality to support ongoing monitoring, 
investigations, and decisionmaking.  The monitoring program is still in 
the initial characterization phase, as reported in the Interim Facility-Wide 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (LANL 2006d).  As periodic watershed 
monitoring continues, LANL staff will continue its phased approach 
to determining which wells are needed and in what locations to satisfy 
long-term compliance monitoring needs.  The process described above is 
established by and in compliance with the Consent Order.

317-146 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding groundwater contamination and groundwater 
monitoring.

317-147 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses 
to comments regarding chromium contamination and groundwater 
monitoring.
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317-148 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding well construction and groundwater monitoring.

317-149 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding well construction, groundwater contamination, and 
more restrictive standards for neptunium.  In addition, Appendix F was 
revised to distinguish between statistical analysis of monitoring data for 
this SWEIS and detection of contaminants in groundwater.
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317-150 NNSA does not concur with the commentor’s assertion that previous 
decisions on projects should be reconsidered; however, it should be noted 
that the environmental analyses of the alternatives for continued operation 
of LANL that are evaluated in the SWEIS consider both information on 
groundwater contamination that has been gathered in the past 10 years 
and the effect of this information on current operations.  Contamination 
affecting groundwater results from past practices that would not meet 
today’s regulations and standards for operating.  Contaminated sites 
and associated groundwater contamination are being addressed through 
LANL’s remediation program, which includes actions to comply with the 
Consent Order.

317-151 NNSA notes the commentor’s support for the Reduced Operations 
Alternative.  The well monitoring program that NNSA is required to 
perform under the Consent Order, along with other programs as discussed 
in the response to Comment no. 317-91, will provide information that 
will decrease uncertainties about spatial distributions of contaminants 
and travel times.  Decisions about environmental restoration will be made 
in accordance with established regulatory processes, including those 
of the State of New Mexico for the Consent Order.  It is the intent of 
the SWEIS to provide environmental impact information for use in the 
decisionmaking process, including determination of potential remediation 
action options.
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317-152 See Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for a discussion of 
programs that are expected to decrease the uncertainty of the data.  The 
staffs at LANL and other DOE Laboratories have performed substantial 
research on colloidal transport of radionuclides through volcanic tuffs, 
including investigations following the Cerro Grande Fire and at TA-54.  
This research also includes colloid studies in analogous geologic materials 
and similar flow regimes at the Nevada Test Site.  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.  It is the intent of the SWEIS to provide 
environmental impact information for use in the decisionmaking process, 
including determination of potential remediation action options.
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317-153 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for a response to 
comments regarding groundwater contamination.

317-154 The data in Appendix F referred to by the commentor was developed for 
purposes of comparison to similar data in the 1999 SWEIS and for use 
in the SWEIS analyses.  Detections of contaminants in the environment 
are reported in the annual LANL environmental surveillance reports.  
Appendix F has been modified to explain the purpose of the data and 
the difference between these data and those reported in the LANL 
environmental surveillance reports regarding detection of contaminants 
in the environment.  The current suggesting sampling of these locations is 
accommodated through the LANL environmental surveillance program.  
Results of the sampling and analysis of springs and groundwater, as well 
as other environmental media, are reported in annual environmental 
surveillance reports (www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml).  See 
Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD and Appendix F of the SWEIS 
for additional information.
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317-155 LANL staff is still in the initial characterization phase of the monitoring 
program, as reported in the Interim Facility-Wide Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan (LANL 2006d).  As periodic watershed monitoring 
continues, LANL staff will continue its phased approach to determining 
which wells are needed and in what locations to satisfy long-term 
compliance monitoring needs.  The process described above is established 
by, and in compliance with, the Consent Order.  Appendix F summarizes 
the monitoring data provided in the annual site environmental reports, 
including monitoring data collected from the alluvial groundwater, 
perched groundwater, regional aquifer springs, other springs, regional 
aquifer hydrogeologic characterization wells, test wells, and water supply 
wells.  Chapter 4, Section 4.3, and Appendix F in the Final SWEIS were 
revised to include results from the 2005 Annual Site Environmental 
Report (LANL 2006g), Well Screen Analysis Report (LANL 2005c), and 
Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and Replacement (LANL 2006e), as 
well as additional discussion and interpretation of the monitoring results.  
Refer to the annual site environmental reports for detailed information on 
the monitoring results.

 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-145, more than half 
(52 percent) of the well screens evaluated in the Well Screen Analysis 
Report (LANL 2005c) produce water quality samples that are not 
significantly impacted by residual drilling fluids.  For those well screens 
that have been impacted by residual drilling fluids, LANL staff initiated 
a program to better evaluate the wells and to rehabilitate the R-Wells that 
may be producing suspect groundwater monitoring results.  This program 
is described in the Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and Replacement 
(LANL 2006e).  Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD 
for responses to comments regarding well construction, groundwater 
contamination, and groundwater monitoring.
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317-156 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for a response to 
comments regarding well construction.
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317-157 Under normal aquifer conditions, the Westbay System allows sampling 
at an in-situ pressure without purging before a sample is collected.  
Groundwater samples collected using this system represent the saturated 
zone within a given interval of the hydrogeologic system and, discounting 
drilling artifacts, potentially represent the aquifer in which the well is 
installed.  As described in the Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and 
Replacement (LANL 2006e), no acceptable sampling system currently 
exists as an alternative to Westbay for situations where more than two 
screens per well are needed for the monitoring system.  Therefore, for 
many wells, LANL will opt to convert wells with three or more screens 
to single- or dual-screen completions by plugging and abandoning some 
of the deeper screens, taking into consideration the technical needs for 
monitoring and characterization.  This option will allow purging of water 
from the well before sampling.

 Well screen depths are selected in consultation with the New Mexico 
Environment Department.  In some cases, well screens are purposefully 
set in low permeability strata to collect information on the hydrologic 
properties of the confining layers.  In addition, water levels can change 
over time, resulting in well screens that are now partially above the water 
table.  As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-145, more 
than half (52 percent) of the well screens evaluated in the Well Screen 
Analysis Report (LANL 2005c) produce water quality samples that are not 
significantly impacted by residual drilling fluids.  For those well screens 
that have been impacted by residual drilling fluids, LANL has initiated a 
program to better evaluate the wells and to rehabilitate the R-Wells that 
may be producing suspect groundwater monitoring results.  This program 
is described in the Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and Replacement 
(LANL 2006e).

 LANL is still in the initial characterization phase of the monitoring 
program, as reported in the Interim Facility-Wide Groundwater Monitoring 
Plan (LANL 2006d).  As periodic watershed monitoring continues, LANL 
will continue its phased approach to determine which wells are needed 
and in what locations to satisfy long-term compliance monitoring needs.  
The process described above is established by and in compliance with 
the Consent Order.  Chapter 4, Section 4.3, and Appendix F in the Final 
SWEIS were revised to include additional discussion and interpretation of 
the monitoring results.
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317-158 Chapter 4, Section 4.3, and Appendix F in the Final SWEIS were 
revised to include results from the 2005 Annual Site Environmental 
Report (LANL 2006g), Well Screen Analysis Report (LANL 2005a), and 
Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and Replacement (LANL 2006e), as 
well as additional discussion and interpretation of the monitoring results.  
Appendix F summarizes the voluminous monitoring data provided in 
the annual site environmental reports.  Please refer to the annual site 
environmental reports for detailed information on the monitoring results.  
Refer to the responses to Comment nos. 317-155 and 317-157 for 
additional information related to this comment.
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317-159 The old test wells were not evaluated for the Well Screen Analysis Report 
(LANL 2005c).  LANL staff recognizes the problems with TW-8 and 
has placed this well on the list of wells to be plugged and abandoned.  
The SWEIS does not rely solely on monitoring data from the test 
wells.  Appendix F also presents monitoring data collected from alluvial 
groundwater, perched groundwater, regional aquifer springs, other springs, 
regional aquifer hydrogeologic characterization wells, and water supply 
wells.
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317-160 Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to 
comments regarding groundwater contamination and monitoring.
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317-161 Groundwater is not traveling at 131 feet (40 meters) per day in the 
regional aquifer beneath LANL.  The calculated hydraulic conductivity of 
a hydrogeologic unit is not the same as the actual groundwater velocity.  
The hydraulic conductivity is the movement of groundwater in the unit 
under a hydraulic gradient that is usually much greater than the natural 
gradient in the aquifer.  As described in Appendix E, Section E.8.3, the 
groundwater from springs in White Rock Canyon is probably somewhere 
between 3,000 and 10,000 years old.  If the groundwater in the regional 
aquifer beneath LANL were flowing at a velocity of 131 feet (40 meters) 
per day, it would have traveled 27,216 miles (43,800 kilometers) in 
3,000 years to reach these springs, which is not the case.
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317-162 See the response to Comment no. 317-161.
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317-163 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-157, LANL staff 
initiated a program to rehabilitate the R-Wells that may be producing 
suspect groundwater monitoring results.  This program is described in 
the Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and Replacement (LANL 2006e).  
Well R-16 is one of two wells included in the pilot well rehabilitation 
program that was completed in 2006.  Rehabilitation has been partially 
successful, and Well R-16 is now producing more representative water 
samples.  Well screen depths are selected in consultation with the New 
Mexico Environment Department.  In some cases, well screens are 
purposefully set in low permeability strata to collect information on the 
hydrologic properties of the confining layers.

 LANL staff is still in the initial characterization phase of the monitoring 
program, as reported in the Interim Facility-Wide Groundwater Monitoring 
Plan (LANL 2006d).  As periodic watershed monitoring continues, LANL 
staff will continue its phased approach to determining which wells are 
needed and in what locations to satisfy long-term compliance monitoring 
needs.  The process described above is established by and in compliance 
with the Consent Order.  Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this 
CRD for responses to comments regarding well construction, groundwater 
contamination, and groundwater monitoring.
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317-164 The potential environmental impacts associated with wastes in MDAs 
G, H, and L that are subject to the Consent Order are being addressed in 
accordance with Consent Order requirements.  Background information 
about these sites is in Appendix I, Sections I.2.5.5.1, I.2.5.5.2, and 
I.2.5.5.3.  As cited in Section I.2.5.5.2, for MDA H DOE has completed 
a RCRA investigation program and has prepared a corrective measures 
evaluation as well as an environmental assessment.  The corrective remedy 
for MDA H was selected by the New Mexico Environment Department 
in November 2007.  The Consent Order also requires collection and 
analysis of subsurface vapor samples and monitoring of groundwater in 
canyons potentially affected by MDA H.  Corrective measure evaluations 
for MDAs G and L are being prepared and will be submitted to the 
New Mexico Environment Department in 2007.  The New Mexico 
Environment Department will select the final closure remedy for each 
MDA, considering possible impacts to groundwater and other resources.  
The current schedule for the Consent Order requires submittal of remedy 
completion reports to the New Mexico Environment Department by 
July 9, 2011, for MDA L and by December 6, 2015, for MDA G.  As 
described in the Well Screen Analysis Report (LANL 2005c), Well R-21; 
Well R-22, screens 2 and 3; and Well R-32 screen 1 produce water quality 
samples that are not significantly impacted by residual drilling fluids.  
Well screen depths are selected in consultation with the New Mexico 
Environment Department.  LANL staff is still in the initial characterization 
phase of the monitoring program, as reported in the Interim Facility-Wide 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (LANL 2006d).  As periodic watershed 
monitoring continues, LANL staff will continue its phased approach 
to determining which wells are needed and in what locations to satisfy 
long-term compliance monitoring needs.  The process described above is 
established by and in compliance with the Consent Order (for example, 
refer to Sections IV and IX of the Consent Order).
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317-165 As described in the Well Screen Analysis Report (LANL 2005c), Well R-21 
produces water quality samples that are not significantly impacted by 
residual drilling fluids.  LANL staff is still in the initial characterization 
phase of the monitoring program, as reported in the Interim Facility-Wide 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (LANL 2006d).  As periodic watershed 
monitoring continues, LANL staff will continue its phased approach 
to determining which wells are needed and in what locations to satisfy 
long-term compliance monitoring needs.  The process described above is 
established by and in compliance with the Consent Order (for example, 
refer to Sections IV and IX of the Consent Order).  In addition, please 
note that well screen depths are selected in consultation with the New 
Mexico Environment Department, as discussed in response to Comment 
no. 317-163.
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317-166 The Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and Replacement (LANL 2006e) 
states that Well R-22 has five screens.  The top screen straddles the water 
table and the other four screens are within the regional aquifer.  The top 
screen is rated “Poor.”  Screen 2 is rated “Very Good.”  Since there are 
only approximately 33 feet between Screens 1 and 2, they probably sample 
the same.  Screen 3 is rated “Good,” Screens 4 and 5 are rated “Poor.”  
After rehabilitation, R-22 will become a dual-screen well and a candidate 
for conversion to an alternative sampling system.  Well screen depths are 
selected in consultation with the New Mexico Environment Department.  
In some cases, well screens are purposefully set in low permeability strata 
to collect information on the hydrologic properties of the confining layers.  
As described in the Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and Replacement 
(LANL 2006e), no acceptable sampling system currently exists as an 
alternative to Westbay for situations where more than two screens per well 
are needed for the monitoring system.  Therefore, LANL staff will opt for 
conversion of wells with three or more screens to single- or dual-screen 
completions by plugging and abandoning some of the screens, taking into 
consideration technical needs for monitoring and characterization.  This 
option will allow purging of water from the well before sampling.

 LANL staff is still in the initial characterization phase of the monitoring 
program, as reported in the Interim Facility-Wide Groundwater Monitoring 
Plan (LANL 2006d).  As periodic watershed monitoring continues, LANL 
staff will continue its phased approach to determining which wells are 
needed and in what locations to satisfy long-term compliance monitoring 
needs.  The process described above is established by and in compliance 
with the Consent Order.
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317-167 As discussed in the response to Comment no. 317-145, LANL staff is 
still in the initial characterization phase of the monitoring program, as 
reported in the Interim Facility-Wide Groundwater Monitoring Plan 
(LANL 2006d).  As periodic watershed monitoring continues, LANL staff 
will continue its phased approach to determining which wells are needed 
and in what locations to satisfy long-term compliance monitoring needs.
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317-168 As stated 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.

317-169 Decisions about cleanup of legacy waste sites and other contaminated 
areas will be made in accordance with established regulatory standards 
and processes, including those of DOE and the New Mexico Environment 
Department as related to the March 2005 Consent Order.  NNSA intends to 
implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless 
of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.  Appendix I 
of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses related to 
future remediation activities at LANL that are primarily concerned 
with the requirements of the March 2005 Consent Order.  Section I.3 in 
Appendix I addresses the types of site investigation measures that will be 
implemented, including those for detecting and quantifying the possible 
movement of contaminants from former storage and disposal areas, as 
well as possible remediation techniques such as capping, removal, or 
installation of hydraulic barriers (for example, see Sections I.3.2.2, I.3.3.1, 
I.3.3.2.2.3, and I.3.4.1).

 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 that is required by DOE Order 435.1 
and 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, (see 
Appendix I, Section I.5.3.1.2); this impact analysis thereby bounds the 
long-term environmental consequences that could result from the use 
of lined disposal pits.  Refer to Sections 2.7, Waste Management, and 
2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental 
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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317-170 The report that the commentor is using as a reference (George Rice’s 
report on groundwater contaminants) states after the commentor’s quote:  
“However, the tritium data do not necessarily support the conclusion that 
the groundwater contains LANL-derived wastes.”  Rice assumes that flow 
is through the Otowi Member of the Bandelier Tuff.  This unit does not 
extend to the Rio Grande in any large capacity.  Furthermore, his estimates 
do not consider that the recharge to the springs may be close to the point 
of discharge.

317-171 The Rio Grande is not necessarily a boundary between the Sangre de 
Cristo uplift rocks and the Jemez volcanics.  There are rocks on both sides 
of the river that are contemporaneous.  Groundwater passing through these 
rocks is likely to have similar characteristics.
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, 
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Note: Comments on the LANL SWEIS associated with the cited tracks are 
addressed elsewhere in the responses to these commentor’s comments.
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317-172 As more LANL employees move into adjoining counties, as has happened 
in recent years, these counties are expected to receive a greater share of 
the benefits from LANL operations.
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317-173 NNSA prepared this SWEIS in accordance with Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and DOE NEPA 
implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  As appropriate, the SWEIS 
was revised in response to comments on the Draft SWEIS.

Commentor No. 317 (cont’d):  Joni Arends, Executive Director, 
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, 
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317-173



 Campaign A

Ms. Elizabeth Withers, EIS Document Manager
Los Alamos Site Offi ce
National Nuclear Security Administration
U.S. Department of Energy 
528 35th Street
Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544-2201
 
Dear Ms. Withers,
I do not support any increases in nuclear weapons research, development or 
production.  For this reason, I oppose the proposed expanded operations alternative 
in the draft 2006 Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Los 
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).  This alternative will generate more radioactive 
and chemical waste as well as increase dangerous air emissions and wastewater 
discharges into the canyons that fl ow to the Río Grande.
The draft SWEIS makes many references to a modern pit facility (MPF) capable of 
producing 450 plutonium pits per year, despite widespread opposition to a MPF by 
New Mexicans in 2003.  These activities have dire local, national and international 
implications.  The draft SWEIS lacks a discussion of how a MPF or increase pit 
production would not violate the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.  There should be no 
reference made to a MPF at LANL in the fi nal SWEIS. 
I object to the foundation and the methodology of the draft SWEIS, as the document 
is not founded on accepted science and based on studies that also have not been 
fi nalized.  The analysis of risks to human health relies on the draft Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) public health assessment for health 
impacts analysis.  This assessment was rejected by the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and never fi nalized.  Furthermore, the draft SWEIS was released 
before either the risk assessment for LANL’s low-level waste dump at Area G or 
the 2006 seismic hazard study were completed.  It is impossible to accurately 
determine the environmental and health impacts for future operations at LANL 
based on incomplete analysis.  The SWEIS must include a reanalysis based on the 
fi ndings in the 2006 Area G risk assessment and seismic hazard study.  The ATSDR 
assessment must be rewritten with public oversight and review and only then can it 
be used in any analysis regarding LANL activities.
The draft SWEIS does not have appropriate or adequate discussion of clean up, 
environmental justice, the impacts of air and water emissions and waste disposal.  
Contrary to my belief and wishes it rejects even the possibility that the mission of 
LANL could be changed toward peaceful and life-affi rming research. 
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A-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to activities related to nuclear 
weapons production.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.  The 
various sections of Chapter 5 of the SWEIS analyze the environmental 
impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative, including management 
of radioactive and chemical waste, monitoring of air emissions, and 
treatment or monitoring of wastewater discharged through 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.

A-2 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 up to 80 pits per year (Expanded Operations 
Alternative).  In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent 
(71 FR 61731) to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship 
and Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
– Complex 2030 (now called the Draft Complex Transformation 
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
[Complex Transformation SPEIS]) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4).  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) (71 FR 61731).  The Final LANL 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, 

A-1
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I object to the fact that increased cleanup was only included in the Expanded 
Operations and not part of the No Action and Reduced Operations Alternatives.  
Compliance with the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)/LANL Consent 
Order for cleanup at LANL by 2015 is not optional nor should it be tied to activities 
which threaten public health and the environment.  Increased Consent Order 
cleanup analysis should be included in all three alternatives. 
When implementing cleanup, LANL must do so to the fullest extent possible. Lands 
must be cleaned up to the level that allows for a future pregnant subsistence farmer 
and her children to live on the land, grow food, raise animals and drink the water for 
their entire lives with good health.  All waste must be removed during cleanup.
LANL currently has approximately 40,000 drums of transuranic waste sitting above 
ground in fabric tents awaiting shipment to WIPP.  However, the proposed expanded 
operations focuses on a vast expansion of waste generation and removing drums 
that are currently buried in Area G. DOE should address permanent disposal of 
existing waste before further waste generation is even considered.
LANL activities jeopardize both water quality and quantity.  New Mexicans rely on 
this water for drinking and farming. Contaminants exceeding accepted levels for 
health have already been found in surface water and the regional aquifer.  DOE did 
not use the most current water quality standards or consider contaminants that are 
moved in running canyons when analyzing the impacts to our water. DOE fi nds no 
problem with increasing LANL’s water usage above the amount allotted to it from the 
regional aquifer while proposing to dump 268 million gallons of treated wastewater 
into the canyons which fl ow to the Río Grande.  It is unacceptable that LANL 
blatantly disregards laws regulating water quality and quantity.
LANL must be required to reevaluate and broaden their air sampling programs. 
Toxic and radioactive air emissions do have a detrimental impact on the surrounding 
area and people.  The draft SWEIS allows for processing  87,000 pounds of high 
explosives and up to 6,900 pounds of depleted uranium (DU) to be blown up in 
“dynamic experiments” annually. DOE must monitor and implement comprehensive 
sampling programs at all open burning and open detonation sites and for all activities 
using high explosives and DU.  Beyond that, DOE must institute a program to stop 
all toxic air pollutant emissions from LANL facilities and activities. 
The Expanded Operations Alternative will result in higher demands for electricity, 
water and natural gas, which will impact the environment as well as increased car 
emissions from commuters.  These impacts must be considered in the cumulative 
impacts of the Expanded Operations Alternative.
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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 
information.

A-3 The SWEIS uses current, accepted, and well-documented scientific 
models and data that have been, and continue to be used widely to 
analyze environmental impacts for the purpose of compliance with 
NEPA.  The analysis methods used are essentially the same as 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.  No Federal, State or private agency or institution 
with scientific standing has challenged any of the fundamental scientific 
and technical foundations of those recent analyses.  In general, the data, 
models, assumptions, and other information used in the SWEIS are 
drawn from published sources and have been subjected to scientific peer 
review.  Chapter 7 of the SWEIS and each of the Appendices lists the 
documented sources of information and models used in the analyses.  All 
SWEIS data sources and references are available to the public.

 The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts 
from contaminants in the LANL environment.  The SWEIS does not rely 
on the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Public Health 
Assessment in any specific way for its conclusions.  The Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry is the Federal agency responsible 
(under the 1986 amendments to the Superfund law) for conducting 
Public Health Assessments at each site on the EPA National Priorities 
List.  It is appropriate for the SWEIS to acknowledge the conclusions 
of the LANL Public Health Assessment because the Public Health 
Assessment is a relevant Federal agency study.

 The EPA did not reject the draft Public Health Assessment.  The EPA 
provided comments on the draft Public Health Assessment which were 
addressed by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry in 
the final assessment.  The Public Health Assessment was finalized and 
released August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).

 The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Public Health 
Assessment for LANL was prepared with public oversight and review.  
The agency released the draft Public Health Assessment for public 

A-6

A-7

A-8

A-9

A-10

A-11



Campaign A (cont’d)

Operations at LANL are a major violation of environmental justice.  New Mexico has 
the second highest minority population in the country. It is not possible that LANL 
activities would have no effect on these populations.  The analysis uses six-year-
old information and does not account for undocumented residents nor low-income 
individuals above the poverty level.  In addition, there are 15 Pueblos within the 
50-mile radius of LANL, and yet the public hearings are to take place during Pueblo 
feast days which assures in large part that many will be un able to participate.  I 
request a reanalysis in the fi nal SWEIS, with public input and review.  
My recommendation is that Congress change the mission of LANL to focus on 
research and development into renewable energy, such as solar, wind and biomass, 
and clean up technologies that support the environmental and public health. The 
SWEIS must include a fourth alternative that focuses on these activities. While DOE 
does think that such a shift is possible, it is my belief that LANL must transition to 
peaceful and sustainable research.
 
Sincerely,
Selma Harwell 
pobox 86
Embudo, NM 87531

SELMA HARWELL
GLOBAL WELLNESS BY 2020
USANA HEALTH SCIENCES
#5 on Forbes Top 200 Companies
#3 on Business Week’s Top 100 Companies
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comment on April 26, 2005 with the public comment period ending 
August 8, 2005.  In response to public requests, the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry extended the public comment period 
to December 1, 2005.  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 Public Health Assessment.  The 
Public Health Assessment document states that the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry conducted its evaluations in accordance 
with guidance provided in the Public Health Assessment Guidance 
Manual, which is available at www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/PHAManual/
index.html.

A-4 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.

A-5 NNSA notes the commentors’ desires regarding the mission of LANL.  
LANL scientists currently conduct research in areas such as renewable 
energy and global climate change, and support nonproliferation 
programs in addition to their efforts in support of LANL’s Stockpile 
Stewardship mission.  Refer to Section 2.3 of this CRD, Alternative 
Missions, for more information.  NNSA has prepared project-specific 
analyses in the appendices and Chapter 5 of the SWEIS that present 
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appropriate and adequate analyses of LANL impacts.  Appendix I 
provides an extensive discussion of actions to comply with the Consent 
Order for cleanup of LANL.  The impacts of air and water emissions, 
and waste disposal, and the potential for environmental justice impacts 
are addressed, as appropriate, in Chapter 5 and the appendices; the 
results of the analyses are summarized in both Chapter 3 and the 
Summary.

A-6 NNSA does not consider compliance with the Consent Order to be 
optional, and is not linking Consent Order compliance with decisions 
about pit production; proposed new projects or activities; increased 
operational levels; or waste generated from other LANL activities.  
Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the SWEIS defines the three alternatives and 
explains why activities to comply with the Consent Order are included 
only in the Expanded Operations Alternative.  Section 1.4 states that 
NNSA could choose to implement the alternatives either in whole or in 
part, and that NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply 
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities 
analyzed in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of 
this CRD for more information.

A-7 Although Appendix I of the SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts 
associated with potential remedial action alternatives, decisions about 
environmental restoration will be made in accordance with established 
regulatory standards and processes, including those of the State of New 
Mexico for the Consent Order.  To arrive at a decision about remediating 
a contaminated site, several alternative remedies such as containment 
in place, treatment, or removal may be considered.  Any remedy 
selected for a site requiring environmental restoration must meet several 
criteria including protection of human health and the environment, 
and attainment of applicable cleanup standards including those for 
ground and surface waters and soil.  If the site is to remain under DOE 
ownership, 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, the site would 
need to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access.  Decisions 
about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent 
Order will be made by the State of New Mexico using cleanup criteria 
documented in Section VIII of the Consent Order.  Refer to Section 2.9, 
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Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental 
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.

A-8 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 cause 
the generation of waste that NNSA intends to safely manage while 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 ground, but was retrieved and placed in an above ground, 
inspectable configuration as required by the State of New Mexico.  
NNSA is working to prepare all stored and newly generated transuranic 
waste for shipment to WIPP.  Shipment rates for 2006 have increased 
significantly over past years.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, 
of this CRD for more information.

A-9 Chapter 4, Tables 4–7 and 4–9, of the SWEIS, have been updated to 
reflect water quality standards recently issued by the New Mexico Water 
Quality Control Commission.  The new standards have not yet been 
approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; nevertheless, 
they are used in the 2005 Environmental Surveillance Report and the 
SWEIS in evaluating water quality data.  As shown in Table 4–7, 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.  DOE and Los Alamos County have 
combined water rights of 1,806 million gallons (6,836 million liters) 
per year, of which 542 million gallons (2,050 million liters) per year 
are allocated to DOE.  The largest amount of water used by DOE and 
the county in recent years was the 1,515 million gallons (5,735 million 
liters) used in 2000, the year of the Cerro Grande Fire.  As shown in 
Table 4–39 and discussed in Section 5.8.2, LANL water usage has been 
and is expected to remain below its 542 million gallons (2,050 million 
liters) per year allotment.  Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged 
in accordance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
permit that establishes limits on the volume and quality of the discharge.  
As discussed in Section 4.3.1.2, over the last 6 years, LANL has had a 
very good record of complying with permit conditions.  LANL would be 
expected to continue to meet permit conditions designed to protect water 
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resources under all alternatives.  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.

A-10 Current air sampling programs at LANL include ambient non-
radiological air monitoring, an ambient radiological air sampling 
network, AIRNET, and stack sampling for radionuclides, as described 
in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3 and 4.4.3.1.  The Clean Air Act, Title V 
operating permit includes requirements for monitoring emissions 
from sources at LANL and recordkeeping concerning those sources.  
Although toxic and radioactive air emissions can potentially have 
detrimental impacts, the past emission levels analyzed and those 
projected for LANL would not be expected to cause unacceptable 
impacts on human health or the environment, as shown in Chapter 4, 
Sections 4.6.1.3, 5.4.1.1, and Chapter 5, Section 5.6.2.  NNSA has 
revised Chapter 6, Section 6.4 to reflect that the open burning permits 
have been withdrawn at LANL’s request and the associated activities 
have ceased.  Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual 
Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD 
for more information on high explosives and depleted uranium activities.

A-11 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.  Sections 5.4.1.3 and 5.13 and the Summary 
have been revised to discuss the potential increase in emissions from 
increases in commuter traffic to LANL.  Increased employment of 
2.2 percent per year under the Expanded Operations Alternative could 
result in similar increases in LANL commuter-specific vehicle emissions 
from additional employee vehicles commuting from Santa Fe and Rio 
Arriba Counties and other locations.  The actual change in overall traffic 
emissions would be much less since LANL-specific traffic is only a 
portion of the overall regional traffic volume.



Campaign A (cont’d)

Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-840

A-12 As discussed in Section 5.11, no disproportionately high and adverse 
environmental impacts on minority and low-income populations would 
be expected to result from LANL operations.  The analyses presented 
in the SWEIS use the latest Census data available.  In collecting data 
for the Census, the Census Bureau does not ask about the citizenship of 
respondents.  The Census Bureau expects, however, that undocumented 
residents are among those included in the population counts given 
the success of the Census in counting nearly every person residing in 
the United States.  DOE and by extension NNSA define low-income 
populations in terms of the Census Bureau’s statistical poverty level.  
This is the definition used in the SWEIS and it is also consistent 
with EPA’s approach as discussed in the April 1998 “Final Guidance 
for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA 
Compliance Analysis” (EPA 1998).  Since the Draft SWEIS was 
published, the Census Bureau has released revised projections through 
mid-2005 for select counties in New Mexico, including Santa Fe County.  
This information was compared to the data for 2000 and these more 
recent projections would not change any of the analysis presented in 
the SWEIS since the level of minority or low-income populations in the 
available counties did not change substantially from the levels reported 
in 2000.

 NNSA planned and implemented its public participation activities for the 
Draft SWEIS consistent with past practices for other NEPA documents 
prepared for LANL.  Meetings were held on a number of different days 
in Los Alamos, Espanola, and Santa Fe.  For people who were unable 
to attend the meetings, NNSA provided a number of other ways to 
comment on the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information about 
scheduling the public meetings and opportunities to comment on the 
SWEIS.

A-13 NNSA notes the commentors’ recommendation that the Congress 
change LANL’s mission.  In addition to LANL’s primary mission of 
supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted 
in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of 
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the 
No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
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Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.  Regarding 
a fourth alternative, Section 2.3 also addresses the need to incorporate 
a “Greener Alternative.”  A “Greener Alternative” was not included 
in this SWEIS because it does not support the nuclear weapons 
mission; aspects of this alternative are incorporated into the No Action 
Alternative.

Campaign A (cont’d)
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A1-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding the potential health 
impacts of LANL operations.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS 
provides information on current cancer mortality and incidence rates 
in New Mexico and counties surrounding LANL.  Table 4–26 shows 
that some cancer rates in the Los Alamos vicinity are lower than the 
national average and some are higher, which is typical of any area.  
This section also presents information from the final LANL Public 
Health Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006 by the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry which determined that, “…there is no evidence of 
contamination from LANL that might be expected to result in ill health 
to the community,” and “…overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area 
are similar to cancer rates found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).

 Chapter 5 of the SWEIS describes the environmental impacts of each of 
the three alternatives for continuing to operate LANL and includes the 
effects on surface waters, groundwater, and air.  Section 5.13 states that 
contamination from LANL or changes in Rio Grande flows are not likely 
to affect water quality.  In addition, a drinking water pathway analysis 
has been added to Appendix C to address concerns expressed regarding 
contamination of the Rio Grande.  The analysis shows that drinking Rio 
Grande water that could potentially be impacted by LANL activities 
is comparable to drinking water from the Jemez River, which is not 
downstream of LANL.  The health impacts analysis uses air monitoring 
data to estimate dose to the population within a 50-mile (80-kilometer) 
radius of LANL.  The maximum projected annual population dose 
would be 36 person-rem under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  
This dose would not be expected to result in any additional latent cancer 
fatalities in the affected population.

A1-1
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Individuals submitting “Campaign A Letter” with additional comments

A2-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons 
production.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

A2-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that LANL should be closed.  
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.  These activities are supported by 
some of the top scientists in the world who have well-known credentials.  
Many of LANL’s scientists have published peer-reviewed technical 
papers and DOE procedures require reviews to promote quality control 
of activities.  Activities associated with safety and health have oversight 
from external organizations such as the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board.

A2-2

A2-1
cont’d

A2-1
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A3-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons research.  
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, 
and Section 2.11, Environmental Justice, of this CRD for more 
information regarding LANL’s national security mission and impacts to 
minorities and Native Americans.

A3-2 Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluates the potential environmental and 
health and safety impacts of continued operation of LANL under the 
three proposed alternatives.  These analyses demonstrate that LANL can 
continue to operate safely under any of the three alternatives in a manner 
that complies with all environmental laws and regulations designed to 
protect public health and the environment.  These potential impacts are 
summarized in Chapter 3, Table 3–19, and Summary Table S–5, of the 
SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for 
more information on the potential impacts to the air, water, and other 
environmental media from continued LANL operation.  These impacts 
are within applicable environmental standards.

A4-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the manufacture of nuclear 
weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

A3-1

A3-2

A4-1
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A5-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s statement regarding activities at LANL.  
Refer to Section 2.1 of this CRD, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, for more information.  NNSA expects all of its 
contractors to comply with applicable laws and regulations and abide by 
standards of ethical conduct.  The selection of the LANL contractor was 
made after consideration of many factors, including past performance.

A5-1
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A6-1 Smoke from all forest fires contains hundreds of organic and inorganic 
combustion products.  Carbon monoxide, formaldehyde, acrolein, 
furfural, and benzene have been identified as potential health threats to 
wildland firefighters.  Concentrations of these chemicals in smoke are 
extremely variable and depend on the type of fuel, weather conditions, 
efficiency of combustion, and other factors.  However, chemical 
monitoring by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency during and 
after the Cerro Grande Fire suggest that these chemicals were probably 
not present in high enough concentrations to pose a health threat to most 
people.

 As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the SWEIS, an independent 
assessment of public health risk associated with LANL area air 
contamination as a result of the fire was conducted by Risk Assessment 
Corporation at the request of the New Mexico Environment Department 
(RAC 2002).  The study examined data on contaminants that were 
measured in air, on smoke particles, and in soil from the potential release 
sites and concluded that exposure to LANL-derived chemicals and 
radionuclides released to the air during the Cerro Grande Fire did not 
result in a significant increase in health risk over the risk from the fire 
itself.  In fact, the cancer risk from exposure to radionuclides and metals 
released from vegetation that burned was shown to be much greater than 
the risk from radionuclides released from contaminated sites at LANL.  
Even using conservative (high) estimates of the chemical releases from 
LANL, the cancer risk from LANL-derived chemicals was estimated 
to be somewhat less than the risk from metals released from burning 
vegetation.

 The New Mexico Environment Department collected produce and 
soil samples from farms and communities after the fire.  Many of the 
metals measured were higher in predominantly upwind communities 
or communities out of the main smoke plume, such as Santa Fe, Peña 
Blanca, and Abiquiu, than in downwind communities like Embudo, 
Española, and Dixon.  Levels measured in soil from the Jemez 
Mountains were similar or greater than those measured in locations 
downwind of the fire.  Metals that have been used and disposed of at 
the site, such as barium, copper, beryllium, mercury, and silver, were 
either not increased or below detection limits.  The influence of fallout 
from the smoke plume was not discernible in the soil samples taken and 

A6-1

A6-2

A6-3
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the New Mexico Environment Department concluded that air pollution, 
background soil levels, and fertilizer application could have been 
responsible for the levels measured.

A6-2 Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes 
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge.  As discussed in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, over the past 6 years, LANL has had a very 
good record of complying with permit conditions.  It is expected that 
LANL will continue to meet permit conditions designed to protect 
water resources under all alternatives.  In addition, NNSA operates a 
monitoring program (described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect 
contamination that has resulted from past practices.  In accordance with 
applicable regulations and agreements, LANL staff evaluates and takes 
corrective action for occurrences of contamination in groundwater and 
surface waters.

A6-3 Critical habitat for the Rio Grande silvery minnow (Hybognathus 
amarus) was established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 2003 
(68 FR 8087-8135).  The critical habitat designation in the Rio Grande 
extends from Cochiti Dam, Sandoval County, New Mexico, downstream 
to the utility line crossing the Rio Grande, a permanent identified 
landmark in Socorro County, New Mexico, and is approximately 
157 miles (252 kilometers).  This stretch of the Rio Grande begins 
more than 12 miles (19.3 kilometers) downstream from LANL.  The 
concentration of radioisotopes present in surface water in the Rio 
Grande River at Cochida measured during surveillance in 2005 was 
indistinguishable from expected natural background values and would 
therefore not be expected to have any impact on the health of the silvery 
minnow.
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Campaign A (cont’d) 
Individuals submitting “Campaign A Letter” with additional comments

A7-1 Operations at LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe and 
reliable nuclear stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Stockpile stewardship capabilities at 
LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means to further the 
Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain important 
in future arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to further reduce 
its overall stockpile size.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

A7-1
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A8-1 NNSA is committed to operating LANL in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations and to managing activities to be protective of 
public and worker health and the environment.  The appendices and 
Chapter 5 of the SWEIS present projected environmental impacts 
associated with implementing the described projects and the continued 
operation of LANL.  In addition to the projections in the SWEIS, the 
LANL contractor reports environmental releases and their estimated 
impacts in annual Environmental Surveillance Reports, providing the 
public with a clear picture of LANL’s actual impacts.  NNSA and the 
LANL contractor continue to remediate environmental releases from 
past LANL operations.  As discussed in Chapter 1 and Appendix I of 
the SWEIS, this includes implementation of the Consent Order signed 
in March 2005 by NNSA, the LANL contractor, and the New Mexico 
Environment Department.  The Consent Order establishes the process 
and schedule for a cleanup of LANL.

 On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex Transformation 
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Complex 
Transformation SPEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (73 FR 2023), which 
analyzes the environmental impacts from the continued transformation 
of the nuclear weapons complex by implementing NNSA’s vision of the 
complex.  Thus, the role of LANL may change in the future.

A9-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the production of nuclear 
weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

A8-1

A9-1
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A10-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

A11-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ opinion that pit production would have 
adverse effects on the citizens of New Mexico.  See the response to 
Comment no. A1-1.

A11-2 All wastes are stored onsite, primarily at TA-54, and managed 
protectively until disposed of.  The disposal methods and facility are 
determined based on the type of waste.  At LANL, some low-level 
radioactive waste is disposed of onsite at TA-54.  Other radioactive 
wastes are transported offsite for disposal.  For example, transuranic 
waste is disposed of at WIPP, which is regulated by both the New 
Mexico Environment Department and the Environmental Protection 
Agency.  Hazardous waste is sent to offsite commercial facilities for 
treatment and disposal.

A10-1

A11-1

A11-2
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A12-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

A13-1 The LANL SWEIS considers impacts out to a 50-mile (80-kilometer) 
radius for radiological doses from normal operations at LANL and 
potential accidents.  This same radius is used for the environmental 
justice analysis to allow a determination of whether minority or 
low-income populations are disproportionately impacted relative to 
the general population for the same area.  The reasons for using a 
50-mile (80-kilometer) radius in the SWEIS analysis are discussed in 
Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD.

A12-1

A13-1
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A14-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire that citizens of Albuquerque and 
the surrounding region have an opportunity to comment on the Draft 
SWEIS and to have a public hearing.  NNSA did not schedule public 
hearings in Albuquerque, but other means of providing comment on 
the Draft SWEIS were provided, such as U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free 
telephone line, and a toll-free fax line.  It should be noted that all 
comments, whether written or provided orally, are given equal weight 
and consideration.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.

A15-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons 
production.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

A14-1

A15-1
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A16-1 NNSA has considered all public comments on the Draft SWEIS and 
has made changes to the Final SWEIS where appropriate.  Those 
changes are identified in the SWEIS and summarized in Section 1.4, 
Changes from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, of this CRD.  
Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS explains that in addition to the 
SWEIS analyses, other considerations that are not evaluated through the 
NEPA compliance process will influence NNSA’s final project decisions, 
and elaborates on those considerations.

A16-1
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B-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that there was insufficient time 
to comment on the Draft LANL SWEIS.  Responding to requests for 
additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period from the 
original 60 days to 75 days.

B-2 As the commentor notes, references for the LANL SWEIS were 
available in DOE Public Reading Rooms.  Making references available 
in regional reading rooms is consistent with past practices.  See 
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for more information.

B-3 The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts 
from contaminants in the LANL environment.  The SWEIS uses current, 
accepted, and well-documented scientific models and data that have 
been, and continue to be used widely to analyze environmental impacts 
for the purpose of compliance with NEPA.  The analytical 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.  No Federal, 
state or private agency or institution with scientific standing has 
challenged any of the fundamental scientific and technical foundations 
of those recent analyses.  In general, the data, models, assumptions, and 
other information used in the SWEIS are drawn from published sources 
and have been subjected to scientific peer review.

 The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry Public Health Assessment in any specific way for its 
conclusions.  The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
is the Federal agency responsible (under the 1986 amendments to the 
Superfund law) for conducting Public Health Assessments at each site 
on the EPA National Priorities List.  The Public Health Assessment is 
a relevant Federal agency study and it is therefore appropriate that the 
SWEIS acknowledge its conclusions.  EPA comments on the draft Public 
Health Assessment were addressed by the Agency for Toxic Substances 
and Disease Registry in the final assessment, which was released 
August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).  Appendix I to the final Public Health 
Assessment lists the comments that were received and describes how 
those comments were addressed in the final report.  The conclusions 
stated in the final Public Health Assessment are essentially unchanged 

B-1

B-2

B-3

B-4
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from those presented in the draft.  The Public Health Assessment 
document states that the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry conducted its evaluations in accordance with guidance provided 
in the Public Health Assessment Guidance Manual, which is available to 
the public at www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/PHAManual/index.html.

B-4 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.
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C-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ 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.  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 

C-1

C-2
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practices have also evolved to be more protective of the environment.  
As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2.1, groundwater modeling 
performed for the Area G performance assessment indicates that 
groundwater ingestion doses 330 feet (100 meters) down gradient from 
Area G at 4,000 years and in Pajarito Canyon at 700 years would be a 
very small fraction of the 4 millirem per year standard for groundwater 
protection.  NNSA is required to follow the Consent Order that 
stipulates that groundwater will be protected and that groundwater 
cleanup levels will be protective of human health.  In addition, NNSA 
operates a monitoring program (described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect 
contamination that has resulted from past practices.  LANL staff 
evaluates and takes corrective action for occurrences of contamination 
in groundwater and surface waters in accordance with applicable 
regulations and agreements.  NNSA intends to continue to safely manage 
waste and conduct environmental restoration activities at LANL as it 
carries out its missions.  Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this 
CRD for more information.

 No new nuclear weapons facilities are proposed under any of the 
alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS.  NNSA completed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EIS-0350) (DOE 2003c) 
in November 2003 and in February 2004 issued a Record of Decision 
announcing its decision to construct a new facility (69 FR 6967).  This 
decision is included in the No Action Alternative and the Expanded 
Operations Alternative of this SWEIS.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA 
issued the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4), which evaluates environmental impacts from the 
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex, referred to 
as Complex Transformation.  The Reduced Operations Alternative in 
the Final SWEIS was revised to reflect continued use of the existing 
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building in the event that NNSA, 
in conjunction with its plans for Complex Transformation, decides not 
to construct the nuclear facility portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research Replacement Facility.  Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of 
the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.
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 New construction at LANL is subject to existing DOE orders and 
standards for seismic concerns.  Different construction requirements are 
imposed for new structures in accordance with site locations relative to 
known fault lines, and in accordance with the planned future use of the 
structure.

 Internal NNSA and contractor organizations area dedicated to safe 
operation of their nuclear facilities.  DOE has issued regulations, 
standards, and guidance for nuclear facility operations including 
requirements for performance of safety evaluations and risk assessments 
which become the basis for facility operating parameters.  The NNSA 
goal is to eliminate accidents.  These regulations and standards of 
operations reduce the likelihood of accidents, but cannot eliminate them 
completely.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3 contains a discussion of accidents 
and safety at LANL facilities.  The LANL contractor applies lessons 
learned from past accidents to improve overall safety performance.  
LANL staff takes actions in the areas of procedures, training, inspection, 
and component upgrading and replacement in order to address the root 
causes of accidents and to preclude their recurrence.

C-2 NNSA notes the commentors’ 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, 
of the SWEIS describes the progress that NNSA has made in 
conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.  Since 
the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites 
potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress has been 
made (and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be 
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addressed.  Appendix I 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 I also 
summarizes several technologies for cleanup of soil, water, and air, and 
references additional information about existing and emerging cleanup 
technologies.  NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply 
with the Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities 
analyzed in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of 
this CRD for more information.
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C1-1 Operations at LANL that support NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe and 
reliable nuclear stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Stockpile stewardship capabilities 
at LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means to 
further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain 
important in future arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to 
further reduce its overall stockpile size.  Research on global warming 
and other issues not related to nuclear weapons production is conducted 
at LANL.  Refer to Sections 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, and 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more 
information.

C1-1
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C2-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the size of the nuclear 
stockpile.  The United States is currently reducing the size of the nuclear 
weapons stockpile.  LANL is responsible for assisting with maintaining 
a safe, secure, and reliable stockpile.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

C2-2 As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.9.3, of the SWEIS, radioactive 
and chemical wastes are regulated under a number of state and Federal 
regulations that are applicable to specific waste classifications.  At 
LANL, institutional requirements for waste management activities 
are determined and documented by the Laboratory Implementation 
Requirements Program.  Program requirements provide details on proper 
management of all process wastes and contaminated environmental 
media.  The waste management operation tracks waste generating 
process, quantity, chemical and physical characteristics, regulatory 
status, applicable treatment and disposal standards, and final disposition 
of the waste.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for 
more information.

C2-3 While not the primary mission of LANL, research on renewable energy 
is conducted at LANL.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of 
this CRD for more information.

C2-2

C2-1

C2-3
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C3-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the environmental and 
health effects of the proposed action.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1 provides 
information on cancer mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico 
and all counties surrounding the LANL site.  Chapter 4, Table 4–26 
shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos County are lower than 
the national average and some are higher, which is typical of any area.  
These data, along with the final LANL Public Health Assessment, issued 
on August 31, 2006 by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, show that, 
“…there is no evidence of contamination from LANL that might be 
expected to result in ill health to the community,” and “…overall, cancer 
rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer rates found in other 
communities” (ATSDR 2006).  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS describes the 
environmental impacts of each of the three alternatives for continuing to 
operate LANL and includes the effects on surface waters, groundwater, 
and air.  Section 5.13 states that contamination from LANL or changes 
in Rio Grande flows are not likely to affect water quality.  The health 
impacts analysis uses projected air emissions data to estimate dose to 
the population within a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of LANL.  The 
maximum projected annual population dose would be 36 person-
rem under the Expanded Operations Alternative, which would not be 
expected to result in any additional latent cancer fatalities in the affected 
population.

C3-1
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C4-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to LANL activities she 
perceives as damaging to people, animals, and nature.  See the response 
to Comment no. C3-1.

C4-1

C4-1
cont’d
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C5-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding potential impacts from 
LANL operation.

 Plutonium pits, which are the triggers for nuclear bombs, are produced 
at LANL.  There are no nuclear bombs, however, produced or stored at 
LANL.

 LANL operations do result in some discharges to the environment and 
in generation of waste.  NNSA, however, is committed to conducting 
operations in compliance with worker, public, and environmental 
protection standards and requirements.  The environmental and human 
health impacts of the continued operation of LANL are presented in 
Chapter 5 and summarized in Chapter 3, Table 3–19 and Summary 
Table S–5 of the SWEIS.  As addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.9, 
wastes generated at LANL are managed protectively until disposed 
of in regulated facilities.  For example, legacy transuranic wastes are 
being safely stored while programs continue to prepare the wastes for 
shipment to WIPP.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 describes the progress 
NNSA has made in conducting the environmental restoration program 
at LANL.  Appendix I presents options and environmental analyses for 
conducting future remediation activities at LANL primarily related to 
the March 2005 Consent Order.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order 
on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, 
of this CRD for more information.

 Seismic activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, 
of the SWEIS.  The estimated human health and safety impacts 
from normal operations and postulated facility accidents including 
earthquakes are described in Chapter 5.  Widespread contamination 
would be expected only in an earthquake of large magnitude that 
would not only affect LANL, but would cause area-wide destruction of 
structures.

 NNSA gives high priority to the safety and security of all its facilities.  
Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral considerations in the 
designs and operating procedures for new and existing facilities.  NNSA 
considers the threat of terrorist attack to be real and has an established 
safeguards and security process to assess facility vulnerabilities to 
various threats, including those from intentional destructive acts such 

C5-1

C5-2
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Individuals submitting “Campaign C Letter” with additional comments

as acts of terrorism.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the SWEIS has been 
revised to include additional discussion of the measures taken to protect 
assets at LANL from terrorist activities.  As discussed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.12.6, the impacts of potential terrorist actions have been 
considered in a separate, classified appendix to the SWEIS.  Impacts of 
military actions against LANL are not within the scope of the SWEIS.

C5-2 LANL activities are conducted in accordance with an Environmental 
Management System, which recognizes the need to conduct LANL 
mission work while being a good steward of the natural and cultural 
environment.  LANL operations are designed to keep releases of 
chemicals and radioactive materials well within the regulatory limits 
designed to protect public health and the environment.  Nuclear facilities 
are carefully designed to prevent accidents and to mitigate the results of 
any accident that might occur, regardless of the cause.
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C6-1 The United States has signed and ratified the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, which is the primary non-proliferation 
treaty.  More recently, in 2002, the President signed the Treaty on 
Strategic Offensive Reductions.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

C6-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s general opposition to the effect of 
continued LANL operations on the environment.  LANL operations 
are in compliance with Federal and State regulations for protection of 
human health and the environment, and, as shown in Chapter 5, would 
be expected to remain in compliance under all of the alternatives being 
considered.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

C6-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be 
focused on areas other than those related to nuclear weapons production.  
Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s 
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security 
policy as established by the Congress and the President.  In addition to 
these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL in areas not 
related to nuclear weapons such as renewable energy and global climate 
change.  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.

C6-3

C6-2

C6-1
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C7-1 See the response to Comment no. C6-3.C7-1
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C8-1 See the responses to Comment nos. C-1 and C-2, as well as Section 2.7, 
Waste Management, of this CRD.

C8-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to water pollution and 
increased water use by LANL.  Effluents from LANL facilities 
are discharged in accordance with a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit that establishes limits on the volume and 
quality of the discharge.  As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, 
over the past 6 years, LANL has a very good record of complying 
with permit conditions.  It is expected that LANL would continue 
to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources under 
all alternatives.  In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program 
(described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has 
resulted from past practices.  In accordance with applicable regulations 
and agreements, NNSA evaluates and takes corrective action for 
occurrences of contamination in ground and surface waters.  LANL’s 
projected water demands under the Expanded Operations Alternative 
would remain within LANL’s annual water use target ceiling.  Refer to 
Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information on LANL’s 
water use, available water rights, and water supply planning.

C8-2

C8-1

C8-1
cont’d
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C9-1 See the response to Comment no. C6-3.C9-1
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Campaign C (cont’d)
Individuals submitting “Campaign C Letter” with additional comments

C10-1 See the responses to Comment nos. C6-1, C6-2, and C6-3, as well as 
Section 2.5, Water Resources, and Section 2.7, Waste Management, of 
this CRD.

C10-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and desire 
for activities at LANL to be focused on areas other than those related 
to nuclear weapons production. Cessation of LANL’s primary mission 
activities supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would 
be counter to national security policy as established by the Congress 
and the President. In addition to these activities, however, research 
is conducted at LANL in areas promoted by the commentor. These 
research areas are part of current operations and as such are included 
in the SWEIS as part of the No Action Alternative. These activities 
would continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of the alternative 
selected. Refer to Sections 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, and 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more 
information.C10-2

C10-1
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C11-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded plutonium pit 
production at LANL.  Refer to Sections 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, Section 2.5, Water Resources, and 2.7, 
Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.  Also, see 
responses to Comment nos. C6-1 and C6-2.

C11-2 As the commentor states, LANL was originally selected because of its 
remote location.  The SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of 
continued operation of LANL to fulfill its mission work assignment 
as announced in the Record of Decision (61 FR 68014) for the 
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile 
Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236).  In that Record of 
Decision, LANL was identified as the location for re-establishment 
of a pit fabrication capability.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued 
the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS) 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4), which evaluates the impacts associated with the 
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex as NNSA 
envisions it.  Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear 
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

Campaign C (cont’d)
Individuals submitting “Campaign C Letter” with additional comments

C11-2

C11-1
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Campaign C (cont’d)
Individuals submitting “Campaign C Letter” with additional comments

C12-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information. 

C12-1
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C13-1 See the response to Comment nos. C-1 and C-2.C13-1
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Say NO to nuclear weapons research and production at Los Alamos 
National Laboratory (LANL)
I vigorously oppose the proposal for LANL to continue or expand its 
nuclear weapons mission.  It is dangerous to the health and safety of the 
environment and all life in northern New Mexico.

D-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to activities related to nuclear 
weapons 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 evaluates the potential environmental, health 
and safety impacts of continued operation of LANL under the three 
proposed alternatives.  These analyses demonstrate that LANL can 
continue to operate safely under any of the three alternatives.  Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS provides information on current cancer 
mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico and counties surrounding 
LANL.  Table 4–26 shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos 
vicinity are lower than the national average and some are higher, which 
is typical of any area.  This section also presents information from the 
final LANL Public Health Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006 by 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry which determined that, “…there is no 
evidence of contamination from LANL that might be expected to result 
in ill health to the community,” and “…overall, cancer rates in the Los 
Alamos area are similar to cancer rates found in other communities” 
(ATSDR 2006).  Chapter 5, Section 5.13 states that contamination from 
LANL or changes in Rio Grande flows are not likely to affect water 
quality.  In addition, a drinking water pathway analysis has been added 
to Appendix C to address concerns expressed regarding contamination 
of the Rio Grande.  The analysis shows that drinking Rio Grande water 
that could potentially be impacted by LANL activities is comparable 
to drinking water from the Jemez River, which is not downstream of 
LANL.  The health impacts analysis uses air monitoring data to estimate 
dose to the population within a 50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of LANL.  
The maximum projected annual population dose would be 36 person-
rem under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  This dose would not be 
expected to result in any additional latent cancer fatalities in the affected 
population.

D-1
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E-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to activities related to nuclear 
weapons 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 evaluates the potential environmental, health 
and safety impacts of continued operation of LANL under the three 
proposed alternatives.  These analyses demonstrate that LANL can 
continue to operate safely under any of the three alternatives.  Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS provides information on current cancer 
mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico and counties surrounding 
LANL.  Table 4–26 shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos 
vicinity are lower than the national average and some are higher, which 
is typical of any area.  This section also presents information from the 
final LANL Public Health Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006 by 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry which determined that, “…there is no 
evidence of contamination from LANL that might be expected to result 
in ill health to the community,” and “…overall, cancer rates in the Los 
Alamos area are similar to cancer rates found in other communities” 
(ATSDR 2006).

 Chapter 5 of the SWEIS describes the environmental impacts of each 
of the three alternatives for continuing to operate LANL and includes 
the effects on surface waters, groundwater, and air.  Section 5.13 states 
that contamination from LANL or changes in Rio Grande flows are not 
likely to affect water quality.  In addition, a drinking water pathway 
analysis has been added to Appendix C to address concerns expressed 
regarding contamination of the Rio Grande.  The analysis shows 
that drinking Rio Grande water that could potentially be impacted 
by LANL activities is comparable to drinking water from the Jemez 
River, which is not downstream of LANL.  The health impacts analysis 
uses air monitoring data to estimate dose to the population within a 
50-mile (80-kilometer) radius of LANL.  The maximum projected 
annual population dose would be 36 person-rem under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  This dose would not be expected to result in any 
additional latent cancer fatalities in the affected population.

E-1



Say NO to nuclear weapons research and production at Los Alamos 
National Laboratory (LANL)
I vigorously oppose the proposal for LANL to continue or expand its 
nuclear weapons mission.  It is dangerous to the health and safety of the 
environment and all life in northern New Mexico.
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E-2 In May 2006, the New Mexico Environment Department reported 
detecting americium-241 above background levels in a single plum 
sample collected near Dixon.  The New Mexico Environment 
Department data was subsequently examined by other scientists 
who concluded that this was likely a “false positive” result.  Refer to 
Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for more information.

E-1
cont’d

E-1
cont’d

E-2
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F-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to increased pit production at 
LANL.  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.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, 
of this CRD for more information.

F-2 All wastes are stored onsite, primarily at TA-54, and managed 
protectively until disposed of.  The disposal method and facility are 
determined based on the type of waste.  At LANL, some low-level 
radioactive waste is disposed of onsite at TA-54.  Other radioactive 
wastes are transported offsite for disposal.  For example, transuranic 
waste is disposed of at WIPP, which is regulated by both the New 
Mexico Environment Department and the Environmental Protection 
Agency.  Hazardous waste is sent to offsite commercial facilities for 
treatment and disposal.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this 
CRD for more information.

F-3 NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to water pollution and 
increased water use by LANL.  Effluents from LANL facilities 
are discharged in accordance with a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit that establishes limits on the volume and 
quality of the discharge.  As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, 
over the past 6 years, LANL has had a very good record of complying 
with permit conditions.  It is expected that LANL would continue 
to meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources under 
all alternatives.  In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring program 
(described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has 
resulted from past practices.  In accordance with applicable regulations 
and agreements, NNSA evaluates and takes corrective action for 
occurrences of contamination in ground and surface waters.  LANL’s 
projected water demands under the Expanded Operations Alternative 
would remain within LANL’s annual water use target ceiling.  Refer to 
Section 2.8, Water Use, of this CRD for more information on LANL’s 
water use, available water rights, and water supply planning.

F-1

F-2
F-3
F-4
F-5
F-6
F-5

cont’d
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F-4 All LANL activities are performed in accordance with State (New 
Mexico Air Quality Control Act) and Federal (Clean Air Act, Toxic 
Substances Control Act, DOE and EPA regulations, and Executive 
Orders) laws and have valid permits as described in Chapter 6 of the 
SWEIS.  Current air sampling programs at LANL include ambient 
non-radiological air monitoring, an ambient radiological air sampling 
network called AIRNET, and stack sampling for radionuclides, as 
described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3 and 4.4.3.1, of the SWEIS.  
The Clean Air Act, Title V operating permit includes requirements 
for monitoring emissions from sources at LANL and recordkeeping 
concerning those sources.  Although toxic and radioactive air emissions 
can potentially have detrimental impacts, the past emission levels 
analyzed and those projected for LANL would not be expected to 
cause unacceptable impacts on human health or the environment, 
as shown in Sections 4.6.1.3, 5.4.1.1, and 5.6.2.  NNSA has revised 
Chapter 6, Section 6.4 to reflect that the open burning permits have been 
withdrawn at LANL staff’s request and the associated activities have 
ceased.  Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis 
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for 
more information on high explosives and depleted uranium activities.

F-5 The process of ensuring that LANL facilities and operations are 
conducted in a safe manner is an ongoing process that requires constant 
review.  In addition to conducting its own reviews, NNSA benefits 
from the independent oversight of facility safety provided by the 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.  Safety issues or gaps in safety 
documentation, whether identified by NNSA, the LANL contractor, or 
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board are reviewed and responded 
to with commitments to update and improve safety basis documentation.  
The Los Alamos Site Office Safety Authorization Basis Team ensures 
the development and approval of adequate controls in support of 
operations at LANL in a safe manner.  All LANL facility operations are 
based on authorization and approval by NNSA from evaluation of the 
acceptability of existing relevant safety documentation.

 The LANL Public Health Assessment prepared by U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry was finalized and issued August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).  
The conclusions from the draft are essentially unchanged in the final 
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document.  An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in 
June 2007 and incorporated into Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.12 and Appendix D, Section D.4.  Information under 
development that is not available for use in the Final SWEIS, 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.

F-6 The seismic characteristics of the LANL environment are described 
in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, of the SWEIS.  Chapter 5, Section 5.12 
presents the estimated human health impacts from postulated facility 
accidents, including earthquakes.  Over the years, based on new 
seismic information or changed requirements, NNSA has evaluated 
the survivability of LANL buildings and structures and implemented 
mitigation measures in terms of structural upgrades, reduction of 
hazardous materials inventories, or replacement of the structures 
to reduce the potential for harm to the workforce and the public.  
Construction requirements are imposed for new structures in accordance 
with the site locations relative to known fault lines and in accordance 
with the planned future use of the structure.  For proposed new 
buildings, safety studies in the form of hazards assessment documents 
that take into account the most current seismic information are prepared.  
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.
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F1-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded plutonium pit 
production at LANL.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.  Also, 
see comment responses F-1 through F-6 regarding the stated questions.

F1-2 Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluates the potential environmental, health 
and safety impacts of continued operation of LANL under the three 
proposed alternatives.  These analyses demonstrate that LANL can 
continue to operate safely under any of the three alternatives.  LANL 
operations are designed to keep the release of chemicals and radioactive 
materials well within the regulatory limits designed to protect public 
health and the environment.  LANL has monitoring programs that 
sample air, water and soils, and the results are reported in the annual 
environmental surveillance reports.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite 
Contamination, of this CRD for more information.

F2-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to expanded plutonium pit 
production at LANL.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.  Also, 
see comment responses F-1 through F-6 regarding the stated questions.

F2-2 The most viable alternatives for the future operations at LANL are 
provided in Chapter 3, of the SWEIS.  Any alternatives considered must 
support the mission assigned to NNSA by the U.S. Congress and the 
President.  Cessation of these activities would be counter to national 
security policy as established by the Congress and the President.

F1-2

F2-2

F1-1

F2-1
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G-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to the Expanded Operations 
Alternative.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, of this CRD.  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluates 
the potential environmental, health and safety impacts of continued 
operation of LANL under the three proposed alternatives.  These 
analyses demonstrate that LANL can continue to operate safely 
under any of the three alternatives.  The results of these analyses are 
summarized in Chapter 3, Table 3–19 and Table S–5 of the Summary.  
Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, for more information.

G-2 Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s 
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a “Greener Alternative” in 
the SWEIS.  A “Greener Alternative” was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS 
but was not selected for implementation.  NNSA does not believe, 
7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is reasonable for the future 
operation of LANL to meet its primary mission of supporting the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program as directed by the Congress and the 
President, and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative as 
its Preferred Alternative.  In addition to LANL’s Stockpile Stewardship 
activities, research is conducted in areas promoted by the commentor.  
These activities would continue at LANL regardless of the alternative 
selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for 
more information.

 Decisions about environmental restoration will be made in accordance 
with established regulatory standards and processes, including those of 
the State of New Mexico in the Consent Order.  To arrive at a decision 
about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative remedies 
may be considered such as containment in place, treatment, or removal.  
Any remedy selected for a site requiring environmental restoration 
must meet several criteria including protection of human health and the 
environment, and attainment of applicable cleanup standards including 
those for ground and surface waters and soil.  If a site is to remain under 
DOE ownership, cleanup standards commensurate with a restricted type 
of land use may be used, provided that offsite areas are protected.  If the 
site is to be released for unrestricted access by the public, then the site 
would need to meet cleanup standards for unrestricted access.  Decisions 
about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject to the Consent 

G-1

G-2
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Order will be made by the State of New Mexico using cleanup criteria 
documented in Section VIII of the Consent Order.  Refer to Section 2.9, 
Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental 
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information.
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H-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ opposition to the Expanded Operations 
Alternative.  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.  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 up to 80 pits per year (Expanded Operations Alternative).  In 
October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent (71 FR 61731) to 
prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement – Complex 2030 (now 
called the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement [Complex Transformation SPEIS]) 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4).  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.  Refer to Sections 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, and 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons 
Complex, of this CRD for more information.

H-2 Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s 
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a “Greener Alternative” in 
the SWEIS.  A “Greener Alternative” was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS 
but was not selected for implementation.  NNSA does not believe, 
7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is reasonable for the future 
operation of LANL to meet its mission as directed by the Congress and 
the President, and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative 
as its Preferred Alternative.  In addition to LANL’s primary mission of 
supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted 
in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of 
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the 
No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

H-1

H-2
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 Shauna Lasiloo
 Barbara Tullman Malisow
 Helen E. Martin
 D. Martinez
 Lucy McCall
 Nancy McLendon
 Virginia J. Miller 
 Jean Nichols
 Michael Pacheco
 Kathleen G. Pease
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 Cliff Peckham
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 Charles Veleodes
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I-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ desire that Albuquerque have an 
opportunity to comment on the Draft SWEIS in a public hearing.  
Although there were no public hearings in Albuquerque, other means 
of providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided.  Refer to 
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for more information.

I-1



 Darrell Baldwin
 Marilyn Campbell
 Doris M. Pottenger
 Ira F. Pottenger

Individuals also submitting this campaign:
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My name is William Bruce. And I came over here tonight to just to express my 
concern for the continuation of the building of nuclear weapons and supporting 
those efforts and that continues to threaten the whole planet and my children and 
my children’s children and so on.
I recently saw a movie called Why We Fight. And it highlighted what 
Dwight D. Eisenhower said way back in 1959 or ‘60. He said “Beware of the 
military industrial complex. It will take over this country, it will rob you of your 
liberties, it is something that has to be resisted at every level, especially the 
citizens have to keep an eye on Congress, on their government offi cials, otherwise 
this thing could get out of hand.”
And obviously it has gotten out of hand. And that’s why I’m here. I want to 
dismantle this military industrial complex, I want to be a force in that direction. And 
any continuation of the nuclear arms facilities here in Los Alamos I think should be 
converted to all the necessary technologies that this planet really needs.
For instance, fi ghting global warming. Obviously, you know, new energy 
technologies that won’t threaten the planet, you know, that will reduce the 
greenhouse gas effect and the global warming effect and pull us out of this 
downward spiral that threatens everyone on the planet, you know.
And we here in the West and especially the United States are for sure the most 
responsible since we’re using most of the energy. That’s what I’d like to see, Los 
Alamos, the labs, used for, all those beautiful minds, those great minds put to the 
preservation of life on this planet and not threaten it. That’s pretty much it.

500-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding pit production and 
the existence of nuclear weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

500-2 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.

Commentor No. 500:   William Bruce

500-1

500-2
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Let’s see here. Okay. First of all I want to thank everybody for coming and 
everybody that worked on the EIS and will continue to work on that. I mean it 
sounds like there’s a lot of good information in there.
And hopefully we’ll do this in an honest, open way and really get the science 
involved. And at least through the EIS, past EIS I can’t say, but hopefully the EIS 
statement will refl ect good science and result in the best possible decision.
Basically normally I do have written statements. But the problem is I was out of 
the country for three and a half weeks and returned to Denver on July 7, spent the 
night, and didn’t get back into Taos until July 8.
It wasn’t until 1:30 this afternoon that I saw my fi rst hard copy of the EIS at the 
Outreach program. And I understand that they received their copy just today. 
There were copies in town at the DOE but not at the site that was listed.
As far as Taos is concerned, I have a letter with me from the librarian that EIS in 
Taos, contrary to what was published in the paper, it will not be available until this 
evening.
Española, as far as I’m able to ascertain, they’re closed for re-inventory, removing 
books. And the librarian there doesn’t even believe they received a copy. Now, 
these were hand-delivered to the various libraries.
The point I’m trying to make is that this is a huge, huge decision. And, from the 
looks of the document, perhaps it’s all in there, perhaps it’s all real great. But, in 
the two hours that I spent with that document, I was -- I’m a little nervous.
And, just as a background, my father retired from the Air Force in 1978. And he 
worked on national intelligence estimates. So I have some idea of what that’s 
about. I originally started with -- was accepted at Cal Tech at nuclear physics but 
after my sophomore year switched to economics.
I did my fi rst EIS in 1972 so I know what a good EIS looks like and I know what a 
good EIS produces. I mean we’re talking here -- let me backtrack a little bit. And 
I’m sorry for my disorganized comments.
But my main concern is over the pit production. I want to limit my comments and 
discussion to that. I know there’s a lot of air quality, water quality, and so on and so 
forth issues.
But my concern mainly has to do with the big overall picture, what does pit 
production do to the security and safety and the economy of my family, my 
children, my community, and my nation. I mean this is a nationwide issue. We 
spent $8 trillion on nuclear weapons since World War II.
And we have stated publicly that we have the right to drop a nuclear bunker buster 
bomb in Afghanistan and Iran because maybe -- maybe, while there’s no evidence 
of any breach of the nuclear proliferation treaty, we think that they might be moving 
in that direction. And we have the right to take it out with a nuclear weapon.

501-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding safety and security 
as it relates to pit production.  As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of 
the SWEIS, the purpose of continued operation of LANL is to provide 
support for NNSA’s stockpile stewardship mission as directed by the 
Congress and the President.  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 
the size of its overall stockpile.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.  
National and international policy issues regarding the use of nuclear 
weapons are not within the scope of this SWEIS.

Commentor No. 501:  Erich Kuerschner
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501-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be 
focused on areas other than those related to nuclear weapons production.  
Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s 
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security 
policy as established by the Congress and the President.  In addition to 
these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL in areas not 
related to nuclear weapons such as renewable energy and global climate 
change.  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.  The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT) has not been replaced.  Additional treaties have been signed over 
the years to reduce the nuclear weapons stockpile.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information.

501-3 Responding to requests for additional review time, NNSA extended the 
comment review period from the original 60 days to 75 days.  Refer to 
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for more information.

501-2

501-3

Well, if we’re playing the game fairly, what that implies to me is they have the right 
to take Los Alamos out by the same reckoning unless we have a double standard. 
So I know that my house in Taos is not insured for an act of war and I’m counting 
on it for retirement hopefully for my children.
So you need to know what will happen if a nuclear weapon of the size that we 
are proposing dropping on Afghanistan gets dropped in Los Alamos. Can we get 
out, will the government compensate me for my house is not there, how will I be 
impacted.
The other thing I really need to know is now that so much has changed and a lot of 
the needs assessment is still based on the 1999 EIS. Well, I mean as people say 
September 11 changed everything. Now we have a different threat and a different 
proliferation treaty.
So I’m really concerned that, if we increase pit production here, what does that 
imply for the security and safety in the future of our children and our nation as a 
whole. And so -- explain to me what that means.
So really what I’m asking for is that, if we want to do this right, I mean it’s 
impossible to start -- it’s not fair to start the clock running on June 6. The clock 
should start running by today, when a reasonable person who is working in the 
fi eld has access to it.
So I’m asking for an extension. And I’ll put this specifi c comment that I was able 
to gather today and what I see as major fl aws in the EIS. I’ll put that in my written 
statement. Anyway, thank you all, folks, for coming. And thanks to everybody 
that’s worked so hard. Let’s do the right thing.

501-1
cont’d

Commentor No. 501 (cont’d): Erich Kuerschner
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 (NNSA responses to these comments are provided on page 3-893.)

500-3 Although LANL has instituted a pollution prevention and waste 
minimization program, operation of LANL in support of its mission does 
generate radioactive and chemical wastes.  These wastes are managed, 
however, in a manner that minimizes environmental and human health 
impacts and complies with regulatory requirements and DOE policies 
and procedures.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD 
for more information.

First of all, whoever decided to have the meeting here at the Fuller Lodge, I would 
like to thank you for that. I always wanted to visit this lodge. I’ve never been in 
here.
I’ve been in New Mexico about 33 years. I have two kids and three stepkids, 
fi ve boys. So like the previous speaker I’m concerned about the pit production 
increasing instead of decreasing.
What I would like to see is all the nuclear weapons facilities closed down and 
turned into some sort of technology research centers where things that the planet 
really needs could be developed, things that really threaten this planet, you know, 
like global warming and things like that. I think that would be a good use of the 
Los Alamos Labs.
I think that Dwight D. Eisenhower, he tried to warn the people of this country back 
in 1959 or 1960, when he was leaving his presidency. And he put it right in our 
hands, he said “We have to keep an eye on the military industrial complex or it will 
take over this country and it will rob us all of our freedoms and liberties and we 
won’t even realize it.”
And it’s up to us, the citizens, to do just that. And that’s why I came all the way out 
here from Pecos, New Mexico, to be here tonight. I’m real concerned. I have fi ve 
young kids that just like the previous speaker said, you know, what kind of a world 
are we setting up if we’re continuing these nuclear weapons, you know, what are 
we handing over to them and what kind of security is there going to be for them 
as they grow up in a world that’s -- we’re just increasing the competition of these 
nasty, nasty things.
So that’s my opinion. The waste issue, you know, it’s kind of a no-brainer. We 
went through this in Pecos in the Terrero area, whether you cap it off or you dig it 
up and put it somewhere else. It’s a tough decision. And it took years to fi gure out 
what to do, you know.
But, if that’s -- you know, if waste is a problem, why add to the waste, why not just 
stop producing waste fi rst of all. That’s the fi rst step to the waste problem. And 
then research on what’s the best thing to do with it. That’s all. Thank you.

500-1
cont’d

500-2
cont’d

Commentor No. 500 (cont’d):   William Bruce (comments continued from page 3-895)
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502-1 The purpose of the LANL SWEIS is to provide data and conclusions 
that will assist NNSA in making decisions regarding LANL operations.  
In accordance with Section 1505.2 of the Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations for implementing NEPA, decisions of NNSA 
regarding LANL will be made in one or more Records of Decision that 
will be issued no sooner than 30 days after publication of the Final 
LANL SWEIS.

I sat down outside a few minutes ago and started writing because truthfully just 
being here makes me so angry that I can hardly think. And so I had to write 
something.
My birth was nine months to the day after the gadget was blown up in Southern 
New Mexico. And I grew up there. And I will never forget that the Department of 
Energy is really the Atomic Energy Commission. And you guys are married to it. In 
fact, by being citizens in this country, we’re all married to it. And that’s almost the 
saddest thing I can think about.
A few years ago I went into an auditorium and listened to Dennis Kucinich sing 
God bless America, land that I love. Stand beside her and guide her through the 
night with the light he sent from above. But the light that you guys are lighting is 
not from above, it’s from below.
I’ve come here to talk to you from your future, from your children’s hearts and inner 
knowing. Someday, unless they are blessed with the same moral myopia and 
historical amnesia that the people who work here possess, they will come to rue 
the day that you gave them life.
I too was born in the nuclear age nine months to the day after the Trinity explosion, 
when the Cold War was. You could hear the baby cry from wherever to wherever 
farm. I mean think of it. Those are the words that Oppenheimer gave. And the 
death of humanity was a birth of a baby. And somehow the people who have done 
this have put themselves in the footprints of God. And it’s inconceivable to me.
I say rue because your children will inherit the history that you live so imprudently. 
When you lose the nuclear war for which you will soon begin to build pits, you 
will understand in a fl ash that the moment the fi rst scientist understood the 
devastation you planned so carefully, that you threw each and every human being 
into the rubble.
Born in Germany to a German rocket scientist, I have already lived your children’s 
history and ask you to solemnly foreswear this new generation of nuclear 
weapons.
It’s not Linton Brooks but the people of this country which should be making this 
decision. And there, you know, you can print a million pages. But there’s no truth 
in that. No matter how many pages you make, you need to understand that the 
people who stood there in the Tularosa Basin brought this pretty green glass home 
to their children to play with.
That’s how much understanding they really had. Over a period of years, this stuff 
disappeared. But, you know, you can put that knowledge in a thimble compared to 
what we will eventually understand.
And you guys all have to live with the knowledge. But somehow you’re not awake. 
And I will work on this and think about it and plan it and talk to people until I and 
the rest of us who are working on this fi gure out a way to wake you up. Thank you.

Commentor No. 502:   Astrid Webster

502-1
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503-1 The LANL SWEIS alternatives addressing operational levels for 
the next 5 years limit the level of pit production to up to 80 pits per 
year (Expanded Operations Alternative).  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 Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations regarding 
cumulative impacts.  In October 2006, NNSA issued a Notice of Intent 
to prepare a Supplement to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement – Complex 2030 (now 
called the Draft 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.  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 additional discussion.

503-2 The cost of implementing the alternatives is not within the scope of the 
SWEIS, which focuses on evaluating potential environmental impacts of 
activities at LANL.

503-3 The SWEIS analyzes the potential impacts of producing up to 80 pits 
per year.  Should a greater production rate be desired, additional NEPA 
documentation and accompanying Records of Decision would be 
required.  Note that the Complex Transformation SPEIS is evaluating a 
future production rate of 125 plutonium pits per year at a consolidated 
plutonium center or a consolidated nuclear production center, for which 
a site is yet to be determined.  The Secretary of Energy Advisory Board 
task force agrees with this estimate (NNSA 2006b).

 Good evening. The fi rst thing I wanted to say speaks to the formal aspect of 
the NEPA process in actually I think that this EIS is a formal continuation of the 
modern pit facility EIS. It hasn’t been couched that way, but actually this is a 
national decision.
And the mission which is to be assigned to Los Alamos National Laboratory is the 
mission that was discussed in the -- was discussed in the draft MPF EIS. And the 
facilities which are being assembled here in Los Alamos will have the potential 
or are being designed to have the potential to make pits in the same range of 
production capacity as the MPF. 
 So what’s happened is that a national NEPA process has been stopped and a 
regional or local abridged NEPA process has replaced it. And I think that’s of very 
deep concern as to the integrity of NEPA.
Now, this is a plan which, although it reads in plain vanilla, will dramatically 
change the nature of Los Alamos National Laboratory. I don’t think that most of the 
community is fully aware of the changes that will be -- that will follow as sequelae 
of the pit production mission.
You have to consider how the budget is going down, how infl ation is affecting 
the buying power of the money available. You have to look at the management 
fee increase, the gross receipts tax increase, security costs increases due to pit 
production, increased construction costs for the CMRR building, and other pit 
production related facilities.
And you have to consider that pit production -- as Edward Beckner said to me not 
too long ago, Los Alamos is now a pivotal site in the nuclear weapons complex. 
Because, if we’re going to make anything new for the next 15 years, we have to 
make it at Los Alamos.
This pit production mission is going to be front and center in both in the 
consciousness of the LANS contractors and how they are evaluated by the NNSA, 
by Linton Brooks and his team. So science at Los Alamos is an endangered 
species because of these complex pressures which are pushing on science in a 
way from both ends.
So a self-understanding of people who work at Los Alamos about the nature of the 
laboratory is now on the table in this 2,000 page document which we’re rushing 
through a public comment period. And people need to be quite aware of what’s at 
stake here for the community of Los Alamos as well as the region as well as the 
nation. I’m not sure that everybody in Los Alamos really understands that.
Look at the numbers, go over it, think about it. Try to see how these numbers work 
out and see how they affect -- they could affect your program.
Everybody should be aware that the NNSA’s approach to NEPA analysis is to 
create an envelope of impacts, and in the case of a SWEIS or a programmatic 

503-1

Commentor No. 503:   Greg Mello

503-2
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503-4 Plutonium in pits is only one of many components of a nuclear weapon.  
Recent studies only evaluate the aging effects of plutonium in pits.  In 
addition, a production rate of up to 80 pits per year provides operational 
flexibility to meet national security needs.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information.

environmental impact statement, there’s no attempt to constrain each and every 
activity that happens at the site.
So, even though this document says surge production or production at 80 pits per 
year or 50 pits for the stockpile, that doesn’t necessarily constrain pit production at 
Los Alamos to that number.
If the reliable replacement warhead as advertised is able to be produced with less 
hazardous waste, with greater throughput, broader tolerances, more automation, 
greater effi ciency per square foot of category two space, then as the SEAB 
advisory -- oh, God.
As the SEAB advisory board said, the effi ciency of pit production at Los Alamos 
ought to be increased 20 fold from its present rate. That was their number. And 
people in working for Congress have advised me to take that 20-fold increase very 
seriously.
I just want to say I guess in the remaining seconds that we are working with a 
law passed 36 years ago that was designed primarily with unclassifi ed activities 
in mind. If we only blindly follow this law and don’t engage in a profound debate 
around the policy -- policy decisions that are embodied in this poor environmental 
law that sort of feels like the dregs of democracy despite the best intentions of 
everybody involved, Elizabeth and all the other people who are working so hard, 
we have to make a special effort to open a debate so we can take the time.
I think possibly that people want to rush this through Bush’s offi ce. But we should 
slow down. There’s no rush to make pits. Every year we learn -- more than a 
decade, we get more than a decade more information about pit longevity.
Let’s take our time. We’ve got 10,000 nuclear weapons. Why don’t we have a 
democratic discussion instead of a pro forma discussion that’s limited to just a tiny 
fraction of the issues. Thank you very much.

Commentor No. 503 (cont’d):  Greg Mello

503-3
cont’d

503-4
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504-1 As indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the SWEIS, NNSA’s purpose 
and need for agency action remain the same as in the 1999 SWEIS 
– the purpose of continued operation of LANL is to provide support for 
DOE’s core missions as directed by the Congress and the President.  As 
a site-wide environmental impacts statement, the document is intended 
to provide an envelope within which operations at LANL would be 
conducted over the next five-year period.  The capabilities and levels 
of operations evaluated in the SWEIS are consistent with prior NEPA 
analyses for LANL with the exception of the specific projects discussed 
in Appendix J.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex 
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) which 
addresses selecting a site for a new consolidated plutonium center or a 
consolidated nuclear production center whose mission would include pit 
surveillance and manufacturing.  Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of 
the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

504-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that LANSCE could be shut 
down.  Shutdown of LANSCE is being considered only in the Reduced 
Operations Alternative.  It would continue to operate at current levels 
under both the No Action and Expanded Operations Alternatives.  Under 
the Expanded Operations Alternative, one of the proposed projects, 
discussed in Appendix G of the SWEIS, would result in refurbishment 
of LANSCE to improve its reliability into the next decade.  As stated 
in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, NNSA could choose to implement the 
alternatives either in whole or in part.  Therefore, it is possible for 
LANSCE to remain operational even if other aspects of the Reduced 
Operations Alternative were selected in the ROD.

Actually I echo a lot of what Greg Mello was talking about. One of my concerns is 
that a site-wide EIS is as Greg said an umbrella for just about everything. And I 
worry about that because just perhaps it’s not going to put limits on what we can 
do but just wedge stuff into the specifi c categories.
When I was planning on coming to this meeting, I didn’t know -- realize that it was 
a site-wide EIS, I thought it was specifi cally speaking about pit production. So I 
had looked at the old pit production EIS online.
And I think that’s a valuable thing to look at because the pit production on EIS 
online, it again echoed what Greg was saying, that perhaps we don’t need any 
new pits. And, as someone else stated, this is going to specifi cally change the 
direction of Los Alamos, move it from science to production. So we here at Los 
Alamos are going to be a little bit concerned with the change at the lab.
Here is something weird. I didn’t know that LANSCE was on the block because 
of emissions. LANSCE is one of our premier science spots. I’m all for reducing 
emissions. But I didn’t know LANSCE was on its way out. I’m concerned about 
that.
I would also like to make a philosophical comment, not just a comment on the EIS, 
and that is perhaps as other people have said we don’t need nuclear weapons for 
security because one of the -- our enemies now isn’t necessarily other nations but 
other individuals using terrorism. Hopefully we’re not going to nuke another nation 
just because it has a few terrorists in it.
So maybe nuclear weapons are essentially obsolete and we should, as someone 
else stated, again philosophical turn our science into solving real security issues 
like energy and global warming.

504-1

504-2

Commentor No. 504:   Jody Benson
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505-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s suggestion that LANL’s mission should 
be changed.  In addition to LANL’s mission of supporting the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program, research is conducted in other areas, as discussed 
in Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD.  NNSA is not 
contemplating changing LANL’s primary mission at this time.

I’m Ed Grothus. I’ve been in Los Alamos over 57 years. I worked for most -- for 20 
years in the laboratory. And, for most of those 20 years, I worked in a weapons 
development group. I’m one of the ones who made better, in quotes, atomic 
bombs. We reduced the size by 30 times while we increased the yield by 30 times.
I held a singular position, I was a singular link in the chain for making better 
bombs, better again in quotes. Vietnam was a turning point in my life as it was for 
so many other people. Search and destroy ignoble duty said, free fi re zone, carpet 
bombs, Agent Orange.
At our site we did the preliminary tests for making new weapons of mass 
destruction. We -- I had a ton of U-238 depleted uranium. I passed 83 in June. I do 
not have the intense concern about radiation that many people do.
I’m more concerned about chemicals. I used gallons of trichloroethylene. I don’t 
know if it affected my hearing, but I am not as steady as I might or should be. We 
scattered U-238 for a half a mile in every direction from the fi ring point, EF point at 
our site. I have lost all my faith in the weapons business. It’s sheer madness.
No rational person would ever use a weapon of mass destruction. I have a fear, a 
real fear that we will blow ourselves up. I predict it will happen in 2013, when an 
American with an American weapon of mass destruction destroys Washington, 
D.C., which starts a nuclear holocaust and everyone on earth dies.
I know the laboratory hears my words because in recent press releases they are 
saying that, even if someone steals a bomb, he or she won’t be able to set it off 
because they built in further safeguards so it can’t happen. We threaten the world 
with our weapons of mass destruction. I have a number of tapes here, a former 
weapons division leader threatens the world with our bombs.
We will make your country go away if you mess with the United States. We will 
bring overwhelming force. You will only make that mistake once. It’s a matter 
of record. We threaten the world with our bombs. People recognize this. They 
responded, they hit the very heart of our military industrial complex, the Pentagon. 
They hit the Twin Towers just to get our attention.
I’m old enough to remember a man who beat his horse unmercifully. Why did 
you do that? Just to get its attention. There isn’t an airport in the world that hasn’t 
been alerted. Those people knew what they were doing. Violence is evil. And the 
response is the golden rule. Do unto others as you would have others do unto you. 
Do good to that guy who might hurt you. Give Iraq good things instead of bombs.
We can only win the world by doing good. The laboratory should become a world 
science center. Inscribed on two monuments of mine, each weighing 25 tons 
which are now complete in China, monuments not to celebrate the bomb but to 
commemorate the most signifi cant event in the history of the world.
Unimagined fantastic good coming from a golden age of science here in Los 
Alamos. But you have to abandon the nuclear business. Thank you all very much.

Commentor No. 505:   Ed Grothus
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 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.Good evening. We are university students and recent graduates. And we are 
representatives of the nationwide coalition for education. Five of us hail from 
campuses in the University of California system which has managed the Los 
Alamos National Laboratory since its inception.
One of us is a recent graduate of the University of Missouri-Kansas City. Our 
presence here underscores our belief that what happens in Los Alamos, New 
Mexico, affects our lives and those of people around the world.
At a recent public forum in New York City, United Nations Weapons of Mass 
Destruction Commission Chairman Hans Blix noted he strongly supports 
the idea of international weapons inspectors closely monitoring the activities 
currently being conducted at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. With Mr. Blix’s 
assessment in mind, we have constituted a University of California weapons 
inspection team.
In doing so we acknowledge that, if we don’t attempt to carry out an investigation 
of the Los Alamos Laboratory, unfortunately it’s unlikely that anybody else will.
As you all may know, the U.S. Government recently conducted an unsuccessful 
search for WMDs in Iraq. They are now searching for WMDs in Iran. Even fairly 
conservative estimates demonstrate that Iran is currently not in a position to 
acquire nuclear weapons at any time in the next ten years.
There are enrichment activities for nuclear weapons currently taking place and 
they are not in Iraq, they are not in Iran, they are here in Los Alamos. Intelligence 
reports note that the lab is pursuing a nuclear weapons activities that are illegal 
under international law, plutonium pit production.
The remaining parts of the statements are going to be read by one of my peers.

Commentor No. 506:   Sophia Ritchie
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507-1 Operations at LANL are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Continuing to ensure a safe and 
reliable nuclear stockpile violates none of the terms of the Treaty.  
Stockpile stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by 
the United States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation 
objectives.  U.S. confidence in its stockpile stewardship capabilities 
is likely to remain important in future arms control negotiations as 
the Nation moves to further reduce its overall stockpile size.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

507-2 Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluates the potential environmental, health 
and safety impacts of the continued operation of LANL under the three 
proposed alternatives.  These analyses demonstrate that LANL can 
continue to operate safely under any of the three alternatives, including 
the Expanded Operations Alternative, which proposes an increase in 
pit production rate.  The results of the evaluation are summarized in 
Chapter 3, Table 3–19, and Summary Table S–5.

I’m Christy Escobar. Plutonium pits are integral for the manufacture of new nuclear 
weapons which violate the 1970 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty which the U.S. is 
a signatory of.
These are weapons that kill women, children, and soldier alike. They do not 
discern between elderly and infi rm. They are indiscriminate killers. The University 
of California was founded on the basis of truth and enlightenment. And, because 
continued nuclear production is taking place, the future is only uncertain.
As the UC weapons inspection team, we come here today to express our concern 
regarding the proposal to increase plutonium pit production at Los Alamos and to 
emphasize the need for the U.S. to uphold its moral and legal obligations under 
international law. The expansion of plutonium pit production here poses a grave 
danger to environmental security and the health of American citizens.
Because the  University of California is a manager of the lab, we feel that we 
have a special obligation to speak out about what happens at Los Alamos. As 
stakeholders in this institution, we feel personally obligated to voice our opinions 
regarding the activities that take place at this facility.
Our comments here refl ect the feelings of thousands of our peers whose 
sentiments we have gauged through a variety of means, passing student 
government referendums, conducting student body opinion polls, and holding 
dialogue oriented educational events.
The message of our peers has been clear. UC should get out of the nuclear 
business. Plutonium pit production at the Los Alamos Laboratory should not take 
place. Thank you.

507-2

507-2
cont’d

Commentor No. 507:   Christy Escobar
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508-1 The purpose of producing new plutonium pits is to maintain the safety, 
security, and reliability of the current nuclear weapons stockpile.  The 
United States deploys nuclear weapons and is reducing the size of 
the stockpile in keeping with current international treaties.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

So I think we’re all really aware that we live currently in the age of the information 
bomb. It’s where there is so much coming at us from every angle, we’re not able to 
discern or even fi lter through all the information that we think is necessary. We’re 
getting violently reordered, our whole world is in confusion, and we only know 
certain things. But hopefully we know those.
But that leads to a social fragmentation. That means we only know the things that 
we really actively search out and everything else seems to be left for someone 
else to do.
Personally I think that is why Los Alamos is right here in the desert. It’s used to 
make it so the people who are concerned about this have to come to the desert. 
And so the people who do that work are the only people who end up being here.
That means I have to travel for hundreds, if not thousands, of miles to voice my 
concern. That means there are thousands of people like me who are never going 
to be able to make it to this public forum.
Now, what that means is that there are so many experts involved that we can never 
know the exact details of what’s going on. So that means we have to consider the 
consequences of our jobs. Even people who are in the military, people who are 
serving are told yes, you have to follow your orders. But, if you think that there’s 
something wrong with it, you are allowed to not do that order.
Well, I know that there are a lot of people here in Los Alamos that may be doing 
the job that they sometimes agree with it maybe sometimes they don’t. But they’re 
not given that option of not doing it if they really don’t think it’s going to happen.
Maybe it’s because of this social fragmentation, maybe because you think that 
it’s other people’s decisions to make that happen. But I think it’s your choice and 
it’s for you to understand that everything that you’re involved in is for an end, it is 
going to be used for something.
The new pit production is used to make the new fl exible response for the United 
States nuclear arsenal. That means it’s more usable. That means so people are 
going to take the weapons and deploy them in the battlefi eld. They’re going to 
have them there for use.
And that means that every person who helps with that new program is ultimately 
going to be responsible for those weapons being there in the fi rst place. And, even 
if you’re not working on those weapons programs, you are helping Los Alamos.
For instance, the University of California puts a great name on Los Alamos 
Laboratories, right. It’s an institution of enlightenment and thinking. But this is a 
weapons manufacturing laboratory.
So the University of California is just as responsible. And that’s why we’re here as 
University of California students, to say no, we do not want to give our good name 
to something that we don’t support.

Commentor No. 508:   Andrew Culp

508-1
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Commentor No. 508 (cont’d):  Andrew Culp

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

So what does that mean? That means that you can do something. You know, 
people say that the genie is out of the bottle, we can’t do anything about it. Well, 
you can. Nuclear weapons are made by lots of smart people with lots of smart 
resources; that, if those people don’t exist, it’s not going to happen.
The reason why -- I mean it wasn’t so amazing that the Russians were able 
to make the bomb. It was amazing that they were able to make the navigation 
systems because the complex precision instruments were not possible we thought 
at all because they did not have any of the resources, the technology, any of the 
stuff from Germany, I mean there’s a long history of the technology necessary for 
these sorts of operations from occurring that we can get rid of international law or 
anything to keep it from happening in the future.
So that means that we as people have responsibilities to stand up for what we 
know is right. You know, maybe sometimes we don’t know if what we’re doing is 
going to be used or going towards something that’s good.
But at least I know that I’m willing to speak out and take a stand and know that I’m 
trying to make a better world tomorrow. And I don’t want to just be making money, 
you know, I can do that if I wanted. But that’s not what this is here for, you know. 
We are here to have a responsibility to future generations to make sure that we 
have a better tomorrow.
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509-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about NNSA’s ability to clean up 
the LANL site, but disagrees with the assertion that pit production would 
preclude environmental restoration and safe management of radioactive 
waste at LANL.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS, describes 
the progress that NNSA has made in conducting its environmental 
restoration program at LANL.  Since the early 1990s, when LANL 
staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental 
remediation, progress has been made (and sites consolidated) such that 
only about 800 remain to be addressed.  Appendix I presents options 
and environmental analyses for conducting future remediation activities 
at LANL primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered into 
in March 2005.  Appendix I also summarizes several technologies for 
cleanup of soil, water, and air, and refers the reader to additional sources 
of information about existing and emerging cleanup technologies.  
NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the 
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed 
in the SWEIS.  Waste management activities at LANL are addressed 
in several places including Chapter 2, Sections 2.4.12 and 2.4.14, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.9, and Chapter 5, Section 5.9, and portions of the 
appendices.  All wastes are managed protectively until disposed of in 
regulated facilities.  At LANL, low-level radioactive wastes are disposed 
of onsite at a location with controlled access.  Other radioactive wastes 
are transported offsite for disposal at licensed facilities.  For example, 
transuranic wastes are disposed of at WIPP.  Legacy transuranic waste at 
LANL is being safely stored in drums and other containers in above- 
and below-ground storage configurations, while programs continue to 
prepare this waste for shipment to WIPP.  NNSA intends to complete 
transfer of legacy transuranic waste to WIPP within 10 years.  Newly 
generated transuranic waste from pit production and other sources will 
also be transported to WIPP.

509-2 Operation of and environmental impacts associated with Rocky 
Flats are not within the scope of the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.12, 
Comparison to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for information regarding 
the differences between LANL and former Rocky Flats operations.  
Assuming the commentor is implying that offsite contamination will 
result from pit production at LANL, it is NNSA policy to conduct 
operations in a manner that ensures the protection of public health 

Everyone, my name is Will Parrish and I’m a graduate of the University of 
California-Santa Cruz, class of 2004. And this is my fi rst visit to Los Alamos, but 
I’ve been involved with efforts to disarm this lab for the past several years as a 
University of California student.
I learned toward the end of my undergraduate career that the University of 
California was the manager of this facility at the time of the Manhattan Project and 
continued to manage the lab as the sole manager up until June 1st of this year 
and now co-manages the lab with Bechtel Corporation under a limited liability 
corporation called Los Alamos National Security, LLC.
And so I’ve always had a real strong connection with opposing the work that takes 
place here. And so it’s really great, I’m very excited to be able to speak at this 
forum and appreciate the opportunity.
I have heard it said that the fi rst rule of propaganda is that, if you can slide your 
premises by people, then you’ve got them. And I heard a lot of statements that 
I considered highly propagandistic in the initial presentations that preceded this 
public comment period. Perhaps unintentionally so.
But, to give you a couple of examples, I heard it said that we have a commitment 
to clean up Los Alamos Laboratory. Now, the premise there that I take issue with 
is that it’s impossible to clean up Los Alamos National Laboratory particularly if 
new plutonium pit production is pursued at this facility.
I think we all know that it’s pretty much impossible to clean up nuclear waste. 
That’s why there are hundreds of 55 gallon drums of waste sitting at the Los 
Alamos National Laboratory right now. That’s why the federal government of the 
United States is attempting to store 70,000 tons of high level nuclear waste at the 
Yucca Mountain.
We have no way to safely clean up nuclear waste. And especially if new plutonium 
pits are created here. I fail to see how we’re going to go down the path to clean up 
Los Alamos.
And, as evidence of that, I studied what happened at the Rocky Flats nuclear 
weapons plant in Colorado during its over 40 years of plutonium pit production. 
According to some studies, the amount of radioactive waste that is present at 
some communities downwind from that facility is equivalent to that that’s currently 
found in Hiroshima.
Plutonium pit production, if it’s allowed to take place, will prevent the Los Alamos 
Lab from ever being cleaned up, even if such a thing is possible.
Another premise that I heard was that we need your help to make this the best 
possible impact analysis. And I’m sure that statement is true. But the premise 
that underlies that statement is that this public comment process and the 
environmental impact statement process is set up in a way that makes it possible 
for us to help come up with the best decision as to the future of this facility.

509-1

509-1
cont’d

509-1
cont’d

509-3

Commentor No. 509:   Will Parrish
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Commentor No. 509 (cont’d):  Will Parrish
and safety and the environment through compliance with applicable 
Federal, state, and local laws and regulations.  See Section 2.6, Offsite 
Contamination, of this CRD for more information.

509-3 NNSA considers the comments provided on the SWEIS and as described 
in Section 1.4 of this CRD, makes changes to the document to improve 
the environmental impacts analysis.  As discussed in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, the environmental impacts identified in the 
SWEIS are among the factors that NNSA will consider when making 
decisions on the level of operations and the implementation of projects 
discussed in the SWEIS; other factors that will be considered include 
programmatic need, schedule, security and safety concerns, and cost.  
Regarding the comment about not having adequate time to review 
the Draft SWEIS, NNSA extended the comment period from 60 days 
to 75 days to provide additional review time.  Refer to Section 2.2, 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for 
more information.

509-3
cont’d

I think it’s pretty clear that, as Greg Mello alluded to in his comments, that this is 
an extremely rushed process and that there is not going to be time for the public to 
adequately provide commentary and direction over what happens with Los Alamos 
Laboratory.
First of all it was said that Linton Brooks is going to ultimately be the person 
who decides what happens with the environmental impact statement, he’s going 
to create it. And to think that one person can ultimately dictate what’s going to 
happen with the environmental impact statement that’s being created here without 
any oversight from the public is I think delusional. So thank you for listening.
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510-1 NNSA has tried to make the main body of the SWEIS understandable 
by the general population and has included more technical discussions 
in the appendices.  There is a concerted effort to explain risks in terms 
that are understandable such as qualitative terms like “a slight increase” 
or in quantitative terms such as “1 chance in a million.”  Use of the term 
“acceptable risk” occurs in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the SWEIS, 
in a discussion of the results of an earlier study that refers to the “EPA 
established range of acceptable risk;” the text further defines “acceptable 
risk” as a range of 1 in one million to 1 in 10,000.

510-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons 
production.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, of this CRD for additional information.

Hi. Thank you for having me here. My name is Kamara O’Connor. And I’m a peace 
and social justice activist. And I’m also here as part of the Real World Oversight 
Committee on the environmental impact statement.
And, because I’m addressing a group of what I assume are largely scientists, I just 
really want to put forth that any action that we take, of course, is going to stimulate 
a consequence. And I just really believe that it is folly to think that consequences 
of continued nuclear weapons development can be managed or controlled or kept 
safe in some sphere.
The fi rst thing I want to bring up is that the continued production of nuclear 
weapons stimulates the production of conventional biological chemical weapons 
internationally. I feel like there is a strong disconnect between what’s happening 
here at Los Alamos and what’s going on in our global community. And I feel like 
the environment here is not being stretched to the full capacity of what the global 
environment means.
I also fi nd that there is a strong emphasis on a scientifi c sort of language, where 
it’s like acceptable risk and slight increase in health effects, which I feel is using a 
sort of scientifi c authority to separate out disenfranchised indigenous communities 
that have been suffering under the weight of the nuclear industry as well as 
basically devaluing the opinions and experiences of nonscientists such as myself.
So again another consequence that I want to stress is that my environment, while 
it includes this whole earth and it also includes things like education, things like 
healthcare, the nuclear industry is draining money from all of those things that 
would be contributing to a healthy environment, what I believe would be to the best 
advantage of local citizens and global citizens.
So I just basically want to ask people at Los Alamos to take some responsibility 
and to take some accountability for the work that you’re doing and the global 
ramifi cations, the global consequences. And I think that the only way to ensure 
safety in a nuclear weapons program is to stop it.
I think the only way to talk about helping our environment is really to disarm and 
move towards safety in the real sense of the word. So thank you very much. I 
appreciate you listening to me.

510-1

510-2

Commentor No. 510:   Kamara O’Connor
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 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.Heron Boyce. So I’m going to do this in a nontraditional way, some poetry.
Invest energy and it will grow. Patience and focus are the catalysts for growth. The 
existence is simple. And we will to be whatever we desire.
A quick poem by Barry Oliver.
Tell me what else I should have done. Doesn’t everything die at last and too soon? 
Tell me what is your plan, what is it you plan to do with your one wild and precious 
life.
Fear, the externalization of our own inabilities to accept and be tolerant of others. 
In the desire to protect ourselves, we put drama and our insecurities above the 
betterment of our fellowman let alone other life forms.
Calm and patience are what is necessitated in this day and age. Understanding 
and acceptance of others. There are differences in their ways of life. No longer 
can we accept propaganda convincing a majority to cow down to divide and 
conquer mentalities.
We must be communal in our communities, we must be civil in our civility, we must 
be humane in our humanity and recall we are all symbiotic, one love.

Commentor No. 511:   Heron Boyce
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512-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

512-2 Within the context of the SWEIS, NNSA has not attempted to make a 
connection between LANL’s presence and economic prosperity in New 
Mexico.  As shown in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.1.3, of the SWEIS, per 
capita income in the counties where most LANL employees reside is 
higher than the state average.  However, changes in per capita income 
across the state and income disparity are not within the scope of the 
analyses presented in the SWEIS.

Good evening. My name is Anne Sensenig, I’m here from Albuquerque, 
New Mexico. I’m an educational assistant at Bandelier Elementary School in 
Albuquerque and part of the Albuquerque Mennonite Church.
I’d like to start by saying that I’m morally opposed to both the production of and 
use of nuclear weapons. And, if some of you are not opposed to production of 
because you think that it will be used just as a deterrent and not ever be used, I’d 
like to present the moral issues.
The fact as Kamara said is that money is being diverted from important arenas 
that are facing our nation, health, education, social welfare.
In New Mexico or in the whole country, $7,600 per household in this country goes 
toward military expenditures. As an educational assistant who doesn’t make very 
much in Albuquerque -- and, just for an example, teachers in New Mexico are 48th 
on the list of teacher salaries. And educational assistants are far below that.
Just think what the amount of money that is spent on something that I hope will 
never be used could accomplish if it were put towards other healthy and benefi cial 
issues like health, education, and all of that kind of thing.
A lot of people might say that the fact that Los Alamos is here in this state 
provides economic prosperity for New Mexico. But, in fact, in the last 20 years, 
when funding for Los Alamos National Labs has increased a lot, the per capita 
income for New Mexico has greatly decreased. And there are a lot of statistics out 
there about New Mexico being 49th, 48th, 50th, whatever, in a lot of health and 
education and social welfare statistics.
So this state is not benefi ting. There are maybe some people who are benefi ting 
from working there. There may be people or companies that are benefi ting. But 
certainly the people of New Mexico have not benefi ted from the fact that Los 
Alamos has been here in the last 20 years. There’s been a great disparity between 
the poorest New Mexicans and the richest New Mexicans in the past 20 years.
So in conclusion I would just like to say that, as signatories of this nuclear 
nonproliferation treaty, I think we should go for option A which is like no new or 
expanded production. But I would like to say what we need is cessation of trigger 
production or nuclear weapons at all. Thank you.

Commentor No. 512:   Anne Sensenig

512-1

512-2

512-1
cont’d
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 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.I’m Donna Detweiler from Albuquerque, New Mexico, where I manage apartments 
for low income people. I’m here today because of my rising nausea about what’s 
happening here and my own need for confession because I’ve been part of it.
I have been silent and I have paid my taxes and I’m a very embarrassed about 
that. And so I’m trying to break the silence and I’m trying to do something different. 
And I want to encourage the people who feel the same to do something different.
I discovered that just a couple of weeks ago that my company is not withholding 
my federal income tax. Okay. This could get me in big trouble for saying this 
publicly, but it was a blessing to me because now I can decide if this is something 
that I want to pay for or something that I don’t want to pay for. And I really don’t. 
And I have to decide how I’m going to accomplish that.
So this is a beautiful place and I honor people who do what they believe is right in 
life. And I don’t want to vomit all over this fl oor, but I’m really close and I really want 
it to stop. Thank you.

Commentor No. 513:   Donna Detweiler
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514-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  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.  Please refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.  With regard to the terrorism concern raised 
in this comment, DOE gives high priority to the safety and security 
of all its facilities.  Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral 
considerations in the designs and operating procedures for new and 
existing DOE facilities.  DOE considers the threat of terrorist attack 
to be real and has an established safeguards and security process it 
undertakes to assess facility vulnerabilities to various threats, including 
those from intentional destructive acts, such as acts of terrorism.  
Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the SWEIS has been revised to include 
additional discussion of the measures taken to protect assets at LANL 
from terrorist activities.  

514-2 All wastes are stored onsite, primarily at TA-54, and managed 
protectively until disposed of.  The disposal facility is selected based 
on the type of waste.  At LANL, some low-level radioactive waste is 
disposed of onsite at TA-54.  Other radioactive wastes are transported 
offsite for disposal.  For example, transuranic waste is disposed of 
at WIPP, which is regulated by both the New Mexico Environment 
Department and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Hazardous 
waste is sent to offsite commercial facilities for treatment and disposal.

514-3 The U.S. Congress and the President are responsible for establishing 
funding levels for various government programs.  The SWEIS evaluates 
the environmental impacts of the alternatives for continued operation 
of LANL.  As noted in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.4, of the SWEIS, 
implementation of decisions made in a ROD will be contingent on the 
level of funding allocated.

My name is Daniel Erdman. I am a pastor in Albuquerque to a small congregation 
of Hispanic folks, most of whom are immigrants from Latin America.
Today marks the 61st anniversary of the day on which the United States decided 
for the second time in history to be the only nation ever to use nuclear weapons in 
war. And, amidst all the words that we have heard today, I’m asking for a moment 
of silence to recall that event for the people of Nagasaki.
I pray this will be the last time any nation ever uses a nuclear weapon. Since 
1945 our life as a nation and as a world has been profoundly impacted by nuclear 
weapons. As a nation we have come to place our ultimate security in the belief that 
these weapons will protect us.
Today I’m here to speak against the production of plutonium pits here or anywhere 
else for a number of reasons. The fi rst is the increased production of waste. This 
has already been mentioned. But currently we do not have adequate and safe 
plans for the disposal of the waste that has already been produced, and yet we 
propose to increase the amount of that waste.
The second reason is the increased expense in a nation that is headed frankly for 
bankruptcy, a nation that has a national debt unprecedented in history. Essential 
services are being cut back everywhere. And I see the impact in the people of my 
congregation as they continue to struggle to make a living at minimum wage with 
no benefi ts, no prospect of healthcare, no assistance when they are laid off.
The impact of continuing to devote such a large part of the national budget to 
nuclear weapons will result not just in an environmental impact but also in a human 
impact as has been mentioned, on health, on education, on employment, on 
housing, but also with not dealing with the real environmental dangers that we face 
as a world.
In the past 120 years, we have managed to use up almost all of the fossil fuels 
on the planet and at the same time cause global warming to increase. We are not 
dealing with these because there is not the money to research how to deal with 
these because we are spending it on nuclear weapons.
The world has changed. We have 10,000 nuclear weapons. Making more will be 
a decrease in our security. As a nation many of us have a concern about terrorists 
getting their hands on fi ssionable material. One step towards solution would be 
not to produce more. And, if any money is spent, let it be on securing the existing 
material, not making more of it.
When the nuclear age began decades ago, a very wise man said everything 
changed except the way we think. After September 11, a less wise man said 
nothing is the same since September 11. But something is still the same. We still 
have not changed the way we think. I pray that you will.

514-1

514-2

514-3

514-1
cont’d

Commentor No. 514:   Daniel Erdman
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515-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about global warming and the 
potential for increased water and electricity use under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  NNSA takes its resource stewardship and 
conservation responsibilities seriously.  NNSA continues to work with 
Los Alamos County in implementing measures to conserve water, 
and through the Los Alamos Power Pool, to ensure the availability 
and reliability of electric power for the Los Alamos region as a 
whole (see Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2, of the SWEIS).  Utility demand 
projections have been updated in the SWEIS based on the latest 
trend analysis and projections that include calendar year 2005 data 
for LANL, and for other Los Alamos county users that rely upon the 
same utility system as LANL.  These conservative projections are 
compared to the current (baseline) capacity or authorization limits of 
the respective utility system, as appropriate, and do not include any 
proposed or future upgrades or capacity increases.  For water, it is 
currently projected that LANL operational demands combined with 
the larger and growing demands of other Los Alamos County users 
could require up to 98 percent of the currently available water rights, as 
presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3, Table 5–36.  However, LANL’s 
projected water demands under the Expanded Operations Alternative 
would remain within LANL’s water use target ceiling as discussed in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.3.  Refer to Section 2.8, Water Use, of this 
CRD for more information on LANL’s water use, available water rights, 
and water supply planning.  Similarly, up to 96 percent of the electric 
peak load capacity of the Los Alamos Power Pool could be required 
to support LANL operational demands combined with the growing 
demand by other Los Alamos County users.  As further discussed in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3 and detailed in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.1, 
ongoing upgrades to the electrical power transmission and distribution 
system including construction of a third transmission line would allow 
additional power to be imported and support a higher electric peak load 
in the future.

515-2 The volume of low-level radioactive, mixed, transuranic, and chemical 
wastes that could be generated due to increased pit production at the 
Plutonium Facility Complex is specified in Chapter 5, Table 5–47, of 
the SWEIS.  Existing onsite and offsite treatment, storage and disposal 
facilities would be sufficient to manage these waste streams.  Refer to 
Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

George Baker. Water. We live in a high desert where water is a very scarce 
resource. Global warming predicts that it’s going -- our water supply here in Los 
Alamos and in New Mexico is likely to decrease, not increase. The snow pack will 
melt sooner and will be accumulated later. And so our water supply that we depend 
on will be decreasing.
The expanded operations will lead to a need for ever more water and electricity. 
And, as you may know, generating electricity also takes water. Aside from the 
supply issue, every bit of pit production will generate more waste stream than no 
pit production.
We already are seeing a laboratory generated contamination of water in the test 
wells that have been drilled around here. This threatens not just the water supply 
for Los Alamos, but for a great number of surrounding communities.
Norris Bradbury who was once director of the laboratory who is quoted as saying 
I spent my whole life working on something that can’t be used. People say that the 
bunker buster bomb can be used. It cannot be used because it creates radiation 
contamination over a large area. You can’t send troops in after you’ve blown one of 
those things up, even if it’s effective.
And besides all that, the real mission and desirable future for Los Alamos is to be 
a scientifi c laboratory, not a pit production facility. This is just not what we need 
here. Thank you.

515-3

515-5

515-1

515-2

Commentor No. 515:   George Baker

515-4



Comments from the Los Alamos, New Mexico, Public Hearing (August 8, 2006)

Final Sit-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-916

Commentor No. 515 (cont’d):  George Baker
515-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding groundwater 

contamination and potable water supply quality.  NNSA intends to 
follow the Consent Order that stipulates groundwater cleanup levels for 
human health and is committed to maintaining drinking water standards.  
NNSA is also committed to decreasing or eliminating all discharges that 
have a potential to release contaminants to the environment.  Refer to 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2, of the SWEIS for a discussion of water quality 
in the vicinity of LANL.  Also, Sections 2.5, Water Resources, and 2.6, 
Offsite Contamination, of the CRD discuss what is being done to address 
these concerns, including monitoring groundwater quality.

515-4 The environmental impacts associated with the use of nuclear weapons 
is not within the scope of this SWEIS, which analyzes the environmental 
impacts of LANL operations.

515-5 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to nuclear 
weapons production.  Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities 
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to 
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President.  
In addition to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL 
in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of 
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the 
No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Hello. I have a very short statement. My name is Regina Wheeler, I’m representing 
 Los Alamos County Local Government. And we wanted to let people know that 
we are reviewing the site-wide environmental impact statement draft and will be 
submitting written comments. Thank you.

Commentor No. 516:   Regina Wheeler

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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My name is Shannyn Sollitt and I live in Santa Fe, New Mexico, downwind, 
downstream. I have not read the site-wide environmental impact statements, 
the studies. And I’m only commenting on my own understanding as an 
environmentalist for all my life. At least all my adult life.
And I would like to raise a question to the scientists here. As to whether it is good 
science to put a nuclear weapons production facility at the top of a watershed, a 
windswept area in a fi re prone zone, and expect that it is not going to adversely 
affect all the people downwind and downstream.
That’s the fi rst and most obvious environmental impact that I see that is just 
beyond my imagination, that there can be environmental scientists here at the 
laboratory that would agree that this would be a good place to put a nuclear 
weapons production facility.
I would not advocate a nuclear weapons production facility anywhere. But, if there 
needs to be one, why not put it right next to the nuclear weapons waste facility in 
Carlsbad, New Mexico, so that the waste that has already been generated from 
the nuclear weapons facility that hasn’t ever made it out of Los Alamos County.
I fl ew over it in an airplane. And I got up on the airplane and said look, everybody, 
this is the largest nuclear weapons waste facility on the planet. And you don’t 
know how to deal with it because there is no way to deal with it. The only way 
to deal with it is to try to fi gure out a way to remediate it. So that’s number one 
question I would like to have addressed.
Number two is, you know, the environmental impact is also a psychological 
impact. And the people, the children, I do the Trains For Peace project, I work with 
children for world peace. And children are growing up with the understanding that 
they are living in a community that creates weapons of mass destruction. What is 
this going to do to their psychology.
I’ve been out and talking to the children up here. I’ve been talking to the children 
who are state boarding over at the plutonium plant, you know, from the forties, you 
know. And it took a long time for even to begin to start worrying about cleaning up 
for your own children. That’s just abhorrent to me.
And it’s so depressing. It is so completely depressing to people in Santa Fe 
and I’m sure most of the people in Northern New Mexico to feel as if we are so 
unempowered to speak truth to power and to recognize what abhorrent activity 
we are doing here at the crown jewel of New Mexico when we could be doing 
something so valuable, so important, utilizing our educational facilities for the 
creation of technologies that can address the real, real national security issues of 
global climate change, for instance.
There are so many ways that the brilliant minds that are working in Los Alamos 
could be utilized rather than making nuclear pits. We already have 10,000 nuclear 
weapons and 20,000 of them, you know, in storage. And the scientists who have 

Commentor No. 517:   Shannyn Sollitt

517-1

517-2

517-3

517-4

517-5

517-6

517-1 LANL’s location was selected during World War II because of its 
isolation.  The continuing mission of LANL, has been support of the 
U.S. nuclear weapons program.  As the needs of the U.S. weapons 
program have changed, so has the role LANL serves in the program.  
As announced in the ROD (61 FR 68014) for the Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and 
Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996), LANL was selected as 
the location for re-establishment of a pit fabrication capability partly 
because of its existing facilities and capabilities.  NNSA is aware of the 
potential for wildfire and has undertaken an ongoing wildfire hazard 
reduction and forest health improvement program, including extensive 
forest thinning, to reduce wildfire risk.  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS 
describes the air, water, and other types of impacts associated with the 
three alternatives for operating LANL.  As summarized in Chapter 3, 
Table 3–19, LANL operations are not expected to result in major 
detrimental impacts to the environment.

517-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s suggestion to collocate pit production 
near WIPP.  The SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of 
continuing operations at LANL, and is not considering ending or 
relocating the LANL mission work assignment of supporting stockpile 
stewardship.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA issued the Draft Complex 
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4), 
which considers alternate locations for activities in support of the NNSA 
mission.

517-3 Waste management activities at LANL are addressed in several places 
within the SWEIS, including Chapter 2, Sections 2.4.12 and 2.4.14,  
Chapter 4, Section 4.9, Chapter 5, Section 5.9, and portions of the 
SWEIS appendices.  Additional information is in Section 2.7, Waste 
Management, of this CRD.  All wastes are stored onsite and managed 
protectively until disposed of in regulated facilities.  At LANL, 
low-level radioactive wastes are disposed of onsite at a location with 
controlled access.  Other radioactive wastes are transported offsite 
for disposal at licensed facilities.  For example, transuranic wastes 
are disposed of at WIPP, which is regulated by both the New Mexico 
Environment Department and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency.  NNSA is proceeding with its program to prepare and transport 
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worked on these weapons according to Nuclear Watch of New Mexico say that 
they have an undetermined end date. What do we need to build more pits for.
I have here a card for people to send to their legislators that addresses the 
nonproliferation treaty and the fact that any legislator who votes to allocate funds 
for the future nuclear weapons is -- for the future of nuclear weapons is really 
in violation of his or her oath of offi ce because the nonproliferation treaty is 
according to the constitution the law of the land.
And, if your elected offi cial is not upholding their duty to abide by this treaty, then 
they are in violation of their oath of offi ce. And I would ask you to come and pick 
up these cards from me.
And I really hold a prayer for Los Alamos. I hold a prayer that it can be 
transformed as this T-shirt says into an educational institution, into an institution 
that engages only in life affi rming research and development. The people who live 
here deserve that and the world deserves it. Thank you.

517-5
cont’d

517-6
cont’d

Commentor No. 517 (cont’d):  Shannyn Sollitt

517-7

legacy and newly generated transuranic wastes to WIPP and plans to 
complete transfer of legacy transuranic waste to WIPP within 10 years.

 Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes the progress that 
NNSA has made in conducting its environmental restoration program 
at LANL.  Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 
2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress 
has been made (and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain 
to be addressed.  Appendix I of the SWEIS presents options and 
environmental analyses for conducting future remediation activities 
at LANL primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered into 
in March 2005.  Appendix I also summarizes several technologies for 
cleanup of soil, water, and air, and refers the reader to additional sources 
of information about existing and emerging cleanup technologies.  
NNSA intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the 
Consent Order regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed 
in the SWEIS.  Additional information about the Consent Order and 
environmental remediation is in Section 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of 
this CRD.

517-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding psychological 
impacts on children of living in a community that creates weapons 
of mass destruction.  The CEQ NEPA regulations require that EISs 
evaluate environmental impacts of major Federal actions.  In 1983, the 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled (Metropolitan Edison Co. v. People Against 
Nuclear Energy, 460 U.S. 766) that “psychological effects” are not 
included among the environmental impacts required to be analyzed in 
EISs.

517-5 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. 517 (cont’d):  Shannyn Sollitt
517-6 NNSA’s purpose and need for agency action in this SWEIS remain 

the same as in the 1999 SWEIS:  that is, the purpose of continued 
operation of LANL is to support NNSA’s core missions as directed 
by the Congress and the President which includes ensuring a safe and 
reliable nuclear stockpile.  As discussed in the response to Commentor 
no. 517-5, cessation of these activities, including pit production, would 
be counter to national security policy.

 NNSA has reviewed the pit lifetime studies and has concluded that 
degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would 
not affect warhead reliability for a minimum of 85 years.  The analysis 
in the LANL SWEIS, however, is still valid and provides a bounding 
scenario in which up to 80 pits per year could be produced.  This 
potential production rate provides NNSA with flexibility in meeting its 
stockpile stewardship mission, taking into account changing geopolitical 
conditions.  Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

517-7 Maintaining a safe, secure, and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile 
violates none of the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Commentor No. 518:  Trish Williams

I would like to yield my time to Greg Mello  NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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Charles Pergler. Thank you. I appreciate the opportunity to speak tonight. One of 
the things I’ve never forgotten is my right as a citizen of U.S. to speak out on any 
topic. I have never forgotten my responsibility to speak out on any topic. And this 
night is one of those.
The public notice of these meetings and the public participation is fl awed. It’s not 
fl awed in a procedural sense, but it is fl awed in the spirit of NEPA, trying to reach 
out and get as broad a representation of the public as you can get.
Now, that sounds like criticism of the NNSA. It really isn’t. It’s just a diffi cult 
process to get citizens involved in speaking out and understanding. But in this 
case I think they need to go more than the procedural aspects of NEPA. I think 
they have to enjoin with the spirit of NEPA.
And that is I suggest further debate in this county of the sanity of pit production 
here. When I talked to friends and colleagues around this county, it becomes 
painfully obvious they don’t know it’s pit production. That’s really what this site-
wide is about. It’s pit production. That seems to be lost.
I would like to recommend to the NNSA to do a more extensive outreach program 
and facilitate community discussion. The thing that bothers me the most on this is 
the science is not there saying we need to have new pits. Indeed there seems to 
be evidence that we don’t need new pits. It seems with my knowledge that our pits 
are effective at least until about 2050, 2060.
Why the rush to build new pits. As Greg Mello has already stated, there is 
research going on currently to determine the actual aging process of the pits to 
assess their effectiveness. One year’s worth of data as Greg has stated is worth 
ten years of aging, ten to 14 years.
Let’s wait a couple years, let’s have the data come in, let’s fully understand before 
we spend a billion dollars on this what we’re getting into, if our stockpile is safe 
and secure. Isn’t that something? It saves us money that we can put to education 
or other purposes.
Now, another fundamental that I will call a fl aw in the NEPA process is I believe 
this takes out of the country’s hands the decision to hear the arguments pro and 
con against -- for or against pit production.
As Greg once again has alluded to, the modern pit facility EIS was put on hold 
after the draft. No decision was issued. Many communities were involved in that 
process. What happens here if we decide to go to pit production at Los Alamos? 
We effectively foreclose on other communities’ ability to speak and attract that 
business should they want to do so.
I think that is a fundamental process fl aw in the NEPA. LANS has just taken over 
the contract for Los Alamos National Laboratory. Its predecessor UC had fl aws 
in the way it managed this facility. It was improving. But, nevertheless, it was still 
weak.

519-1

519-2

519-1
cont’d

519-2
cont’d

Commentor No. 519:   Charles Pergler
519-1 As discussed in Chapter 1, the SWEIS evaluates the environmental 

impacts of continued operation of LANL.  The larger issue of the 
NNSA’s nuclear weapons complex and the missions assigned to 
the sites within the complex was previously addressed in the Final 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile 
Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996); consistent 
with the resulting Record of Decision, LANL is to provide interim 
pit manufacturing capabilities of up to 80 pits per year.  The 1999 
SWEIS and the LANL SWEIS evaluate levels of operation consistent 
with that previous Record of Decision.  On January 11, 2008, NNSA 
issued the Draft Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS) 
(DOE/EIS-0236-S4), which evaluates the impacts associated with the 
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex as NNSA 
envisions it.  Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear 
Weapons Complex, of this CRD for more information.

519-2 Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for a discussion of the plutonium pit lifetime 
studies.  The analysis of a production rate of up to 80 pits per year 
is still valid despite the conclusion that degradation of plutonium in 
the majority of nuclear weapons would not affect performance for a 
minimum of 85 years, as it provides a bounding scenario and provides 
operational flexibility to meet national security needs.  The U.S. 
Congress and the President are responsible for determining funding 
priorities for government programs.  Determining funding priorities is 
not within the scope of the SWEIS, which evaluates the environmental 
impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.  With respect to the 
new management and operating contractor at LANL, NNSA selected 
Los Alamos National Security, LLC, based on a thorough evaluation 
of qualified bidders and an assessment that it can manage and operate 
LANL to meet NNSA and DOE requirements and missions as 
established by the President and the Congress.
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Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

LANS is a new contractor. Let’s see their track record before we give them this 
great responsibility of taking care of pit production. Again let’s wait two, three, four, 
fi ve years, get a track record from LANS. We do not compromise our stockpiles. It 
will be safe for the next fi ve years.
In closing I just want to emphasize again I believe this will be a national issue as 
advertised locally that’s a fl aw in the process. Just stand up and say no. Thank 
you.

519-2
cont’d

Commentor No. 519 (cont’d):  Charles Pergler
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My name is Kalliroi Matsakis and I’m here to speak on behalf of  Concerned 
Citizens For Nuclear Safety. And what I would like to do is read some letters that 
we had signed recently. And then afterwards, Ms. Withers, I have a receipt for you 
to sign I’m going to take back with me. And I’ll give you the letters.
The fi rst one is a request for an extension of time. And we appreciate the 
extension until the 20th, but we would like it to be much longer.
Dear Ms. Withers, I feel the Department of Energy is serving a grave injustice on 
the people of Northern New Mexico. The people are being asked to comment on 
a complex and lengthy document during a time of summer vacation, harvests, 
getting children ready for school, and preparations for market, feast, and fi esta 
days.
I’m concerned about the lack of time allowed for the public to thoroughly review 
the draft site-wide environmental impact statement for Los Alamos National 
Laboratory. Also many documents referenced in the draft LANL SWEIS are not 
readily available to the public other than through the DOE reading room. Many 
documents are not available electronically. Many who are interested in providing 
comments work during the day when the reading rooms are open.
I am also concerned that the draft LANL SWEIS relies on conclusions made in a 
draft Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry public health assessment 
that concludes, quote, that there was no data to link environmental factors with the 
observed incidence of any cancer in Los Alamos County, end quote.
And I quote, “that no harmful exposures due to chemical or radioactive 
contamination detected in groundwater, surface soil, surface water and sediment, 
or biota are occurring or expected to occur in the future.”
In comments about the draft assessment, the Environmental Protection Agency 
stated, “ATSDR may have been overly conservative in their risk assessment 
approach and makes a blanket statement that there is no problem. ATSDR should 
redo their risk assessment to reduce conservatism and not assume that there is 
no risk.”
An inaccurate, incomplete, and inadequate health assessment misdirects policy, 
undermines pollution prevention, and thereby increases the risk to human health. 
The draft LANL SWEIS should be pulled until a technically defensible public health 
assessment is written and made available for public review.
Furthermore, two important documents have not been completed prior to the 
release of the draft LANL SWEIS. These reports are the earthquake report and 
the risk assessment for LANL’s low level radioactive waste dump at Area G. The 
deadline for commenting on the draft LANL SWEIS should be delayed until after 
the public has had an adequate opportunity to review both reports.
Therefore, I request that the comment period remain open until such time as the 
new public health assessment, the earthquake report, and the risk assessment for 

520-1

520-2

520-3

Commentor No. 520:   Kalliroi Matsakis 520-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that there was insufficient 
time to comment on the Draft LANL SWEIS and the availability 
of information.  Responding to requests for additional review time, 
NNSA extended the comment period from the original 60 days to 
75 days.  During the comment period, NNSA made the references 
available in three DOE Public Reading Rooms located in Los Alamos, 
Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  As with other elements of this public 
comment period, this was consistent with past practices for other LANL 
NEPA documents.  See additional discussion in Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD.

520-2 The SWEIS does not rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry (ATSDR) Public Health Assessment in any specific 
way for its conclusions.  The ATSDR 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 (EPA) National Priorities List.  It is 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 EPA did not reject the draft Public Health 
Assessment; however it did submit comments.  The comments provided 
by the EPA on the draft Public Health Assessment were addressed by 
ATSDR in the final document.  The Public Health Assessment was 
finalized and released on August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).  The ATSDR 
Public Health Assessment for LANL was prepared with public oversight 
and review.  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.  The Public Health Assessment 
document states that the ATSDR conducted its evaluations in accordance 
with guidance provided in the Public Health Assessment Guidance 
Manual, which is available to the public at www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/
PHAManual/index.html.

520-3 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 
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Area G are released for public review. Under the circumstances I request a written 
response within fi ve days.
And I have another one to read as well. Okay. So I’m going to skip over some of 
this since a lot of plutonium has been covered, but there are some water issues 
that I would like to address.
When implementing cleanup, LANL must do so to the fullest extent possible. 
Lands must be cleaned up to the level that allows for a future pregnant subsistence 
farmer and her children to live on the land, grow food, raise animals, and drink 
the water their entire lives with good health. All waste must be removed during 
cleanup.
LANL currently has approximately 40,000 drums of transuranic waste sitting 
above ground in fabric tents awaiting shipment to WIPP. However, the proposed 
expansion operations focuses on a vast expansion of waste generation and 
removing drums that are currently buried in Area G. DOE should address 
permanent disposal of existing waste before further waste generation is even 
considered.
LANL activities jeopardize both water quality and quantity. New Mexicans rely on 
this water for drinking and farming. Contaminants exceeding acceptable levels for 
health have already been found in surface water and the regional aquifer. DOE did 
not use the most current water quality standards or consider contaminants that are 
moved in running canyons when analyzing the impacts for our water.
DOE fi nds no problem with increasing LANL’s water usage above the amount 
allotted to it from the regional aquifer while proposing to dump 268 million 
gallons of treated wastewater into the canyons which fl ow to the Rio Grande. It is 
unacceptable that LANL blatantly or that DOE blatantly disregards laws regulating 
water quality and quantity.
LANL must be required to reevaluate and broaden their air sampling programs. 
Toxic and radioactive air emissions do have a detrimental impact on the 
surrounding area and people. The draft SWEIS allows for processing 87,000 
pounds of high explosives and up to 6,900 pounds of depleted uranium to be 
blown up in dynamic experiments annually.
DOE must monitor and implement comprehensive sampling programs at all open 
burning and open detonation sites for all activities using high explosives and 
depleted uranium. Beyond that DOE must institute a program to stop all toxic air 
pollutant emissions from LANL facilities and activities.
Operations at LANL are a major violation of environmental justice. New Mexico 
has the second highest minority population in the country. It is not possible that 
LANL activities would have no effect on these populations. The analysis using six-
year-old information does not account for undocumented residents nor low-income 
individuals above the poverty level.

520-3
cont’d

520-4

520-5

520-6

520-7

520-8

Commentor No. 520 (cont’d):  Kalliroi Matsakis
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.

520-4 Although Appendix I of the SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts 
associated with potential remedial action alternatives, decisions about 
environmental restoration will be made in accordance with established 
regulatory standards and processes, including those of the New Mexico 
Environment Department for the Consent Order.  To arrive at a decision 
about remediating a contaminated site, several alternative remedies 
may be considered such as containment in place, treatment, or removal.  
Any remedy selected for a site requiring environmental restoration 
must meet several criteria including protection of human health and 
the environment, and attainment of applicable cleanup standards 
including those for ground and surface waters and soil.  If the site is to 
remain under DOE ownership, then cleanup standards commensurate 
with a restricted type of land use may be used, provided that offsite 
areas are protected.  If the site is to be released for unrestricted access 
by the public, then the site would need to meet cleanup standards for 
unrestricted access.  Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup 
for sites subject to the Consent Order will be made by the State of 
New Mexico using cleanup criteria documented in Section VIII of the 
Consent Order.  Refer to Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent 
(Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD 
for additional information.

520-5 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 will cause the generation of waste that NNSA 
intends to safely manage as it continues to address existing waste in 
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In addition, there are 15 pueblos within a 50-mile radius of LANL. And yet the 
public hearings are to take place during pueblo feast days which assures in large 
part that many will be unable to participate. I request an analysis in the fi nal 
SWEIS with public input and review.
My recommendation is that Congress change the mission of LANL to focus on 
research and development into renewable energy such as solar and wind and 
cleanup technologies that support the environmental and public health. The 
SWEIS must include a fourth alternative that focuses on these activities. While 
DOE does not think that such a shift is possible, it is my belief that LANL must 
transition to peaceful and sustainable research.
And do I have a minute? Can I just read one person’s comment that they wrote 
on the end? So this is a letter that CCN has circulated and signed. And I would 
just like to read one person’s comment that they wrote at the bottom which is 
“Albuquerque and the surrounding region are not included in this and they should 
be given a voice and their own public hearing. Thank you.”
And I just want to thank the people in Albuquerque who did come up and say that 
we strongly feel that 60 miles is not too far to be concerned. Thank you.

520-1
cont’d

520-9

520-10

Commentor No. 520 (cont’d):  Kalliroi Matsakis
storage.  Nearly all of the stored waste at LANL consists of legacy 
transuranic waste that is stored above ground within domes in TA-54.  
Most of this waste was originally stored below grade, but was retrieved 
and placed in an above ground, inspectable configuration as required by 
the State of New Mexico.  NNSA is working to prepare all stored and 
newly generated transuranic waste for shipment to WIPP.  Shipment 
rates for 2006 have increased significantly over past years.  Refer to 
Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for more information.

520-6 Chapter 4, Section 4.3, and Appendix F of the SWEIS describe the 
results of monitoring for contamination of environmental media around 
LANL.  It is true that some contaminants are present at levels above 
applicable standards and guidelines.  Elevated levels are investigated to 
confirm the validity of the results, determine the source and extent of 
the contamination, and evaluate needed control and cleanup measures.  
Section 4.3 and Appendix F of the Final SWEIS were revised to include 
data from the 2005 Annual Site Environmental Report (LANL 2006g), 
and to include additional discussion and interpretation of the monitoring 
results.

 Chapter 4, Section 4.3 references appropriate groundwater quality 
standards.  Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.1, was updated to include the 
revised the New Mexico Environment Department listing of impaired 
stream reaches.

 Section 5.3.1.3 states that under the Expanded Operations Alternative, 
increased discharges from the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment 
Facility outfall would result in about a 25 percent higher effluent 
discharge rate into Mortandad Canyon compared to the No Action 
Alternative.  Under the Expanded Operations Alternative the 
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility effluent would account 
for only about 11 percent of the discharges into this canyon, the other 
89 percent being cooling water.  This section further states that operation 
of the new Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility would have 
beneficial impacts on surface water quality as the improved treatment 
processes reduce the contaminant concentrations in the effluent.

 As described in Section 5.8.2.3, even under the Expanded Operations 
Alternative, LANL water use would remain within its annual water use 
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Commentor No. 520 (cont’d):  Kalliroi Matsakis
target ceiling.  Section 4.8.2.3 describes the derivation of the LANL 
annual water use target ceiling quantity.

520-7 Current air sampling programs at LANL include ambient non-
radiological air monitoring, an ambient radiological air sampling 
network called AIRNET, and stack sampling for radionuclides, as 
described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.2.3 and 4.4.3.1, of the SWEIS.  
The Clean Air Act, Title V, operating permit includes requirements 
for monitoring emissions from sources at LANL and recordkeeping 
concerning those sources.  Although toxic and radioactive air emissions 
can potentially have detrimental impacts, the past emission levels 
analyzed and those projected for LANL would not be expected to cause 
unacceptable impacts on human health or the environment, as shown 
in Sections 4.6.1.3, 5.4.1.1, and 5.6.2.  NNSA has revised Chapter 6, 
Section 6.4, to reflect that the open burning permits have been 
withdrawn at LANL staff’s request and the associated activities have 
ceased.  Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis 
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for 
more information on high explosives and depleted uranium activities.

520-8 As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.11, no disproportionately high 
and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations would be 
expected to result from LANL operations.  The analyses presented in 
Section 5.11 and Chapter 4, Section 4.8.1.2, used the most recent Census 
data available at the time the analysis was prepared.  In collecting data 
for the Census, the Census Bureau does not ask about the citizenship 
of respondents.  According to the Census Bureau, they expect that 
undocumented residents are among those included in their counts given 
its counting nearly every person residing in the United States.  DOE, 
and by extension NNSA, define low-income populations in terms of 
the Census Bureau’s statistical poverty level, which was used in the 
SWEIS.  Since the Draft SWEIS was published, the Census Bureau 
has released revised projections through mid-2005 for select counties 
in New Mexico, including Santa Fe County.  This information was 
compared to the data for 2000 and these more recent projections would 
not change any of the analyses presented in the SWEIS because the level 
of minority or low-income populations in the available counties did not 
change substantially from the levels reported in 2000.
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Commentor No. 520 (cont’d):  Kalliroi Matsakis
520-9 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.

520-10 Selection of venues for the LANL SWEIS public hearings was based 
on past experience with LANL NEPA documents.  Although there were 
no public hearings in Albuquerque, other means of providing comment 
on the Draft SWEIS were provided.  Refer to Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more 
information.
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521-1 Actions being undertaken at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
are addressed in the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
(DOE/EIS-0348) (DOE 2005a), and are not within the scope of this 
SWEIS.

521-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding pit production.  Pit 
production at LANL supports NNSA’s mission to ensure a safe and 
reliable nuclear stockpile.  Maintenance of the nuclear weapons 
stockpile to maintain a credible deterrence is a political and strategic 
issue not within the scope of the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information.

Thank you. My name is Stephanie Hiller and I am here from the North Bay area 
of California which is where Los Alamos’ twin facility Lawrence Livermore Labs 
is located and where plutonium is slated to be vastly increased in the near future 
despite the fact that the Department of Energy says that the facility really can’t 
handle it and so they’re going to increase it. And then maybe they’re going to 
remove it after 2014.
I would like everyone at Los Alamos and all of you, if you don’t already know, to 
realize that the quadrupling of pit production here is just part of a critical change in 
the United States nuclear policy since 2002. I don’t mean just part, I mean it is one 
part of a vast and signifi cant overhaul of United States nuclear policy.
Up until 2002 the policy of the United States after dropping the bomb twice as 
you know was deterrence, that the more we amassed, the more we could prevent 
nuclear war. And there was folly in that policy as anyone could realize. But the folly 
has exceeded itself.
In 2002, when Bush announced the new nuclear policy and in a series of 
subsequent documents that have come to light recently, joint military operations 
directives, presidential directives, Pentagon documents and so forth, there has 
been a marked change from deterrence to use.
And tactical nuclear weapons which are a third to three times, I’m not sure if 
I’m exactly right on this, but approximately the size of the bomb which leveled 
Hiroshima are now included in a triad of usable -- safe usable military weapons.
This is a really signifi cant change. And the public is completely unaware of this. 
And so apparently is Los Alamos. So this is not an academic exercise.
By making more pits, this lab and the citizens of New Mexico and the citizens of 
the United States are preparing to participate in a nuclear strike anywhere in the 
world that could easily lead to World War III or sometimes called World War IV 
and, in fact, has already been labeled and is expected to do so.
Is that really what the best and brightest American minds want to do here? It’s not 
what the people of America want. In numerous surveys the majority of Americans 
have repeatedly said they did not believe nuclear weapons should ever be used.
The use of taxpayer money to enable companies like Bechtel and their friends to 
create more bombs is a travesty of American democracy. Thank you.

521-2

Commentor No. 521:   Stephanie Hiller

521-1
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503-5 Design, procedural, and operational experiences at the Rocky Flats 
Plant formed the bases for many lessons learned that were recorded and 
used throughout the DOE 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 risks to the public, workers, and the 
environment from LANL activities.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3, of the 
SWEIS contains a discussion of accident and safety history at LANL 
facilities.  The accident analyses included in the SWEIS consider a 
range of possible incidents that could result in the release of materials to 
the environment.  Limits on operations are included when considering 
possible incidents.  Detailed analysis is then focused on the most 
significant of those accidents based on potential consequences and 
risks.  Thus, although all accidents or failures may not be addressed 
specifically, the accidents analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12 are 
expected to result in impacts that would bound those that would result 
from other reasonably foreseeable events.

503-6 This SWEIS analyzes the environmental impacts of three alternatives 
for the continued operation of LANL.  The No Action Alternative, which 
serves as the baseline, reflects decisions based on the 1999 SWEIS.  As 
shown in Chapter 3 of the SWEIS, this includes the manufacture of 
components for secondaries at the Sigma Complex and the evaluation 
of secondaries at the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building.  The 
mission assignments of the sites that comprise the nuclear weapons 
complex are discussed in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) 
(DOE 1996).  The Complex Transformation SPEIS, as described above 
will analyze the environmental impacts of the continued transformation 
of the nuclear weapons complex as these mission assignments are 
envisioned by NNSA.

 Thank you for the extra minutes.
I haven’t read all of EIS yet. But it’s important for everybody to realize that there 
will be accidents involved in expanded plutonium operations. There already are 
accidents. And they’re important to people who work in the plutonium facility.
I recall being on an airplane with a scientist who was on his way to a job interview 
because his wife demanded that they get out of here. Eight people have been 
contaminated not too far from his work area. And she was laying down the line and 
he was getting a job interview elsewhere.
Well, that’s one type of accident. There are other kinds of accidents as well. And 
I just want to put out the -- a serious question that what’s called high reliability 
theory in risk analysis can be applicable to an operation as complex as this and 
urge you strongly to look at the alternative approach so-called normal accident 
theory, which posits a number of limits on the liability of operations and accidents. 
Accidents happened aplenty at Rocky Flats and accidents happen here as well.
I want to return to the adequacy of the process to deal with the subject matter. 
I just noticed driving up here that there is a mention in the summary of the EIS 
of a plan to be able to manufacture 50 nuclear weapon secondaries here in 
addition to pits. So, in addition to the primaries, there is a plan to manufacture the 
secondaries here in New Mexico on a comparable scale.
Well, this is new to me. And I try to understand what’s happening here. This raises 
the question of whether or not we understand everything that is involved, all of 
the connected actions that are involved in pit production here. And some of these 
connected actions may be planned and others may just be held in reserve as 
contingency.
So all of you who are involved in the EIS process may be working very hard to try 
to get it right and everything. But you are not -- it’s certain that you’re not getting 
complete information from the programs.
The question is what degree of withholding is there and what contingencies are 
there that the programs themselves are not fully cognizant? At STRATCOM in 
2003 there was a discussion of small builds of special weapons.
Los Alamos briefed Congress in 1999 in a classifi ed briefi ng on small builds of 
special weapons. John Emily spoke of small builds of special weapons in the 
state of laboratory address in approximately 1991. In the federal budget, there is a 
mention of bays and cells at Pantex for the assembly of small builds.
I think we have to look carefully at the possibility that what is being done here may 
-- there may be another part to this iceberg. And it may be as I said partly planned 
and classifi ed or partly a contingency which could be put into operation later which 
all the good-hearted people might not know about now.

503-5

503-6

Commentor No. 503 (cont’d):   Greg Mello (comments continued from page 3-900)
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503-7 NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now available, 
commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet.  
For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions 
about posting documents on its website.  Consistent with established 
practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference 
material available for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in 
Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  Refer to Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional 
discussion.

503-8 The TA-54 Area G performance assessment and composite analysis 
undergoing a periodic update.  That update must undergo a thorough 
technical review before it is released and made available to the 
public.  Until it is completed, the existing document remains valid.  
In accordance with DOE’s Order 435.1, the results of the updated 
performance assessment and composite analysis will be used to ensure 
the continued safe disposal of low-level radioactive waste in Area G.

So I guess the idea that -- I mean returning to the Elizabeth metaphor about Linton 
Brooks making this vote party line or mixed candidates, it’s a kind of travesty of a 
democratic decision. We can’t even know some of the most fundamental aspects 
of what we are supposedly discussing here.
Because of things like this, as many of us have seen in last week in widely 
reported newspaper accounts, trust in government is plummeting in this country. 
The question is how badly is Los Alamos Laboratory going to hurt itself with this 
process.
No one trusts Los Alamos outside the county and I’m not sure that that many 
people trust Los Alamos Labs inside the county. It behooves the laboratory and 
the county government as well as the citizens to try to tease apart this process to 
the maximum extent well beyond the requirement of law because of the nature of 
what’s being decided.
What Kalliroi said about the reference documents of the EIS is an extremely 
important point. It would be very important to get those electronically to folks. 
This whole discussion is taking place in a context in which the information 
fl ow from Los Alamos Lab has been constricted over a number of years to an 
unprecedented level.
Maybe some of you know that for a long time the public reading room was actually 
behind the razor wire fence and no member of the public could actually go to it. 
Then the people who were assigned to give documents to the public were actually 
not empowered to do that.
And then the security people who had to vet whether those documents could go 
out were reassigned. You could spend your life trying to get basic documents. 
You can’t get an LAUR. That means unrestricted circulation at Los Alamos 
unrestricted. You can’t get those documents from the Los Alamos library anymore, 
from the lab library. You have to order them from NTIS.
So I would say that there’s been a systematic attempt to damage the context in 
which this discussion was on. Anyway that’s just my way of background. So this 
particular process is itself damaged by the damage to that context.
Now, a couple of seconds to tally those comments. The performance assessment 
for Area G is not available to the public. It’s long overdue by DOE’s -- by the 
standards of DOE’s own quarters. The cognizant DOE offi cial in Albuquerque is 
unable to acquire a copy of this document, the person who is supposed to review 
it.
The Citizens Advisory Board is unable to acquire a copy of this document. The 
management of Area G has been transferred from the environmental part of the 
laboratory to the pit production part of the laboratory because as we hear some 
people in the environmental management group are not happy with the whole 
concept of permanent disposal of nuclear waste here in Los Alamos County.

503-6
cont’d

503-7

503-8

Commentor No. 503 (cont’d):  Greg Mello (comments continued from page 3-900)
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503-9 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the balance between 
environmental cleanup and the production of low-level radioactive 
waste requiring disposal.  Decisions about environmental restoration 
for any contaminated site will be made in accordance with established 
regulatory standards and processes, including those of the New Mexico 
Environment Department for the Consent Order that was entered into 
in March 2005.  Volumes of different types of waste may be generated 
from environmental restoration depending on these regulatory decisions.  
Waste management activities at LANL are addressed in several places 
within the SWEIS, including Chapter 2, Sections 2.4.12 and 2.4.14, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.9, and Chapter 5, Section 5.9, of the SWEIS, and 
portions of the SWEIS appendices.  NNSA expects that solid wastes, 
hazardous wastes, and mixed low-level radioactive wastes from 
environmental restoration would be disposed of in offsite disposal 
facilities and that transuranic wastes would be disposed of at WIPP or its 
replacement facility.  Disposal of low-level radioactive waste may occur 
partly in onsite and partly in offsite disposal facilities, depending on the 
volumes that may be generated from environmental restoration and other 
LANL activities.

503-10 NNSA recognizes the presence of volcanic, seismic, and geologic 
features in and around LANL, as discussed in Chapter 4, 
Sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.2.2.3, of the SWEIS, and has ongoing studies 
to update the large base of research in this area.  The studies described 
below are focused on continuous improvement in the understanding 
of the seismic setting at LANL.  An update to the seismic hazard 
analysis was completed in June 2007.  Seismic activity at LANL is 
described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, and in the 2007 seismic hazard 
analysis report (LANL 2007a).  The estimated human health impacts 
from postulated facility accidents at LANL, including earthquakes, are 
described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, and Appendix D, Section D.4.  
These sections also include a discussion of the significance of the 
updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic hazard 
analysis report.

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

When we talk about cleanup here, we have to always -- it’s not really the greatest 
word to use because of the continued disposal which has come up several times. 
So the question is are we cleaning up or are we dirtying or polluting. It’s kind of a 
race.
And the seesaw -- I don’t know whether we’ve ever gone into the positive side of 
this ledger. Now, there’s a Consent Order and there is dirt being dug up. I don’t 
know whether that volume of earth, the contaminated material being removed is 
-- comes up to what is disposed every year at Area G permanently. So cleanup is 
kind of a euphemism.
The seismic analysis is also very important, and Kalliroi brought that up also. 
It’s been pending for a long time. And there are two components, two separate 
analyses which are very important to understand the implications of the plans 
discussed in the SWEIS.
One is the seismic driver. There have been very large earthquakes here in Los 
Alamos, a Richter magnitude of seven according to Los Alamos Lab. These 
earthquakes will knock down most of the buildings in Los Alamos. There 
have been three of them since the end of the Pliocene according again to the 
laboratory’s seismologists.
Now, we don’t have anything written on this which the rest of us can get or which 
Roger at the Monitor can get. And we need that report. Years have gone into it. 
Dozens of people have worked on it. And it should be an ingredient in this EIS.
The second component is what is the engineering response of the building 
structures to these seismic drivers. How many buildings here at the lab are going 
to fall down. What about the Sigma Complex, for example, an older building which 
is necessary for the pit production mission.
Now, Chuck Pergler mentioned the billion dollar commitment to pit production 
through the chemistry and metallurgy research replacement building. But, in 
order for the CMRR to be really useful, PF-4, a main plutonium facility, has to be 
upgraded. And quite possibly the Sigma Complex has to be ungraded or even 
replaced.
So the question is are we -- is there an attempt to rush the commitment of the 
nation to pit production here which will entail really a lot of expense, not just a 
billion, maybe 2 billion in ancillary facilities. And we won’t know until we get the 
seismic analysis, the two reports of the seismic analysis.
I guess the last comment is not long ago I spoke to the Los Alamos County 
Council. One of the other speakers was a mental health practitioner consultant to 
the county here. Previously I had heard a presentation by the medical director of 
Los Alamos lab.

503-9

503-10

503-11

503-10
cont’d

Commentor No. 503 (cont’d):  Greg Mello (comments continued from page 3-900)
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Both of those presentations pointed to depression and stress as the highest 
environmental health problems here in Los Alamos County. The presentations to 
the county council said that the most signifi cant health problem as she saw it in 
Los Alamos County was attempted youth suicide which she said is rampant in Los 
Alamos.
Now, is this in the EIS. We have to look at these inchoate secondary impacts. We 
have to look at the effect on the community. And we may not be fully able to get it 
in a table with numbers. But we need to look at it carefully.
Suicide levels of female radiation workers have historically been high at Los 
Alamos, elevated more than ten times the national average according to the lab. 
We need to get this stuff out there and talk about it because it affects the quality of 
life here in this community and in this region.
And I beg you not to rush past all of this and just treat the EIS process as just a 
wicket you have to get through as soon as possible because the result of that will 
be harm for everybody. Thank you.

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

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

503-11 The nuclear facilities at LANL are designed to withstand an earthquake 
of a specified magnitude congruent with their intended function.  Over 
the years, based on new seismic information, NNSA has evaluated 
the survivability of LANL buildings and structures and implemented 
mitigation measures, as necessary, in terms of structural upgrades, 
reduction of hazardous materials inventory, or replacement of the 
structures to reduce the potential for harm to the workforce and the 
public.

 The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building mentioned by 
the commentor provides a good example.  Under the No Action and 
Expanded Operations Alternatives of the SWEIS, the Chemistry and 
Metallurgy Research Building would be replaced with new structures 
that would fully meet seismic design standards for a nuclear Hazard 
Category 2 facility.  Current operations in the Chemistry and Metallurgy 
Research Building have been limited commensurate with the structural 
integrity of the building.  Appendix G, Section G.7, of the SWEIS, 
includes an impacts assessment for the Plutonium Facility Complex 
Refurbishment Project to address facility upgrades, but significant 
structural upgrades have not been identified as necessary.  The project 
comprises life-extension, not structural, subprojects.  There are currently 
no plans to perform seismic upgrades to the Sigma Facility; however, 
over the long term, many of the capabilities and operations of the Sigma 

503-12

503-13

Commentor No. 503 (cont’d):  Greg Mello (comments continued from page 3-900)
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Facility would transition to the Radiological Sciences Institute addressed 
in Appendix G, Section G.3; as indicated in Section G.3.2.2, the Institute 
would have both Hazard Category 2 and 3 structures.  The accidents 
analyzed in the SWEIS used specified earthquake magnitudes, beyond 
which structure failure was assumed.  Chapter 5, Section 5.12, presents 
the estimated human health impacts from postulated facility accidents, 
including earthquakes.

503-12 NNSA agrees that suicides are terrible losses and affect the quality of 
life for all in the community.  The Council on Environmental Quality 
NEPA regulations require that EISs evaluate environmental impacts 
of major Federal actions.  In 1983, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 
(Metropolitan Edison Co. v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 460 
U.S. 766) that “psychological effects” are not included among the 
environmental impacts required to be analyzed in EISs.

503-13 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding implementation 
of NEPA.  NNSA considered the comments provided on the Draft 
SWEIS and as described in Section 1.4 of this CRD, made changes 
to the SWEIS to improve the environmental impacts analysis.  As 
discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, the environmental 
impacts identified in the SWEIS are among the factors that NNSA will 
consider when making decisions on the level of operations and the 
implementation of projects discussed in the SWEIS; other factors that 
will be considered include programmatic need, schedule, security and 
safety concerns, and cost.

Commentor No. 503 (cont’d):  Greg Mello (comments continued from page 3-900)
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Hi, I’m Chris Mechels, I’m retired from the laboratory. I didn’t plan to speak tonight, 
but I tried to do my homework. And I fi nd I can’t really do my homework because 
I was trying to get the DOE documents, some of the environmental assessments 
that are referenced in this SWEIS, and I can’t fi gure out where to get them.
They’re on the DOE web site, but they’re locked out, I mean they’re password only. 
I mean I’m very surprised. Once upon a time on the DOE site you could actually 
get the environmental assessments. Now, you can’t.
My question is what the hell is going on. And, if Elizabeth is around, what the hell 
is going on? You’re referring to environmental assessments and we can’t get to 
them. They’re on your bloody web site, but you’ve got to have a password.
So please tell us where we can get this stuff. If you’re going to lock out the DOE 
web site, then you better tell us where we can get them if we are to make an 
intelligent comment.
We’ve got a few days left. So please, Elizabeth, if you’re around, please tell us 
where we can get this environmental assessment because we can’t get them from 
where we used to. Thank you.

Commentor No. 522:   Chris Mechels

522-1 NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now available, 
commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet.  
For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions 
about posting documents on its website.  Consistent with established 
practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference 
material available for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in 
Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  Refer to Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional 
discussion.

522-1
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I really want to thank the court reporter. Without her I wouldn’t have known a thing 
about what was going on. But I do want to say something about nuclear waste. 
There are a 103 nuclear power plants in this country. They have a lifetime too just 
like everybody and every other thing. It’s like 35 years and now they’re pushing it 
up to around 50 years.
At the end of the lifetime of a nuclear power plant, you have to get rid of the whole 
thing. Massive, massive amounts of nuclear waste, highly radioactive nuclear 
waste.
Los Alamos isn’t talking about this. They even want to build more nuclear power 
plants. Supposedly the new ones will be better and safer than the ones that are 
now in operation. What are they going to do with this massive amount of material?
I think that’s an impact that exceeds every other kind of environmental 
assessment. What are you going to do with the nuclear waste from 103 nuclear 
power plants?
One other thing. No one is secure unless everyone is secure. We cannot threaten 
the world with our bombs. Deterrence is a failure. Families don’t live that way and 
nations shouldn’t get along that way. We have to learn the golden rule, peace on 
earth goodwill to men, treat everyone as you want to be treated.
So it’s the only way we’re going to solve this conundrum. Thank you again for 
letting me speak a second time.

Commentor No. 505 (cont’d):   Ed Grothus (comments continued from page 3-903)

505-2 The disposition of radioactive waste generated by commercial nuclear 
power plants is not within the scope of the SWEIS.  Note that low-level 
radioactive waste from commercial nuclear power plants is not disposed 
of at LANL but at licensed facilities outside the State of New Mexico.  
High-level radioactive waste from commercial nuclear power plants is 
planned to be disposed of at Yucca Mountain in the State of Nevada.  
LANL activities do not generate high-level radioactive waste; the waste 
generated by LANL activities is described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, of 
the SWEIS.

505-2
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Commentor No. 502 (cont’d):   Astrid Webster (comments continued from page 3-899)

I’m Astrid Webster. And I wish it noted in the record that not one person at this 
small forum spoke up in favor of nuclear pit production. The other is that nuclear 
deterrence is like eating ice cream to prevent obesity. Thank you.

502-2 502-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s statements.
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 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.

Commentor No. 523:   Dave Thompson

I’m Dave Thompson. And I’m speaking as a citizen. I just want to make an 
announcement. I’m very active as those of you in the audience know me in the 
Los Alamos Committee on Arms Control and International Security. We have been 
working for 20 years on the problem of arms reduction and how to eliminate the 
nuclear threat.
I just wanted to announce that we’re going to have a major public meeting in 
September at the United Church on the topic of -- with a laboratory speaker. And 
on the topic of the issues surrounding the possible pit production and plutonium 
disposition in general.
We also -- a couple of us hope to be at the county fair with a table for the other 
people, an information table to discuss these issues with anyone that would like to 
discuss them and our long term proposals for reducing nuclear arms. Thank you.
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 Thank you, all of you who have come so far to hear our testimony.  And let me 
say, very quickly run down a few points.  I believe that this EIS process is a 
continuation and an abridgement of the failed modern pit facility environmental 
impact process, which was a national process that provided a great deal more 
possibilities for input around the country on pit production, and this process is 
being foisted here on New Mexico with just three days of public hearings, in 
what is the poorest, practically, state in the country.  I think this is being done to 
get this through during the existing administration, and to get it through before a 
consciousness of debt in this country rises to the level that this type of expense 
becomes more and more problematic.  Because of the debt situation, essentially 
all the expanded alternative activities are -- will be fi nanced out of public debt.  So, 
what we’re talking about is borrowing money to build these, what looks like, a very 
large Christmas stocking of projects at Los Alamos National Laboratory.  If you 
have read this, you see that they want to tear down a lot of existing facilities which 
have been perfectly adequate until this moment, at least they’re being -- I mean, I 
haven’t heard that they are inadequate -- and they would like to replace them with 
brand new facilities, hundreds of thousands of square feet per project, and there 
are several such projects.
I want to correct the idea that this EIS involves a lot of cleanup.  Now, maybe it 
does and maybe it doesn’t, but disposal takes place all the time at Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, permanent disposal.  Cleanup is a -- is a -- something 
that proceeds by fi ts and starts.  There is -- it’s -- I think it’s quite deceptive or 
confusing for the expanded operations alternative to have expanded nuclear 
weapons activities in many forms, especially pit production, and to also put in that 
alternative expanded cleanup for two reasons.  First, it submerges the real policy 
choices between cleanup and increased nuclear weapons.  And there is no way 
that there can be money to do those things at the same time.
So, in the analysis, the expanded operations alternative may cover the impacts 
of the pit production by blending them with impacts which are actually imaginary 
from cleanup that no one really has the money to do or intent to do.  So it’s very 
important that Elizabeth said that Linton Brooks can pick and choose projects 
from within these alternatives.  And I would suggest that these alternatives be split 
apart so that the real alternatives facing the country can be brought out in starker 
relief, and the policy content of the EIS would come more to the surface.
Another alternative which should be here is to wait.  There is no rush to do any 
of these projects.  There’s no rush to produce plutonium pits.  There’s no rush to 
replace existing buildings with new buildings, fancier buildings, and we ought to 
wait while we are accumulating, even if you really, really like nuclear weapons, we 
are getting data on the longevity of nuclear weapons, a great deal of information 
every year through accelerating aging experiments.  So the present value of these 
expenditures could be tremendously decreased by postponing these expenditures 
into the future.  So if we could wait 10 or 20 years to produce -- to make a pit 
factory, the present value of that investment, the difference would be really huge 
and of importance, great policy importance.

Commentor No. 600:   Greg Mello
600-1 As discussed in Chapter 1, the LANL SWEIS focuses on operational 

levels at LANL for the next 5 years; there is no intent to substitute 
the LANL SWEIS for analyses that would be conducted to make 
programmatic decisions regarding the future of the nuclear weapons 
complex.  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).  This notice announced plans to prepare the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS to assess the environmental impacts from the 
continued transformation of the nuclear weapons complex, a national 
process such as that referred to by the commentor.  In the Notice of 
Intent, NNSA also announced the cancellation of plans to prepare 
a supplemental EIS for a modern pit facility.  Refer to Section 2.4, 
Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this CRD for 
additional discussion.

600-2 LANL’s infrastructure is deteriorating to the point of jeopardizing its 
long-term ability to fulfill its stockpile stewardship mission.  Many of 
the current structures in use at LANL are 20 to 50 years old.  A large 
percentage of the LANL workforce is located in facilities that are 
reaching the end of their useful lives and would require major upgrade 
investments to meet future mission needs and ensure the health and 
safety of LANL employees.  Older structures were not built to current 
structural (including seismic), health, safety, and security standards; nor 
can they be easily or economically retrofitted to meet these standards 
or to accommodate present day office electronics, communications 
equipment, or heating and cooling systems.  If these buildings are not 
replaced, they would eventually need to be shut down for safety reasons 
and their missions would be compromised.  Additional discussion is 
included in Appendix G of the SWEIS, under Purpose and Need.

600-3 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 

600-1

600-2

600-3

600-4
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Let’s see -- the Congress is the one who makes the decisions about this, not 
Linton Brooks.  That’s very important.  Now, from perspective of the NNSA 
employees, that’s how they think of it but, in fact, it’s Congress who funds these, 
especially the House of Representatives.  This is a very controversial set of 
projects which the House of Representatives has called absurd and irrational.  So, 
people who oppose expansion of pit production are in very good hands because 
it’s Republicans in the House that are using this language, especially in the House 
Appropriations Committee, but those bills have been ratifi ed by the entire House, 
which is not particularly specifi c as I --
So, another important point -- so, we want to bring our concerns after these 
hearings and after this NEPA process directly to Congress.  Don’t be satisfi ed with 
providing input to the executive branch only, because that’s where good ideas can 
go to die right now.  So, we have to bring these concerns to Congress.
It’s very important that the underlying documents that this EIS refers to be 
available to the public.  This process is taking place in a backdrop of opacity and 
lack of transparency from the DOE for a very long time, about any of the policy 
issues involved in any of the underlying documents.  Even the citizen’s advisory 
board, my experience is if you say one thing which is critical of the Department of 
Energy, you get dropped from their E-mail.  And I haven’t gotten an E-mail from 
them in months.
Now, I want to in the remaining minute or two, I want to say something about 
economic impact.  The choices in this Environmental Impact Statement entail 
economic choices for the country, and while people may think that jobs come here 
to Rio Arriba County as a result of the lab, and they’re right in that, I think about 
a 175 million dollars comes to Rio Arriba County from the lab, but it comes with 
a price.  There’s more federal jobs, more federal money pouring into Rio Arriba 
County from nonmilitary-related sources, and when we put our vote for nuclear 
military spending, it’s a vote against these other forms of spending which are 
actually the predominant forms of spending, federal spending in Northern New 
Mexico.  So it’s a vote to impoverish ourselves.
The average American household is spending about $7,600 on military matters 
each year now.  This represents an immense opportunity cost for the country.  
There is no way we can lift our people out of poverty, get the education we need 
or the healthcare we need while we are supporting the military to the tune of over 
$7,000 per household.
And so we have to look at those kind of distributed socioeconomic costs.
And for the other counties, Rio Arriba County is the most military-dependent 
county in the hinterland of Los Alamos.  For the other counties it’s really extreme.  
Taos County is vastly more infl uenced by nonmilitary federal spending than 
military federal spending.  Thank you, very much.

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.

 Impacts resulting from activities related to implementing the Consent 
Order are evaluated in Chapter 5 and Appendix I, and summarized 
in Chapter 3, Table 3–19, and the Summary.  The SWEIS has been 
revised so that where relevant, impacts associated with Consent Order 
implementation are clearly distinguished from other potential impacts of 
the Expanded Operations Alternative.

600-4 NNSA has recently completed a series of pit lifetime studies and has 
concluded that degradation of plutonium in the majority of nuclear 
weapons will not affect warhead reliability for a minimum of 85 years, 
as discussed in Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, of this CRD.  The weapons laboratories, including 
LANL, will annually re-assess plutonium in nuclear weapons.  Since 
LANL has the only operational capabilities in the DOE complex for 
producing certified pits, LANL must have, at least in the near term, 
the responsibility of producing these pits in limited quantities so that 
the Nation can maintain a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile.  
The LANL SWEIS analyzes a production rate of up to 80 pits per 
year as a bounding scenario to provide NNSA flexibility in being able 
to meet its stockpile stewardship obligations and to give the United 
States future flexibility to meet changing global geopolitical threats.  
NNSA is analyzing its long-term vision of a more efficient nuclear 
weapons complex, which includes a consolidated plutonium center or a 
consolidated nuclear production center, in the Complex Transformation 
SPEIS.  Refer to Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons 
Complex, of this CRD.

600-5 NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and reference material available 
for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in the general vicinity 
of LANL, including those in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  
See Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, 

600-4
cont’d

Commentor No. 600 (cont’d):  Greg Mello

600-5

600-6

600-7



Comments from the Española, New Mexico, Public Hearing (August 9, 2006)

Section 3 – Public C
om

m
ents and N

N
SA Responses

3-941

of this CRD for more information.  Comments regarding Citizen’s 
Advisory Board are not within the scope of this SWEIS.

600-6 While the dollar amount varies, local DOE activities directly and 
indirectly account for more than one-third of employment, wage and 
salary income, and business activity in the Tri-County area, as described 
in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.1.6, of the SWEIS.

600-7 NNSA notes the commentor’s statement regarding the funding priorities 
of the U.S. Government.  The U.S. Congress and the President are 
responsible for determining the funding level for government programs.  
This SWEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of the alternatives for 
continued operation of LANL.

Commentor No. 600 (cont’d):  Greg Mello
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My name is Michelle Peixinho.  It’s Portuguese.  I am Tau from the Philippines.  I 
grew up in Manila and Honolulu.  I have lived in Chimayo with my family for six 
years now.  And before we moved here, I was living in Las Vegas, Nevada, so I 
learned a lot, quite a bit about nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons production.  
I lived for a few years with my family in a little town called Tecopa, California, just 
across the California border, which is directly downstream of Yucca Mountain, 
and because of that I learned a lot about nuclear waste and the problems that 
we have in our country about dealing with the waste that we have produced, that 
is, particularly waste coming out of nuclear power production, which I think is yet 
unresolved to this day.
I think that for me, I have three children.  I am a worrier, and I am extremely 
concerned about my ability to grow food and my ability to feed my kids, my ability 
to be able to draw water out of the ground and feel good about drinking it.  I am 
worried about this stuff, and I worry about it every day.  Every single day.  So, I 
came here thinking that I was going to be among my peers and I do see many of 
my peers here, but my neighbors aren’t here.  A lot of my clients that I work with 
aren’t here.  There’s nobody that I see who are parents from my children’s school 
who are here.  This is a very, very small group of people from Rio Arriba County.  
And I don’t -- I -- this is not enough for -- of a voice.  So I don’t know if you can 
maybe seek out more, because this is not enough.
So, I am concerned here with what I see on page 10 of this document.  I just 
opened it up, and all these -- for this expanded operations.  I mean, you are 
looking at from 38,000 cubic yards of low level, it goes up to 881,000 cubic yards.  
That’s just one of these -- and there are several pages of types of waste that 
comes out of this expanded operations.  So I am concerned about where that’s 
going to go, because I feel like I have lived at the end of the nuclear waste cycle, 
and whether it goes to Nevada, whether it goes down to Southern New Mexico, 
whether it stays right here, it doesn’t matter, because it’s all the same water.  It’s 
the same hydrologic cycle that we all depend on, and that makes me worried.
So, I just wanted to bring attention to that right there because there’s lots of it here, 
lots of different kinds -- chemical waste from 19,000 low end it goes up to 129,000.  
Where’s that going to go, you know? And how can I, you know, keep my kids from 
having to deal with that.
And the other issue that I learned at Yucca Mountain in dealing with is it is the 
longevity of this waste.  It’s not just like trash and you throw it away and it’s done.  
This stuff will be here for whatever, hundreds -- 250,000 years.  I don’t know the 
number.  I’m not a scientist, you know, but it’s not going to go away, so how many 
generations exactly is that? And how are we accountable to those generations? 
How do you look at the intergenerational impact of these genetic changes that 
happen because of this radiation that’s affecting us? I sit on the Maternal Child 
Health Council of Rio Arriba County and our issue now is obesity, and I raised my 
hand to my peers there and I said, hey, what about thyroid problems? We have 

601-1 The estimates for operational waste generation are based on projections 
in the 1999 SWEIS, which were increased as necessary in the SWEIS 
based on actual generation rates and recent waste generation forecasts.  
The projections for waste generated by routine operations are designed 
to be conservative, providing an upper bound by which impacts may be 
measured.  In addition, much of the waste projected for the Expanded 
Operations Alternative is attributable to remediation actions; the actual 
amount generated will depend on future regulatory decisions by the 
State of New Mexico.  As such, the estimates of waste generation 
are conservative and actual generation rates may not approach the 
projections.  All wastes are stored onsite, primarily at TA-54, and 
managed protectively until disposed of.  The disposal facility is selected 
based on the type of waste.  At LANL, some low-level radioactive waste 
is disposed of onsite at TA-54.  Other radioactive wastes are transported 
offsite for disposal.  For example, transuranic waste is disposed of 
at WIPP, which is regulated by both the New Mexico Environment 
Department and the Environmental Protection Agency.  Hazardous 
waste is sent to offsite commercial facilities for treatment and disposal.  
All disposal facilities are designed and operated in accordance with 
standards developed specifically for the waste type accepted.  Refer 
to Sections 2.7, Waste Management, and 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of 
this CRD for more information related to this comment.

601-2 As the commenter notes, radioactive waste can remain hazardous 
for many years.  Radioactive wastes generated at LANL include 
transuranic and low-level radioactive waste (including mixed low-level 
radioactive waste); high-level waste is not generated at LANL but 
would be disposed of at Yucca Mountain.  See the response to Comment 
no. 601-1.

Commentor No. 601:   Michelle Peixinho

601-1

601-2
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a huge obesity issue in our county.  We have a huge suicide issue in our county.  
We’re top in the nation.  We have a huge drug problem, we’re top in the nation.  
You are sitting right here in Rio Arriba County, and these are our problems.  How 
is all this money that is our money that we pay into, to go into this, going to help 
solve our daily problems? And then, to top that off, you got to turn on the news 
and watch how nuclear weapons are causing people to kill each other.  Hand to 
hand.  They are not even fi ghting with nuclear weapons, but they’re fi ghting over 
nuclear weapons.  They’re already dying from nuclear weapons, you know what 
I’m saying? It worries me.  I worry about it sick.  I cry about it, you know, and I’m 
sure that you guys understand, because I think we’re all in the same page about 
it.  We’re all human beings.  And that’s -- that’s how I feel about it.  We’re human 
beings, and at some point we would have to say, well, why do we want to be a 
community that continues to endorse and stand by while our country continues to 
develop these nuclear weapons, points fi ngers at all these other countries to say, 
you can’t develop these nuclear weapons, and these huge wars are happening 
over it.  We’re hypocrites.  We’re Americans and we are hypocrites.  And I’m an 
American.  I’m not talking about somebody else.  I’m talking about me.  I’m a 
taxpaying American.  I’m standing up here and I’m a hypocrite, you know, and I 
feel crappy about it.  I don’t want to feel like that, you know.
So, those are my feelings about it, and I appreciate you all taking the time to listen 
to it.  And I am going to try to write out, you know, my feelings about it.  I don’t 
know how I can get more of my neighbors involved.  I am pretty darned sure that a 
lot of them didn’t even know this was going to be happening, so how is it that we’re 
really truly going to get people’s opinions and take away the economic factor of the 
fact that people have to work at Los Alamos because they have to make a living.  
People can’t fi nd good jobs in Espanola, in Rio Arriba County.  People can’t fi nd 
good jobs.  If you want to make more than 20 bucks an hour, if you want to have 
benefi ts, you want to have a retirement plan, you better work at LANL, you know.  
And I can’t blame anybody for that, so I don’t blame people for that.  But they 
have to have an opinion about it outside of their work, you know, outside of their 
economic situation.  How are we going to seek out that opinion, you know?
So, anyway, I appreciate you guys listening to me, and thank you.

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

Commentor No. 601 (cont’d):  Michelle Peixinho
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Hi, everybody.  My name is Trish Doherty and I’m actually English.  I was born in 
England.  I have been 30 years in this country.  I’m still based in New York City, 
and I had a great privilege of purchasing a piece of land in Chimayo just recently 
-- two years ago, actually, and I’m in the process of moving over here.  And I’m 
extremely, extremely, extremely upset and concerned that LANL wants to produce 
more plutonium pits.  I am so amazed.  Thank you.
I am asking decision makers to come with great wisdom, to see with great vision, 
to be accountable to all future generations.  We are at a turning point at this time 
on the earth.  This is the time to apply great intelligence of the human being.  I am 
100 percent against Los Alamos National Lab producing more nuclear weapons, 
more pits per year, more transportation of waste, more health concerns and more 
toxic waste.  I have to wonder what makes you think you can take the future of 
this beautiful place in New Mexico into your own hands and endanger all life for 
thousands of years to come.  It only takes one mistake, one accident, one fi re, one 
terrorist attack, one earthquake -- Los Alamos stands on three fault lines -- to set 
off a catastrophic accident beyond words.
Have you ever seen the movie showing the deformed, lifeless disabled children 
lying helplessly in beds their entire lives, the victims of Chernobyl? They would 
have been normal children.  You are playing with a gamble that is unacceptable.
The SWEIS document fails to address several issues.  It is not a viable document, 
so why do we keep referring to it? There is no real health assessment.  The 
cleanup has not been addressed -- and I realize you spoke about it a little bit 
earlier -- but it has not been made a priority.  There have been no comprehensive 
health studies done near the nuclear facility.  How do I know as a person coming 
here that my health will not be adversely affected by contamination in the air, 
the water, the soil and the food? It is a fact that plutonium was found that can be 
traced isotopically in the sediments of the Rio Grande at Cochiti.
It is a fact that a produce sample, a plum from this area, was found to be high 
in americium, a substance which is the product of radioactivity.  It is a fact 
that already 822 acre fi elds of industrial waste is being discharged into the 
canyons every year.  Apparently you say the canyons are dry.  But water comes 
sometimes, as it has this summer, and spreads that waste into our sacred soil and 
our sacred water.
It is a fact that there are records of higher cancer rates in Los Alamos County.  I 
have questions about if I want to move here.  I happened to have a hair analysis 
test in 2004, because I have some lead in my body, and I took another test a 
year later to check if the lead had gone down.  My uranium levels, which were no 
problem in 2004, had gone over what is an acceptable level.  Now I wasn’t here 
all that much between 2004, 2005, but I was on my land, my sacred, beautiful 
land, for a few weeks, and I was drinking my well water.  And I have been told that 
there’s natural uranium here.  So all I’m saying is, we don’t know, and are there 

Commentor No. 602:   Trish Doherty
602-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the increased production of 

plutonium pits, and resulting transportation of waste, health concerns, 
and generation of additional waste.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition 
to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for information 
related to the need for pit production.  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS 
evaluates the potential environmental, health, and safety impacts of 
continued operation of LANL under the three proposed alternatives.  
These analyses demonstrate that LANL can continue to operate safely 
under any of the three alternatives, including the Expanded Operations 
Alternative, which proposes an increase in pit production.  NNSA and 
the LANL contractor work to decrease the chance that any type of 
accident could take place and to minimize the impacts of any accident.  
Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS presents an analysis of potential 
accidents at LANL including individual facility accidents, a wildfire, 
and a seismic event.  Although it is not a part of the NEPA process, 
safety documentation that analyzes the potential for a wider range of 
accidents is developed for each nuclear facility.  This documentation 
identifies safety features and practices to minimize the results of likely 
accidents, whatever the cause, before operations begin or continue in the 
facility.  With regard to the terrorism concern raised in this comment, 
DOE gives high priority to the safety and security of all its facilities. 
Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral considerations in the 
designs and operating procedures for new and existing DOE facilities.  
Chapter 4, Section 4.6, has been revised to include additional discussion 
of the measures taken to protect assets at LANL from terrorist activities.  
As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12.6, the impacts of terrorist action 
are considered in a separate classified appendix to the SWEIS.

602-2 Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS provides detailed information 
on cancer mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico and all counties 
surrounding LANL.  This data, along with the final LANL Public Health 
Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006, by the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry, shows that, “…there is no evidence of contamination from 
LANL that might be expected to result in ill health to the community,” 
and “…overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer 
rates found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).  Chapter 4, Table 4–
26, shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos County are lower than 

602-2

602-3
602-2
cont’d

602-4

602-2
cont’d

602-1

602-1
cont’d
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any tests being done to fi nd out about this.  How are your uranium levels? How are 
your uranium levels? Do you know is anyone testing?
Uranium levels in toxic levels lead to kidney disease.
There is an alternative to this plan to increase nuclear weapons production, which 
is not, I don’t believe stated, that is highly intelligent, deeply wise and sustainable.  
That would be to convert Los Alamos National Laboratory into a research center 
on climate change, just a small problem that our society is facing right now.  And 
renewable energies, that is intelligent.  And sustainable agriculture, which is 
helping to keep our earth strong and healthy for future generations and for all life 
on this beautiful, beautiful planet.  This would be an investment in the future of our 
children, and the many generations to come, as well as nature, wildlife, and would 
honor the total interconnectedness of all life.
In terms of referring to what was said earlier, I would defi nitely, out of the options 
presented, would choose the cleaning up and reduction of explosions.  And of 
course, to these more environmentally friendly solutions.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 602 (cont’d):  Trish Doherty
the national average and some are higher, which is typical of any area.  
Natural uranium concentrations in and around LANL are higher than in 
other parts of the country.  LANL monitors for uranium concentrations 
in groundwater, surface water, soil, and sediment as shown in 
Appendix F which presents detailed environmental surveillance 
data for radioisotopes and chemicals in groundwater, surface water, 
sediment, and soil in and around LANL.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite 
Contamination, of this CRD for information about the report of 
americium-241 in a plum sample in Dixon, New Mexico.  Examination 
of the data indicates that this was likely a false positive finding.  The 
discussion also describes how LANL staff limits releases to the air and 
outfall discharges from current operations to levels within the regulatory 
limits to protect public health and the environment.

602-3 There have been some detections of plutonium at some stream 
sampling locations, including those furthest downstream from LANL 
(see Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3.1, of the SWEIS), but statistically they 
cannot be differentiated from regional plutonium levels that came from 
atmospheric fallout.  Nonetheless, in order to minimize any potential 
releases, the LANL contractor maintains a program of continuous 
improvement in plutonium management to minimize any future releases 
and cleanup or isolate legacy plutonium in the environment.

602-4 As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.1, of the SWEIS, the Expanded 
Operations Alternative would discharge about 267 million gallons 
(1,011 million liters or 819 acre-feet) of treated industrial wastewater 
into the canyons at LANL.  Effluents from LANL facilities are 
discharged in accordance with a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit that establishes limits on the volume and 
quality of the discharge.  As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, 
over the past 6 years, LANL has a very good record of complying with 
permit conditions.  Under all alternatives, NNSA would continue to meet 
permit conditions designed to protect water resources at LANL.  Most of 
the treated effluent discharged to the canyons infiltrates into the ground 
before it leaves LANL property.  These 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.  NNSA has programs 
in place to monitor stormwater to minimize the offsite transport of 
contaminants.

602-5

602-2
cont’d
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Commentor No. 602 (cont’d):  Trish Doherty
602-5 Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities in support of NNSA’s 

Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security 
policy as established by the Congress and the President.  Therefore, 
ending these activities at LANL is not being considered in the 
SWEIS.  In addition to performing these activities, however, research 
is conducted at LANL in areas promoted by the commentor.  These 
research areas are part of current operations and as such are included in 
the SWEIS as part of the No Action Alternative.  These activities would 
continue to be conducted at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  
Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more 
information.
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Hello.  My name is Regina Wheeler.  I’m representing  Los Alamos County Local 
Government, and we just wanted to let you know that we are reviewing the LANL 
SWEIS draft and will be submitting written comments.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 603:   Regina Wheeler

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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I’ll be brief.  Honestly, fi rst comment I have on this is that I would like to formally 
protest this process, echoing what Mr.  Mello said.  This format of three hearings 
here in Northern New Mexico is not even close to being adequate to address the 
enormity of this proposal.
Increasing our pit production is a huge problem.  It’s the wrong way for us to go.  
I’m a general contractor in the area and, you know, the capitalist side says, oh, 
great, money coming in.  This is, you know, a chance for us all to put money in our 
pockets.  But this is the wrong way to go about it, because ultimately our natural 
beauty here, our children, all the things that are the real important things are going 
to be sacrifi ced for a very short-term gain.
And so, like my wife had said, we worry about these things for our children.  
We live within sight.  We see your porch lights, for those of you who work at 
the lab, from our home.  We look across at what you’re doing there and we’re 
downwind from you.  And we would like you to know that, that we survive from 
this land here and we want to continue to.  And if our lakes and our rivers are 
contaminated, that’s going to make all the living things have shorter lives, and 
that’s unacceptable.  So, that’s the fi rst thing that I was wanting to say.
Another issue before it got into general contracting here, I worked in water 
remediation.  I think there’s some big problems with the test wells that are around 
the site, the way that they’re being drilled, the way that they are tested, with small 
amounts of water being pulled up, sometimes a gallon or so being pulled up at 
one time.  It’s not going to represent anything, especially as time goes on.  If you 
drill and you use, you know, the drilling products, the different types of clays, the 
bentonite clays, they’re going to clog up your groundwater movement, and also 
clog up the fi lters in those test wells.  So, I think we’re being fooled.  And you 
know, like I said, I worked in groundwater remediation.  It’s kind of a joke.  A lot of 
people who were in the oil industry are making good money on that now, but we 
can’t get it clean once it’s contaminated.
So, okay, we’re monitoring.  What next? Say we fi nd it’s moving faster, like we 
found around the Nevada test site? They said it would take, you know, thousands 
of years for it to move a half a mile, and within a few years of these test wells being 
put in, there were some of them put in improperly, we found that the radioactive 
waste was migrating much more quickly.  So as we look, you know, as water 
becomes more and more precious every moment, we are going to see that what a 
huge mistake we have made.
So when you make more pits, when you go from 20 to 80, that’s a huge problem 
for our future generations.  And we can’t do it, you know.  We are either going to 
stop by consciousness and by the right thinking, or it’s going to stop when we just 
can’t survive anymore.  And you know, I just can’t understand why we put that on 
our children’s children and our great-great-great-grandchildren.  That’s just wrong-
minded, you know.  And not only us as humans, but all the living things.  Our lives 

Commentor No. 604:   Mateo Peixinho

604-1

604-2

604-3

604-4

604-2
cont’d

604-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding the format of the 
public hearings conducted for the Draft LANL SWEIS.  Selection of 
venues and the format for the hearings were based on past experience 
with LANL NEPA documents.  NNSA reviewed and considered all 
public comments received on the Draft LANL SWEIS.  Responses to 
public comments are in this section of the CRD.  Major changes from 
the Draft SWEIS are summarized in Section 1.4 of this CRD.  All 
technical changes are denoted with a sidebar in the Final LANL SWEIS.  
Some of these changes were made in response to public comments.

604-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increased pit production.  
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, 
of this CRD for additional information.  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS 
evaluates the potential environmental, health, and safety impacts of 
continued operation of LANL under the three proposed alternatives.  
These analyses demonstrate that LANL can continue to operate safely 
under any of the three alternatives, including the Expanded Operations 
Alternative, in which the pit production rate could increase to up to 
80 pits per year.

604-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern related to offsite contamination.  
LANL operations are designed to keep the release of chemicals and 
radioactive materials well within regulatory limits designed to protect 
public health and the environment.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite 
Contamination, of this CRD for more information related to this 
concern.

604-4 NNSA agrees that some of the LANL monitoring wells were improperly 
installed for the purposes for which they were intended.  More than half 
(52 percent) of the well screens evaluated in the Well Screen Analysis 
Report (LA-UR-05-8615) (LANL 2005c) produce water quality 
samples that are not significantly impacted by residual drilling fluids.  
For those well screens that have been impacted by residual drilling 
fluids, LANL staff initiated a program to rehabilitate the R-Wells 
that may be producing suspect groundwater monitoring results.  This 
program is described in the Workplan for R-Well Rehabilitation and 
Replacement (LA-UR-06-3687) (LANL 2006e).  Refer to Section 2.5, 
Water Resources, of this CRD for responses to comments regarding well 
construction and groundwater monitoring.
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are already being curtailed by nuclear contamination, you know, cancer rates and 
all these things.
Again, you know, I am here talking to this microphone.  I don’t feel that the 
Department of Energy has any intentions, whatsoever, of taking our public 
comments and utilizing them in their decision-making process.  I think that this 
is a total farce.  And I want to make sure that that’s in the record and issue my 
grievance against my government and protest against that.  So, thank you very 
much and have a good evening.

604-1
cont’d

Commentor No. 604 (cont’d):  Mateo Peixinho
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My name is Jean Nichols, and I don’t even know where to begin.  I am also 
outraged that this process is just a very short comment period when it took a year 
and a half to come up with this Site-wide.  It’s -- it’s right during August when, 
you know, a lot of people are on vacation and it’s the Indians’ feast days and, you 
know, we’re just like, you know, everybody else said, and here it is in a sports 
plex, which goes to show that we’re just being made a sport of.  And then it’s 
on Nagasaki Day, when we should never more be considering dropping nuclear 
weapons.  We should not be making more pits.  There’s no reason for one more 
pit, let alone 80.  And I understand this is just a coverup for the next step, which 
will be 450 pits a day -- a year, you know, as another Rocky Flats.
So, I am representing not just myself.  I mean, like we said, there aren’t very many 
of our neighbors here, but I represent a group called United Neighbors, and it’s all 
of us in Northern New Mexico, and all the people in Penasco, and all the people in 
Dixon and everybody -- you know, when you consider Site-wide, you really have 
to go -- the site is everybody downwind and everybody downwater.  You have to 
take into account all of our health studies which are not being done.  I mean, I go 
to the clinic and I say, have there been health studies? Way too many people have 
cancer.  Way too many people.  I just found out about a family in Ojo Sarco the 
other day who, he worked at the lab.  He came home and he washed his clothes 
in the -- in with the diapers of the family, and the whole family had cancer.  And 
they had cancer to the extent where they couldn’t even donate body parts because 
every part of their body was riddled with cancer.  We’re not even studying that.  
We’re an experiment.
She spoke about the plums that had been studied, and these plums that were 
tested with americium that came from my neighborhood, and whoever did 
the test told the people where the plums are growing, don’t feed these to your 
grandchildren.  And yet, you know, we’re trying to live here, and people are trying 
to come and grow, and grow organic things.  And we just want to live, you know.  
I don’t have any hard feelings against individual people who work at the lab.  I’m 
trying not to.  You know, I think you are misinformed and, you know, we’re all into 
tunnel vision.  And this whole Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement, it is.  
It’s premature.  I mean, right now we’re just glimpsing the very tip of the melting 
iceberg with these rains that are coming now.  So the fact that we are -- we are 
going to see more and more fl ash fl oods going down these canyons, picking up 
this waste, carrying it to the Rio Grande, and we’re also not taking into account 
the seismic activity.  I understand that there’s a study is due out in 2006, so why 
we’re not waiting for that study and basing this Environmental Impact Statement 
on those results? It’s just -- it’s absurd.  You know, it’s so absurd that I think we’re 
all suffering from posttraumatic stress syndrome and that we really -- that’s why 
it’s so hard for people to come to these hearings.  They hear nuclear and they just 
go blank.  They don’t want to even think about it because it is unthinkable, and it’s 
asking us to accept the unacceptable every day in our lives and it’s not right.

Commentor No. 605:   Jean Nichols

605-4

605-1

605-2

605-3

605-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that there was insufficient time 
to comment on the Draft LANL SWEIS.  Responding to requests 
for additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period 
from the original 60 days to 75 days.  Refer to Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional 
discussion.

605-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  The 
Expanded Operations Alternative proposes to produce up to 80 pits 
per year.  NNSA has issued the Draft Complex Transformation 
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Complex 
Transformation SPEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236-S4), which analyzes the 
environmental impacts from the continued transformation of the nuclear 
weapons complex by implementing NNSA’s vision of the complex.  
Alternatives in the Complex Transformation SPEIS evaluate different 
future pit production requirements.

605-3 Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS provides detailed information 
on cancer mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico and all counties 
surrounding LANL.  This data, along with the final LANL Public Health 
Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006, by the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry, shows that, “there is no evidence of contamination from LANL 
that might be expected to result in ill health to the community,” and 
“…overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer 
rates found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).  Table 4–26 shows 
that some cancer rates in Los Alamos County are lower than the national 
average and some are higher, which is typical of any area.  Refer to 
Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for information about 
the report of americium-241 in a plum sample in Dixon, New Mexico.  
Examination of the data indicates that this was likely a false positive 
finding.  The discussion also describes how LANL staff limits releases 
to the air and outfall discharges from current operations to levels within 
the regulatory limits to protect public health and the environment.

605-4 NNSA is following the Consent Order that addresses cleanup of the 
canyons to levels that are protective of human health.  Decisions 
about clean up of sites subject to the Consent Order will be made 
by the New Mexico Environment Department.  In addition, NNSA 
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There’s a whole lot of other things with the air and the water and the cleanup, and 
the only one -- you know, only the expanded alternative has any kind of cleanup to 
it.  We need a cleanup fi rst before we even think of any of these alternatives.
I didn’t come prepared at all, so, you know, I am going to try to think about it more 
and actually write out a, you know, some statements.  But right now I’m just, 
like, so overwhelmed by the contradictions here, and the fact that, you know, we 
can’t be doing this.  They never said how much any of this is going to cost.  Yes, 
it comes out of our public debt.  Well, how much? How much we’re talking here? 
You know, 3,000,000,000? 83,000,000,000? Whatever the cost is, any time you 
deal with nuclear substances, however much you are spending on it, you can -- 
you can multiply that by at least 29, because if you are talking about the cancers 
and the cost of the medical and the people down line and the cleanup and the 
-- everything else, not to mention the lack of respect that we now have in the world 
for even doing this.
Nuclear weapons are illegal on an international level, and we should listen to that 
and -- you know, we are telling Iran they can’t even develop nuclear weapons 
sometime in the future, and then we’re going to make more here? Excuse me.  No.

605-5

605-6

605-7

Commentor No. 605 (cont’d):  Jean Nichols
operates a monitoring program (described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5, 
of the SWEIS) to detect contamination that has resulted from past 
practices.  NNSA evaluates and takes corrective action for occurrences 
of contamination in groundwater and surface waters at LANL, in 
accordance with applicable regulations and agreements.  NNSA 
recognizes that LANL is a geologically-active area and has investigated 
the seismic risk to facilities, operations, and the public.  An update to the 
seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007.  Seismic activity 
at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, and in the 2007 
seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a).  The estimated human 
health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL, including 
earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, and Appendix D, 
Section D.4.  These sections also include a discussion of the significance 
of the updated understanding of seismic hazard from the 2007 seismic 
hazard analysis report.

 The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis 
report has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard at LANL 
is greater than previously understood.  The relevance of the seismic 
hazard to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and thoughtful 
evaluation to determine what, if any, changes are needed for planned and 
existing facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor has developed 
and NNSA has accepted a justification for continued operation which 
addresses controls on operations of certain nuclear and high hazard 
operations that mitigate the risks from seismic activities (LANL 2007b, 
NNSA 2007b).

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

605-5 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 
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Commentor No. 605 (cont’d):  Jean Nichols
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 on environmental cleanup.

605-6 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the costs of LANL 
operations.  The cost of implementing any of the alternatives is not 
within the scope of this SWEIS, which focuses on evaluating potential 
environmental impacts of operations at LANL.  As noted in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.4, of the SWEIS, the environmental impacts of the proposed 
actions will be considered by NNSA along with other factors such as 
cost, programmatic considerations, and schedule in making decisions.

605-7 The national and international debate on the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is not within the scope of the SWEIS, which focuses on 
the environmental impacts of alternatives for continued operation of 
LANL.  It should be noted that the United States is a world leader in 
nonproliferation initiatives and is currently reducing the Nation’s nuclear 
stockpile in compliance with treaties that have been signed.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.
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I used to come to these meetings as a public health professional representing the 
American Public Health Association, the New Mexico Public Health Association.  
Also, I served as an offi cer, and I realized this was not about public health.  This 
is not about anything except an insanity that has gripped our government.  I can’t 
believe that we’re here on Nagasaki Day.  I’m glad Jean raised it.  This should be a 
day of refl ection of what happens.  We are in the time period where a lot of people 
around the world are grieving over the United States’ use of nuclear weapons on 
innocent civilians in Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
So, I have a couple of points I want to make.  One is, abolish nuclear weapons 
world wide.  That is the goal.  And I want to quote a very dear friend Winona 
Leduke, who said, everything we do has to be by mom’s rules.  You know, mom’s 
rules, you can’t make another mess until you clean up your fi rst mess.  Let’s talk 
after this is cleaned up, which no one knows how to do, will cost more than the 
1,000,000,000,000-plus dollars we have spent in this country alone on nuclear 
weapons.  And I want to take the rest of my time with all of us for a moment 
of silence, and I want the timekeeper to actually make sure it’s okay.  And this 
moment of silence is for the Navajo uranium miners who died getting the raw 
uranium out of the ground.  It doesn’t just get to Los Alamos with no human 
contact.  For the workers across the United States and the other countries who 
have died and are dying from being involved in nuclear weapons complex.  For 
the one-second victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, several hundred thousand 
people that were vaporized, along with their buildings, in one second.  I did take a 
pilgrimage to Hiroshima in 2004 and brought ash from the Cerro Grande fi re that 
fell in my garden and put it in the river at ground zero as just my own personal 
asking of forgiveness for what has happened.
I want a moment of silence for my neighbors, current and former lab workers, 
dead, barely dead and somewhat alive.  And I would like someone to notify us 
when the remainder of my time is done.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 606:   Carol Miller

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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My name is Andrew, and I have a family that’s really involved in nuclear issues.  
Both my parents met in the Air Force when -- Hill Air Force Base, where my father 
helped design the navigation system for the Minuteman II intercontinental ballistic 
missile.  And then my brother has gone on to work for Essex in St.  Louis, where 
he helps make fi ghter jets which are used to deliver all kinds of weapons.  So I 
think it’s really important, too, that I actually grew up in Omaha, right next to Offutt 
Air Force Base, which used to be the Strategic Air Command, and is now the 
Strategic Nuclear Command.  And it seems like it was always in the back of my 
mind that, you know, nuclear weapons were all around me, they were really close, 
and that the people who push the button are just, you know, 30 minutes away from 
me.  And it was always kind of in the back of my mind and kind of scary.
And so, I come here today with a couple of things.  The fi rst is, I really don’t think 
plutonium pits are needed.  No one has really explained what they would be 
used for, other than maybe these new fl exible nuclear weapons, which I think the 
fl exible response is just code word for more usable nuclear weapons that could be 
actually used.  That’s kind of scary.  And it’s really ominous for something like this 
to happen on a day where I get discuss -- on Nagasaki Day.  It has been 61 years 
since the nuclear weapon was used, yet people want to start making weapons 
that can and should -- and they say they should be used, because they want small 
weapons, maybe even -- you know, I have seen reports of suggestions to build 
even one kiloton nuclear weapons, and that’s just ridiculous, you know.  So why 
do we need more pits? We’re signing all these international treaties to get rid of 
nuclear weapons.  Why do we need more of them, you know?
We don’t have Russia anymore as a threat.  And there are accidents and 
miscalculations that happen every day.  The Jupiter II intermediate range ballistic 
missiles we used to have in Italy? They got struck by lightening on four different 
occasions and actually armed themselves.  You know, things like that happen.
In 1995, after the cold war, the United States and Norway, fi red off a research 
rocket, and Russia’s failing early warning system declared it as a nuclear attack on 
Russia.  Yeltsin was woken up in the middle of the night.  He had given the codes 
and was 30 seconds from fi ring the weapons, from what most people think, and 
decided against it at the last minute.  That was after the cold war, you know.  That 
was just a few years ago.  That could happen to us at any moment.  There’s no 
reason to make that more possible.
So, you know, in this SWEIS people are talking about safety and, you know, we 
drove by Los Alamos Nuclear Labs today and saw, you know, big safety signs.  
But, you know, what is safe about nuclear weapons; right? Safety to most people 
means acceptable risk; right? It doesn’t mean that there is nothing happening.  
Safe doesn’t mean that no one is getting hurt.  Safe, according to most people, 
means that less people are getting hurt.  You know, enough people that’s okay.  I 
don’t think it should be okay.  I don’t think it’s safe for anyone to be getting hurt.  

Commentor No. 607:   Andrew Culp

607-1

607-2

607-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding the need for 
plutonium pit production.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

607-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the use or detonation 
of nuclear weapons; however, the use or detonation of nuclear weapons, 
whether purposefully or by accident, is not within the scope of the 
SWEIS, which focuses on the environmental impacts of the alternatives 
for operations at LANL.
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But this report shows that if we expand production, more people will get hurt.  And 
it will be workers, people who have to work really hard jobs and go in there and 
do work that they probably should not have to do, but they have to put food on the 
table for their families, so they’re going into work every day, and they’re the people 
who are on the front lines having to face this kind of contamination threat, and that 
is just unacceptable for plutonium pits that aren’t needed?
And why is this statewide? You know, I grew up in Omaha.  I had to deal with 
problems like this every day.  This shouldn’t be a statewide issue.  I have friends 
from where I grew up who I know would really love to comment about this, but they 
don’t have $400 to get plane tickets and a hotel and everything to come out here 
for these three days after reading the document that came out just a few days ago, 
the thousands of pages.  You know, these people don’t have time to do all this.  
It’s just being rushed.
I’m offering you one solution.  That’s all I’m offering right now.  It’s just wait.  You 
know? Wait and actually listen to people, because the statistics and the studies 
in this report are fl awed.  People can’t get the documents, some of the DOE 
documents.  They don’t even know the secondary research that’s backing this 
up.  They cannot access any of the information, and even if they wanted to, they 
cannot pour through those pages and pages of research and decode all this really 
complex scientifi c information, kind of mull it over, and come to one of these three 
hearings in New Mexico, you know, and just days after it’s happened.  So just wait.  
There’s plenty of time.  What do we need new pits for, anyway?

607-3

607-4

607-5

Commentor No. 607 (cont’d):  Andrew Culp

607-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to plutonium pit production.  
Chapter 5, Section 5.6.3, of the SWEIS presents the analysis of all 
three alternatives in terms of worker health including the Expanded 
Operations Alternative, which would include expanded production of 
pits at LANL.

607-4 For people in other locations or who were otherwise unable to attend 
the hearings, NNSA provided a number of other ways that they could 
comment on the Draft SWEIS.  NNSA included information in the 
July 7, 2006, Federal Register notice announcing availability of the 
Draft SWEIS; in letters transmitting the document to interested parties; 
and in advertisements in Albuquerque, Santa Fe, Española, and Los 
Alamos newspapers on how to submit comments on the Draft SWEIS 
by U.S. mail, email, and a toll-free phone line.  Refer to Section 2.2, 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for 
more information.

607-5 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that there was insufficient time 
to comment on the Draft LANL SWEIS and on the availability of the 
reference documents.  Responding to requests for additional review 
time, NNSA extended the comment period from the original 60 days to 
75 days.  While electronic copies of all references were not available, 
hard copies were available in DOE Public Reading Rooms in Los 
Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  See the response to Comment 
no. 607-4 above.  As stated in Chapter 1, the ability to produce certified 
plutonium pits is needed so that NNSA can meet its mission of stockpile 
stewardship responsibilities.
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Okay.  There’s a reason they call me the world’s tallest peace activist.  Anyway, 
my name is Will, and I am a graduate of the University -- I’m sorry. 
Thank you.
My name is Will, and I’m a graduate of the University of California Santa Cruz, 
class of 2004.  And I think it’s pretty clear that within this process of evaluating the 
Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement, that whatever comments are made 
here aren’t going to be heard by those in power.  Linton Brooks doesn’t really care 
what I have to say.  So with my comments what I’m hoping to achieve is to connect 
with at least some of you here, and hopefully contribute something valuable to 
your efforts in opposing plutonium pit production at the Los Alamos lab.
Now, when I was a UC Santa Cruz student I learned in my third year there that the 
University of California manages both the Los Alamos National Laboratory and the 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Los Alamos’ sister facility in Northern 
California.  And I was at a point in my life where I had come to actually think that I 
had something wrong with me.  I thought I was crazy, because issues like nuclear 
weapons, issues like global warming, other issues that are confronting the safety 
of people, the safety of the environment, that are threatening the future of our 
planet were treated as normal by most people I was around, and I had so much 
trouble understanding that, I thought I must be crazy for caring so much when I 
learned about these issues.
And learning that the University of California is involved with production of nuclear 
weapons and research on nuclear weapons was actually a very helpful and 
healing process for me, because the University of California is pledged offi cially 
to supporting open inquiry and supporting education for the benefi t of the future.  
And I realized when I learned that the University of California was actually actively 
supporting proliferation of nuclear weapons, that that was a lie and that was a 
myth, and based on learning about that myth, I began to question a lot of other 
myths that I had been fed, and I realized that it is normal to be concerned about 
the future right now.  It is very normal to speak out and express concern about the 
future.
And so, the reason I am here is that I became a nuclear disarmament activist 
as a student at the University of California.  I now work full-time as a nuclear 
disarmament activist, and I came here all the way here from Santa Barbara, 
California, because I want to be here in solidarity with all of the people here in 
this community, and all of the people who live downwind from nuclear weapons 
production here, who are speaking out based on their concern for the future, 
and I want to point out that there is no such thing as safe production of nuclear 
weapons.  That is a complete corruption and perversion of the term safety.
And I also want to point out that if you look at the record of plutonium pit 
production in particular in this country, which I have studied a bit, the Rocky Flats 
nuclear weapons fl at in Colorado produced plutonium pits for over 40 years, and it 

Commentor No. 608:   Will Parrish

608-1

608-2

608-3

608-1 NNSA strives to meet the spirit and intent of the NEPA public comment 
process in accordance with Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and DOE implementing 
procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  Responses to comments received on the 
Draft LANL SWEIS are included in this CRD, and where appropriate, 
revisions were made to the Final LANL SWEIS.  NNSA will issue 
its decisions regarding pit production and other proposed operations 
at LANL in a Record of Decision issued no earlier than 30 days after 
publication of the SWEIS.  While NNSA is responsible for making 
decisions for the direction and implementation of program objectives 
to meet missions assigned to it by the Congress and the President, the 
Congress and the President are responsible for funding these initiatives.

608-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the safety of nuclear 
weapon production.  As noted in Section 2.13, Recommendations of the 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, of this CRD, safe operation is 
an intrinsic part of the activities proposed and analyzed in the SWEIS.  
Nonetheless, NNSA anticipates the possible occurrence of operational 
accidents or natural events and analyzes the impacts of potential 
accident scenarios as part of the NEPA Compliance Process so that this 
information can be part of the decisionmaking process for a proposed 
action.  Chapter 5 of the SWEIS provides detailed environmental 
impacts from all operations at LANL including pit production-related 
activities.  Also refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD.

608-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the Rocky Flats Plant 
and environmental contamination.  NNSA strives to conduct activities 
at LANL in a safe manner that is protective of workers, the public, and 
the environment.  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 
operation including requirements for performance of safety evaluations 
and risk assessments which become the basis for facility operating 
parameters.  These regulations and standards of operations help reduce 
the likelihood of accidents.  LANL operations are not comparable 
to those at the Rocky Flats Plant.  LANL uses newer facilities and 
technology, has a much lower level of pit production, employs improved 
operational controls and management practices, and is subject to 
additional independent oversight.  Refer to Section 2.12, Comparison 
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was actually raided by the FBI in 1992 and then shut down because it had become 
so unsafe there.
There are communities -- people I know, people I’m friends with in doing this 
work, who live in communities that have been -- that’s been demonstrated to have 
as much radioactivity as areas of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Japan.  And that’s 
not a local issue.  That’s an issue that affects all of us.  Radioactive toxins affect 
everyone on this planet, and they also embody exactly the type of direction we 
should not be headed in collectively in this society.
And so I thank everyone here for their commitment for stopping the production 
of new plutonium pits.  I vow to do whatever is in my power to support you in that 
effort.  And I also want to take this time to strongly support reconsidering this 
entire, quite frankly, sham of a public comment process.  I think that this process 
needs to play out in a much different way, and that Congress, fi rst of all, needs to 
have oversight over the fi nal decision about what happens at Los Alamos.  What 
happens here affects people everywhere, not only in this country, but all over 
the world.  And Linton Brooks should not be the sole person deciding what gets 
-- what happens with this Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement.  Thank you 
very much.

608-3
cont’d

608-1
cont’d

Commentor No. 608 (cont’d):  Will Parrish
to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for more information.  The impacts 
projected in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS indicate that operations would be 
conducted in compliance with environmental regulations designed to be 
protective of the public and the environment.  In addition, as discussed 
in Appendix I of the SWEIS, activities are being pursued to address 
environmental contamination from earlier operations at LANL.  Refer 
to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, and 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of 
this CRD for additional information.
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Hello.  I’m Christy Escobar, and we’re here representing  University of California.  
And I’m sorry if any of this is a little repetitive, because we all kind of have the 
same idea.  But -- okay.  Good evening.  We are here representing the Coalition 
to Demilitarize Education.  We are students and recent graduates of three 
University of California campuses and the University of Missouri, Kansas City.  
We appreciate the opportunity to speak here tonight, and we’re excited to be 
continuing our education by learning from everyone’s public comments, as well as 
by talking individually with many of you.
We are here tonight as the University of California Weapons Inspectors.  The UC 
has managed the Los Alamos National Laboratory since its inception.  We believe 
the nuclear weapons industry is extremely destructive, and we have come all the 
way from California because we are ashamed by our University’s involvement with 
it.  We believe that we have a special responsibility to speak out about the activity 
the Los Alamos Laboratory engages in.
Let the record show that we, as representatives of the UC, do not believe there 
is any safe way to produce weapons of mass destruction or the radioactive 
components.  Nuclear weapons are not environmentally safe.  They signifi cantly 
detract from social programs, and they diminish national security.
Specifi cally in regards to the plutonium pit production proposed in this Site-wide 
Environmental Impact Statement, we think that this is a particularly dangerous and 
unwise idea.  Plutonium pit production is quite simply bad for both human health 
and respective surrounding communities.  As Will mentioned earlier, at the Rocky 
Flats Nuclear Weapons Lab in Colorado, the last facility in the United States to 
engage in large-scale pit production, there are now many communities located 
downwind that have been measured to be as radioactive as Hiroshima in Japan.  
Cancer is an epidemic there.
There’s no such thing as safe plutonium pit production, and we will not stand by as 
our university endorses it.
Ultimately, we don’t believe that any community under any circumstances should 
have to suffer under the effects of nuclear weapons production.  We thank you for 
listening.

Commentor No. 609:   Christy Escobar

609-1 609-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinions regarding the safety of LANL 
operations.  NNSA strives for LANL to be operated in a safe manner 
that is protective of workers and the public, and in compliance with 
Federal, State, and local requirements.  The environmental and human 
health impacts associated with the alternatives for continued operation 
of LANL are presented in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS and summarized 
in Summary Table S–5.  NNSA also notes the commentor’s concerns 
regarding the Rocky Flats Plant and environmental contamination.  As 
discussed in the response to Comment no. 608-3, LANL operations are 
not comparable to those at the Rocky Flats Plant.  Refer to Section 2.12, 
Comparison to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for more information.
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Hi.  My name is Kalea Matsakis, and I want to make it clear that I’m speaking on 
behalf of myself and not on behalf of any organization.  And I want to talk a little 
bit about my experience with the SWEIS, because I started reading it about, I 
guess, three weeks ago.  And it’s been a really diffi cult and confusing process 
for me, mostly because I just don’t understand how some of these decisions are 
being made.  But actually, I’m going to step back a minute and talk about when I 
got the notice for this SWEIS, and I saw that the public comment hearings were 
on Nagasaki -- one of them was on Nagasaki Day, and they were all on this 
week.  And I didn’t understand how it was possible -- I didn’t believe myself that 
I remembered the date correctly, and I had to go check with my coworkers, but I 
was right, it is August 9th that we dropped the bomb 61 years ago on Nagasaki, 
Japan.  And I realize that -- is it just that you didn’t know, or were you just unaware 
of the history to the point where you would schedule a hearing for this date? 
Because that’s how it felt to me.  I mean, it couldn’t be blatant disrespect.  But it 
seemed as though it was just not being aware of the history, which is something 
that I felt while reading the document.  Because you don’t tell me what any of these 
things are, and I’m sorry that I’m not addressing the crowd.  I really want to take 
this opportunity to discuss my frustrations with the people who are present here.  
And it’s just that you don’t tell me what these experiments are.  I don’t understand 
what a criticality test is in support of, what dynamic experiments are, why you are 
detonating depleted uranium in the open air.  I don’t understand this when I’m 
reading this.  And I would really like to ask the purpose of these experiments that is 
included.  And I think that that might help address some of this lack of awareness 
that I saw in the scheduling of the hearing. 
But then again, I mean, I started to think, maybe someone did know, and maybe 
this was sort of a way to open up a conversation about the historical impacts of our 
nuclear weapons production and to really bring in remembrance and recognition of 
what we have done into this discussion -- into this discussed proposed activities.  
And I think that that would be a really positive thing, if that’s the way that this 
meeting was going.
However, I don’t know, because when I came yesterday and I started to talk to 
some of the people, who were running the hearings, and I asked whether or not, 
you know, Nagasaki Day was going to be addressed today, I was told with a raised 
eyebrow, it’s ironic, isn’t it? And I thought, well, yes, it is.  But it’s also not like that.  
It’s serious as well.  And I was given the impression that it be would addressed in 
an offi cial way, that there would be some offi cial recognition of the day.  However, 
coming in today I asked about this again, and I was told that that might be a 
violation of the separation between church and state.  And I personally feel 
disrespected by that comment.  And I actually felt disrespected by a lot of things in 
this process.
I felt disrespected by the fact that the comment period began before I received 
the document, and I do work for an organization which is -- you know, we should 

Commentor No. 610:   Kalea Matsakis

610-1

610-2

610-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the use of certain 
terms and the need for definitions of those terms in the SWEIS.  While 
it is not possible to provide extensive detail about the individual 
experiments in a site-wide environmental impact statement, Chapter 2 of 
the SWEIS does present an overview of LANL activities and facilities 
including an overview of TA-18 in Section 2.4.8.  This is the site of the 
criticality experiments conducted at LANL.  Dynamic experiments are 
defined in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.3.7.  The description of hydrodynamic 
tests in this section has been revised to include the reason depleted 
uranium is used in these experiments.  Several additional terms are 
defined in Chapter 8, Glossary.

610-2 NNSA made reasonable efforts to ensure copies of the SWEIS were 
received by individuals and organizations prior to the Notice of 
Availability published in the Federal Register; however, NNSA also 
understands that some copies were not delivered in a timely manner.

 NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now available, 
that commentors would like the references to be available on the 
Internet.  For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making 
decisions about posting documents on its website.  Consistent with 
established practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the 
reference material available for public review in DOE Public Reading 
Rooms in the general vicinity of LANL.  Those reading rooms are 
located in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.

 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 
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have received it before the comment period began.  And I felt disrespected by the 
fact that I consistently am unable to get the background documents, the scientifi c 
foundation.  In fact, the fi rst time I opened the SWEIS, I opened to the seismic 
page, and I couldn’t believe that the 2006 seismic study is due to be released this 
year, but was not included in the SWEIS.  You didn’t wait to release this document 
until that study was put out.
And I can’t understand why that is.  I just don’t -- I don’t understand why that would 
be -- likewise the area of risk assessment, I understand that this document has 
been requested since the Cerro Grande fi re, which burned over Area G, the low 
level nuclear waste dump at the lab, an historic waste dump that has all kinds of 
other stuff, including barrels of transuranic waste sitting above ground in canvas 
tents.  That assessment, we have been waiting for it.  It has yet to come out.  And 
you say in the SWEIS that it’s going to come out in 2006.  Again, this is a serious 
site.  I don’t understand why it’s not in the document.
Likewise, I cannot understand how this health studies are based on the ATSDR 
report, which is a report that the EPA has rejected.  I don’t see why that would be 
included with the EPA telling you that this risk assessment needs to be redone, 
why continue using it? I would actually really like this addressed in this SWEIS.  I 
don’t understand why these things aren’t being done.
And I would also, then -- so to go back, ADS, sort of like, maybe the hearings are 
scheduled on this day as a way to bring out, you know, the historical implications 
of Los Alamos National Laboratory, you know, to bring that into the discussion, to 
actually to give our voices the sort of the import of a conscience, which I don’t feel 
is in this document.
I would like to go back to the fact that these are -- these hearings are during the 
time in preparation of the days of the pueblo feast days.  There are 15 of the 
Northern New Mexico Pueblos within a 15-mile radius.  This is unacceptable for 
you to do that.
So if there is some level of wanting to have voices heard, why is it only our voices? 
Why is it only my voice and not everyone’s voice, and everyone who is impacted? 
And I think it’s just not the pueblos.  There’s a lot of people in this area who should 
be considered.
Thank you.

610-3

610-4

610-2
cont’d

Commentor No. 610 (cont’d):  Kalea Matsakis
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.

610-3 The SWEIS presents an independent assessment of public health impacts 
from contaminants in the LANL environment.  The SWEIS does not 
rely on the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) 
Public Health Assessment in any specific way for its conclusions.  The 
ATSDR 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 (EPA) National 
Priorities List.  The Public Health Assessment is a relevant Federal 
agency study and it is therefore appropriate that the SWEIS acknowledge 
its conclusions.

 The EPA did not reject the draft Public Health Assessment.  The EPA 
comments on the draft Public Health Assessment were addressed by the 
ATSDR in the final assessment.

 The Public Health Assessment for LANL was prepared with public 
oversight and review.  The ATSDR released the draft Public Health 
Assessment for public comment on April 26, 2005, with the public 
comment period ending on August 8, 2005.  In response to public 
requests, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry extended 
the public comment period to December 1, 2005.  The Public 
Health Assessment was finalized and released on August 31, 2006 
(ATSDR 2006).  Appendix I to the final Public Health Assessment lists 
the comments that were received and describes how those comments 
were addressed in the final Public Health Assessment.  The Public Health 
Assessment document states that the ATSDR conducted its evaluations 
in accordance with guidance provided in the Public Health Assessment 
Guidance Manual, which is available at www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/
PHAManual/index.html.

610-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that there was insufficient time 
to comment on the Draft LANL SWEIS.  Responding to requests for 
additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period from the 
original 60 days to 75 days.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional information.
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My name is  Sheri Kotowski, and the fi rst thing I want to do is hand these letters 
to Elizabeth Withers on behalf of some people that couldn’t make it to the hearing 
tonight, and these are the letters that request the comment period remain open 
until such time as the new public health assessment, the seismic report and the 
risk assessment for Area G has been released.  And so I would like for Elizabeth 
to sign in receipt for these. 
And one of the things -- let’s see.
First, I want to thank -- I want to thank the DOE for giving me fi ve minutes to make 
a public statement on a 1,500 page document that was released 30 days ago or 
that was released -- yes, 30 days ago, and my copy happened to go missing in the 
postal system, so I didn’t get it until 15 days ago.
And the fi rst thing I actually want to really address is the real environmental impact 
of a plutonium pit.  One plutonium pit destroyed Nagasaki in less than a second, 
and so I shouldn’t be complaining about having only fi ve minutes to discuss this 
document because that’s very -- that’s the true environmental impact, and that 
is absolutely not addressed in the SWEIS, and I haven’t had a chance to read it 
cover to cover, but it has not been addressed.
There are so many things to say.  It’s -- it’s just incredible that we get fi ve minutes, 
and we get a 15-day extension to review documents that aren’t available.  And 
one of the questions I have for the DOE is that if those -- the Agency for Toxic 
Substances Disease Registry Report is going to be available in 15 days? If the 
Seismic Report is going to be available in 15 days? And if the Risk Assessment for 
Area G is going to be available in 15 days?
The next issue I really want to address is water.  Water.  We live in an arid 
climate.  Water is precious to us.  With this proposed increase of expansion of 
nuclear weapons production at the laboratory, the laboratory already uses and 
dumps 500 acre feet of water per year down into the canyons, and this is water 
-- this is pristine water pumped up from the aquifer.  It’s used, it’s defi led to make 
nuclear weapons.  It’s dumped into the canyons as industrial wastewater.  It’s not 
even cleaned up to human -- human health standards or environmental health 
standards.
With the increased pit production, it will go up to 822 acre feet per year of 
wastewater being dumped into the canyon systems.  And so you have an 
understanding of how much water that is, I live in a very small community in 
Northern New Mexico, an agricultural community, and we use -- we’re allotted 37 
acre feet of water a year.  It’s a community of about 2,500 people, so that’s a 20-
year water supply for our community.
Then the next thing I was thinking about when I looked at the Rio Grande 
and I think about the diversion project, the drinking water diversion project in 
Albuquerque -- by the way, Albuquerque doesn’t even have a public hearing, 
and we’re talking about their wastewater.  It’s the largest metropolis in the state 

Commentor No. 611:   Sheri Kotowski

611-1

611-2

611-1 In addition to accommodating as many people as reasonable at the 
public meetings, NNSA provided additional means for people to 
comment on the Draft SWEIS including mail, email, and toll-free 
telephone and facsimile lines.  As with past LANL NEPA documents, 
references were made available in public reading rooms in Los Alamos, 
Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  See Section 2.2, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.

 The Department of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), Public Health Assessment 
of LANL was finalized and released on August 31, 2006 (ATSDR 2006).  
The conclusions stated in the final Public Health Assessment are 
essentially unchanged from those presented in the draft.  The SWEIS 
does not rely on the ATSDR Public Health Assessment in any specific 
way for its conclusions.  The ATSDR 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 appropriate for the 
SWEIS to acknowledge the conclusions of the Public Health Assessment 
of LANL because it is a relevant Federal agency study.

 An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007 
and incorporated into Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.12, and Appendix D, Section D.4.  Information under 
development that is not available for use in the Final SWEIS, 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, 
NEPA Process, of this CRD for more information.

611-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding water quality 
and quantity in the LANL region and agrees that good stewardship 
of this LANL natural resource is extremely important.  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 
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of New Mexico, less than 60 miles away, and they don’t have a public hearing in 
Albuquerque.  But anyway, so I was looking at the Rio Grande, and I’m thinking 
-- I mean, I live -- I live less than a mile from the banks of the Rio Grande in the 
Embudo Valley, in the Rio Grande Gorge, and how is this much water going to 
be -- how can it sustain that population? And then I thought about it, and it’s why 
-- Santa Fe and Albuquerque are going to be drinking Los Alamos industrial 
wastewater.  It’s absolutely unacceptable to -- for us to drink somebody’s 
wastewater.  And on top of it, they have to clean it themselves.  It’s not even -- it’s 
not even the DOE that’s paying for the water to be cleaned to human drinking 
water standards.
Constantly -- and this is not just about money, it’s about life, it’s about integrity, 
but it keeps going back to, they are taking our money and running with it, and not 
doing anything to help any of our communities.  And we need to just say you can’t 
do this.  You have to put this back into our schools.  You have to put this back into 
vitality, into life.
One of the things in the SWEIS, you have three alternatives.  There is no green 
alternative.  You know, someone, an elected offi cial was telling me today that 
you know, LANL is the crown jewel of New Mexico, and that -- and that they are 
putting all of this money into researching alternative sustainable energy, and that 
is absolutely not the truth.  There is no green alternative and that’s what we want.  
If LANL is going to be taking our money and spending it on something, we want 
them to be creating a healthy environment for us.  We don’t want them destroying 
our lives and destroying our water and everything we stand for.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 611 (cont’d):  Sheri Kotowski

611-2
cont’d

611-3

occurred.  As shown in Chapter 4, Table 4–43, of the SWEIS and 
discussed in Chapter 5, 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.  Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged 
in accordance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
permit that establishes limits on the volume and quality of the discharge.  
As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, over the past 6 years, LANL 
has a very good record of complying with permit conditions.  Under all 
alternatives, LANL would continue to meet permit conditions designed 
to protect water resources.  In addition, NNSA operates a monitoring 
program (described in Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination that has 
resulted from past practices.  In accordance with applicable regulations 
and agreements, LANL staff evaluates and takes corrective action for 
occurrences of contamination in groundwater and surface waters.  The 
radiation dose to a member of the public who only consumed water 
from the Rio Grande was calculated using the 95 percentile upper 
confidence limit values of measured radioisotope concentration from 
the 2005 LANL Environmental Surveillance Report (LANL 2006g).  
The calculated annual drinking water radiation dose from radioisotopes 
measured at locations upstream and downstream from LANL in the 
Rio Grande were equivalent and all were less than 10 percent of the 
allowable U.S. Environmental Protection Agency limit of 4 millirem 
per year.  The specific radioisotopes present in the Rio Grande both 
upstream and downstream of LANL are naturally occurring and not 
indicative of any releases from LANL.  Thus, impacts to biological 
systems would not be expected.  The SWEIS also evaluated the impact 
of LANL operations on individuals that use surface water for ceremonial 
purposes and subsist on a diet that includes drinking local surface water 
and consuming local wildlife.  The results of this analysis are included 
in Section 5.11.  The conclusion is that such a lifestyle could result in 
a small increase in risk to the individual, but that the increase would be 
mainly due to such factors as natural background radiation, weapons 
testing fallout, and previous radiological releases from LANL, not from 
recent operations at LANL.

611-3 Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s 
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a “Greener Alternative” in 
the SWEIS.  A “Greener Alternative” was analyzed in the 1999 SWEIS 
but was not selected for implementation.  NNSA does not believe, 
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Commentor No. 611 (cont’d):  Sheri Kotowski
7 years later, that a “Greener Alternative” is reasonable for the future 
operation of LANL to meet its mission as directed by the Congress and 
the President, and has identified the Expanded Operations Alternative 
as its Preferred Alternative.  In addition to LANL’s primary mission of 
supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted 
in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of 
current operations, and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the 
No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.



Comments from the Española, New Mexico, Public Hearing (August 9, 2006)

Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-964

First of all, I just want to say hi to everybody, all my friends and all my new friends.  
And we’re all here in Espanola, which is the place where we know how to behave 
and misbehave.  So, for those of you who are going to speak and those of you 
who aren’t going to speak, like my mom, who didn’t sign up to speak but should 
have, because she has been a teacher here in this valley for over 30 years.  I want 
to hear everybody who doesn’t want the pits to come to Los Alamos, to be built in 
Los Alamos, to let the people know who are going to listen to this CD and maybe 
understand, maybe not understand, let me hear you say yes or no.  Do you want 
them? No.
All right.  That’s what you have got to know, the people who are going to listen 
to this, and in Espanola we’re a strong people and we’re not just going to lie 
down and take what you’re trying to give us, because that’s a bunch of BS.  A 
lot of people are coming up here and they’re telling me where they’re from, and 
I’m going to tell you that my people have been here for over 10,000 years, my 
great-great-great-grandmothers were from San Juan Pueblo and from Picuris 
Pueblo, and that my Spanish family has been here for over 400 years and we 
have survived a lot of things, and we’re going to survive this, too, because we are 
not going to let you do this.  We’re not going to let you do this to us and we’re not 
going to let you do this to our children, because I’ll tell you this.  If all the people 
who were here really believed that this was their home, the people who want 
to do this, you wouldn’t be doing this because you know what? Maybe you are 
here, maybe your children are even going to grow up here, but what about your 
grandchildren? My grandchildren are going to grow up here.  And the generations 
on and on and on, and I want to leave them the same beautiful place that I wake 
up to every single morning.
When I lived in Las Cruces for seven years every morning I got up and I cried 
because I couldn’t see my Sangre de Cristos, because I couldn’t see the Jemez 
mountains, and because I couldn’t see my people, all of you beautiful people who 
are out there sitting in this audience, and all the people who are sitting at home 
because they’re tired because they worked, or maybe they are at their second job 
so that they can afford cars and they can afford the computers and they can afford 
all those things that the American -- American people, that the United States says 
we need to have in order to function in this country.  And you know that’s not true.  
And the people who are listening to this, you know that’s not true.  But this is a way 
to enslave us, and that’s what Espanola is.  Make no mistake.  We know we’re your 
bedroom community.  We know you have been testing out viruses on us, because 
we get sick, and then you fi nd out what it’s all about by checking out our hospital 
statistics.  We know that.  And we know about the chem trails that you are pouring 
over us.  And why, why are there so many children right here in the west side who 
have died of leukemia because of this spill that has never been cleaned up.
When I was a student here at Northern we had a lot of people come and talk to us, 
and tell us, oh, this is what we’re going to do about the spill.  And you know what? 

Commentor No. 612:   Clarissa Duran

612-1

612-2

612-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for additional information.

612-2 Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS provides detailed information 
on cancer mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico and all counties 
surrounding LANL.  This data, along with the final LANL Public Health 
Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006, by the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry, shows that, “there is no evidence of contamination from LANL 
that might be expected to result in ill health to the community,” and “… 
overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are similar to cancer rates 
found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).  Chapter 4, Table 4–26, 
shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos County are lower than the 
national average and some are higher, which is typical of any area.
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I don’t believe -- I didn’t believe that then, and I don’t believe this now.  And I don’t 
think anybody in this audience does, either.
So, for all the people who are sitting here tonight and all the people who are sitting 
at home because they are tired because they worked all day and they have to be 
home and be with their children, I am standing up for them tonight and I will stand 
up for them for the rest of my life.  And what I have to say to you is no.

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

612-2
cont’d

Commentor No. 612 (cont’d):  Clarissa Duran



Comments from the Española, New Mexico, Public Hearing (August 9, 2006)

Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-966

I have questions, but I’m going to have to submit them later because of this time 
constraint we have.
My fi rst comment on the draft SWEIS for Los Alamos is a protest on the range of 
alternatives the public is asked to choose between.  The no change alternative, 
the expanded alternative, even the 20 percent reduced alternative each represents 
business as usual at LANL, and LANL’s business as usual kills.  Each alternative 
would continue to manufacture plutonium pits in a push to restart a nuclear arms 
race, raking in huge taxpayer-subsidized profi t at the expense of the safety of 
downwinders and the stability of the volatile international political climate.  Even 
with no change, LANL would continue to explode over four tons of depleted 
uranium into the atmosphere during procedures euphemistically described in the 
SWEIS as expanding in dynamic or hydrodynamic test.  All of those euphemisms 
mean explode.
After the fi rst Gulf War, LANL enamored of the murderous possibilities of 
dehumanisance, advocated garnering proponency of the U.S. depleted uranium 
arsenal in argument against environmental concerns.  So it comes as no surprise 
that LANL would downplay the dangers of depleted uranium while at Technical 
Area 15 LANL weapons designers explode tons of depleted uranium in so-called 
hydroshots or hydrodynamic tests DARH and Building 306, during which DU 
substitutes for plutonium in mock nuclear explosions.
LANL postures that these 100 major mock nuclear tests per year primarily for 
stockpile stewardship.  Even as Linton Brooks eagerly promotes new generations 
of usable nukes, nuclear bunker busters and many nukes -- and nuclear bunker 
busters is what George Bush is lusting to drop on Iran -- the DARH record of 
decision so that DARH explosions could prove useful in the design of nuclear 
weapons, and coincidentally, a new nuclear bunker buster has entered the U.S. 
arsenal during the regime of so-called stockpile stewardship.  According to a 
Brookhaven report, 220,000 pounds of depleted uranium munitions were exploded 
at LANL prior to 1999.  This is the nonnuclear, but certainly radioactive range of 
unlivable and sickening our own soldiers.
Does this SWEIS even tabulate the munitions currently exploded by the 
Department of Defense at LANL? Does the exemption of DOD munitions test from 
oversight by any other governmental body, thanks to the military munitions rule, 
mean that these explosions, probably taking place at TA-36, go unaccounted in 
the SWEIS? Or do the 2,600 pounds per year of depleted uranium allotted to TA-
36 go to the Department of Defense munitions tests?
The so-called expenditure of depleted uranium munitions closely resembles the 
description of a war crime.  Namely, that it kills indiscriminately, that it kills for 
generations to come, a crime LANL perpetrates on the pueblos, villages, towns 
and cities of New Mexico.

Commentor No. 613:   Marilyn Hoff

613-1

613-2

613-3

613-2
cont’d

613-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to the three alternatives 
evaluated in the SWEIS and preference for an alternative that does not 
include activities related to weapons production.  Cessation of LANL’s 
primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship 
Program would be counter to national security policy as established by 
the Congress and the President, and is therefore not being considered in 
the SWEIS.  Cleanup of the LANL site is, however, an NNSA priority.  
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes progress made by 
NNSA in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.  
Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites 
potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made 
(and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.  
Continuation of cleanup activities 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.

 Although toxic and radioactive air emissions can potentially have 
detrimental impacts, the past emission levels analyzed and those 
projected for LANL would not be expected to cause unacceptable 
impacts on human health or the environment, as shown in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6.1.3; and Chapter 5, Sections 5.4.1, 5.4.2, 5.6.1, and 5.6.2.  In 
addition, airborne radionuclide emissions at the LANL site perimeter, 
as well as at onsite and regional locations, are monitored continually 
by AIRNET.  Specific LANL operations and procedures, such as those 
with depleted uranium, are designed to control any releases of depleted 
uranium to the environment during tests.  Refer to Section 2.10, 
Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test 
(DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for more information on high explosives 
and depleted uranium activities.

613-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the use of depleted 
uranium.  The subject of depleted uranium munitions and war crimes 
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The good news is that the expenditure of LANL doesn’t apparently increase in 
the expanded alternative.  The bad news is that it is being exploded in enormous 
amounts already, as I said, four times per year.
According to physicist Marian Falk, such explosions producing nanoparticles of 
uranium oxides and nitrides as essentially weightless as air, upon whose whims it 
can travel the world over.
When inhaled, these radioactive poisonous heavy metal uranium particles can 
travel anywhere in the body, causing among various other illnesses, cancers and 
birth deformities.  These DU explosions that they power the nuclear arms race, 
also drive the worst abomination of this current SWEIS proposal to quadruple 
LANL’s production of plutonium pits, the core of nuclear weapons.  These many 
pits contradict the claim of stockpile stewardship as manned solely to maintain the 
aging nuclear arsenal.
LANL’s costly building projects gets increased activities, it’s stepped up machining 
of the world’s most dangerous element, plutonium, to make the world’s most 
devastating weapon, is a nuclear chain reaction of greed.  And as I understand it, 
plutonium is being extracted from spent fuel rods.  Spent fuel rods is a veritable 
defi nition of remote-handled waste.  Remote-handled waste by defi nition means 
you must not come near it.  It will kill you.
Then probably what is happening is that the depleted uranium after the plutonium 
has been extracted, is being extracted from this spent nuclear waste, from our 
nuclear reactions, and that’s why these contaminants are being found up in the 
fruits in Ojo Sarco, and the various contaminants that are in spent nuclear waste 
are probably being exploded in contaminated so-called depleted uranium.
Exploding DU at DARH leads to new nuclear weapons designs, leading to 
manufacture of more plutonium pits, leading to a ballooning of radioactive and 
hazardous waste production, waste pollution, even as LANL fails to clean up the 
mess it has already made, and has no solution for the deadly mess it plans to 
make, and increasingly wants to ship it onto New Mexico’s treacherous highways 
to poison the unstable chambers of WIPP.
The unlisted alternative that I would choose for my own cause was a 
discontinuation of DU explosions of any kind, of the cessation of any efforts to test 
or design new nuclear weapons, the total dismantling, in cooperation with other 
nuclear nations of the world, of the U.S. nuclear arsenal, and a thorough cleanup 
of LANL, returning it to environmental livability.
Greenhouse gasses, global warning, alternative fuels, there are plenty of ethical 
ways to do science at LANL.  None of the alternatives listed in the SWEIS are in 
any way benefi cial to life on earth.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 613 (cont’d):  Marilyn Hoff

613-3
cont’d

613-4

613-5

613-5
cont’d

613-6

613-1
cont’d

is not part of the scope of the SWEIS.  See the response to Comment 
no. 613-1 above.

613-3 Environmental remediation of sites used for dynamic experiments 
at LANL (firing sites) is being addressed, primarily in accordance 
with DOE’s authority under the Atomic Energy Act, and with the 
requirements of the March 2005 Consent Order.  Since 1989, when 
over 2,100 potential release sites, including firing sites, were identified 
at LANL, because of progress in remediation and consolidation of 
sites, only 829 potential release sites remained at the end of 2005.  
Therefore, the levels of depleted uranium and high explosives that may 
remain in the vicinity of the firing sites is being reduced.  Additional 
information is in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, and Appendix I of the 
SWEIS, and in Section 2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent 
Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of this CRD.  All 
depleted uranium currently being expended at LANL is accounted 
for in the SWEIS.  Chapter 3, Table 3–9, of the SWEIS indicates 
that the maximum (on average) amount of depleted uranium used at 
LANL for high explosives testing annually would be 6,900 pounds 
(3,130 kilograms).  This amount includes any depleted uranium that 
would be used at TA-36 as well as any of the other high explosives 
testing sites.  Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the Dual 
Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this 
CRD for more information regarding environmental and human health 
impacts from DARHT Facility operations.

613-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increased pit production at 
LANL and nuclear weapons in general.  Experiments involving depleted 
uranium do not drive the proposed increase in pit production, but rather 
provide data that supports LANL’s stockpile stewardship mission work.  
The pits that would be produced at LANL would be used to replace 
existing pits.  The number of nuclear weapons in the Nation’s stockpile 
has been decreasing and NNSA anticipates that future reductions will 
be possible.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and 
Pit Production, of this CRD for more information including stockpile 
reduction information.

613-5 Extraction of plutonium from spent fuel rods, or reprocessing spent fuel, 
is not performed at LANL or anywhere else within the DOE complex.  
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Commentor No. 613 (cont’d):  Marilyn Hoff
Depleted uranium is the byproduct of enriching natural uranium for 
use as nuclear reactor fuel or weapons.  It is unlikely that the LANL 
experiments using depleted uranium would cause offsite contamination.  
See the response to Comment no. 613-1 above.  LANL staff has 
investigated the reported contamination in a plum in Dixon, New 
Mexico, and found that it is probably a “false positive” result.  Refer to 
Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for further information 
on this incident.

613-6 NNSA notes the commenter’s concerns regarding depleted uranium 
testing and its relationship to increased pit production and waste 
generation; however, NNSA disagrees with the allegation that it intends 
to generate additional waste without conducting site cleanup.  In 
fact, NNSA intends to continue to safely manage waste and conduct 
its environmental restoration at LANL as it carries out its national 
security and other missions.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS 
describes the progress made in the environmental restoration program at 
LANL, while Appendix I presents options and environmental analyses 
for conducting future remediation activities at LANL.  Since the 
early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially 
requiring environmental remediation, progress has been made (and 
sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be addressed.  
All wastes generated from LANL activities will be stored protectively 
until they can be safely disposed of in regulated facilities.  Solid 
wastes, hazardous wastes, and mixed low-level radioactive wastes will 
be disposed of in offsite disposal facilities.  Transuranic wastes will 
be disposed of at WIPP or its replacement facility.  Disposal of low-
level radioactive waste may safely occur in onsite and offsite disposal 
facilities.  Refer to Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for 
more information.
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We have more, many not nuclear weapons to destroy the planet.  Bechtel is in 
this for profi t at the detriment of us all.  The SWEIS document does not provide an 
acceptable alternative to ensure safety of the public.  LANL should not be allowed 
to increase plutonium pit production or any additional munitions production when it 
has not dealt with the massive amounts of radioactive, chemical and heavy metal 
wastes already on site, and continuing to be released into the air, water and soil in 
New Mexico.
Independent monitoring of contamination has shown americium 241 in plums at 
Llano.  Also found in the soils were plutonium, strontium 90, cesium 137.  Depleted 
uranium is not even mentioned in the study. 
Also above normal levels in local soils, beryllium, cadmium, cobalt, mercury and 
lead.  LANL’s streams are contaminated with PCBs, gross alpha, and selenium.  
Radioactive waste enough to fi ll 9,000 Olympic-sized pools is sitting aboveground 
in canvas tents, just ready for the next wildfi re, earthquake or terrorist to come 
along.  We must take advantage of the tremendous amount of technical expertise 
available at LANL and change its mission to research and development of 
sustainable alternatives towards energy independence from foreign oil.  This will 
seriously reduce the need for weapons for current and future wars.
My recommendations are to implement full cleanup of the major waste sites at 
LANL and refrain from generating any more toxic waste.  No, no, no new nuclear 
bomb factory.
The NMED LANL Consent Order for cleanup should be mandatory and immediate, 
not tied to increased weapons activity or plutonium pit production.  DOE must 
adopt the removal option for all cleanup activities and apply the most recent water 
quality standards and current impaired stream information.
It is not acceptable to be exploding depleted uranium with explosives in the open 
air.  This must stop.  New Mexicans cannot be considered collateral damage in an 
eternal war against terrorism.  DOE must institute a program to stop all toxic air 
pollutant emissions from LANL facilities.
Also, it is a grave oversight to omit the 2006 seismic hazard study information in 
planning for future building.  DOE must make permanent disposal of existing waste 
a priority rather than expanding operations to generate more toxic and radioactive 
waste.
LANL’s mission should be pro-life instead of pro-death, sustainable energy 
alternatives instead of weapons of mass destruction.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 614:   Jeanne Green
614-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to 

nuclear weapons production at LANL and concerns about legacy and 
new environmental contamination from those activities.  Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS summarizes the progress made in the 
LANL environmental restoration program since 1999 when LANL 
staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental 
restoration.  Due to remediation and consolidation, only about 800 sites 
remain to be addressed.  Actions are underway to prepare and transport 
the transuranic waste currently stored onsite to WIPP for disposal.  
Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluates the potential environmental and 
health and safety impacts of continued operation of LANL for the 
three proposed alternatives.  LANL operations are in compliance with 
regulations that protect public health and the environment, and, as 
demonstrated by the analyses, would continue to be in compliance.  
Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for additional 
information on the potential impacts to the air, water, and other 
environmental media.

614-2 Appendix F of the SWEIS presents detailed environmental surveillance 
data for radioisotopes and chemicals in groundwater, surface water, 
sediment, and soil in and around LANL.  The data presented in 
Appendix F includes specific measurements for americium-241, 
strontium-90, cesium-137, and plutonium and other isotopes.  Depleted 
uranium is measured in terms of its constituent uranium radioisotopes 
which are specifically monitored and reported in Appendix F.  The 
measured concentrations in soils in and around LANL between 1991 and 
2005 were at the background levels expected worldwide.  Appendix C 
presents detailed LANL radiological emissions and population radiation 
dose data.  All radiological doses are a very small fraction of the normal 
background dose received by the population in and around LANL.  
Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for information 
about the report of americium-241 in a plum sample in Dixon, New 
Mexico.  Examination of the data indicates that this was likely a false 
positive finding.  The discussion also describes how LANL staff limits 
releases to the air and outfall discharges from current operations to levels 
within regulatory limits to protect public health and the environment.

614-3 The water quality standards in Chapter 4, Tables 4–7 and 4–9, of the 
SWEIS have been updated to reflect standards recently issued by the 
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Commentor No. 614 (cont’d):  Jeanne Green
New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission.  The new standards 
have not yet been approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency; nevertheless, they are used in the 2005 Environmental 
Surveillance Report and the SWEIS in evaluating water quality data.  
As Table 4–7 demonstrates, LANL surface water data are compared 
to a variety of standards that legally apply, in order to identify 
contaminants and data trends that could indicate the need for corrective 
actions.  LANL’s streams are listed on the New Mexico Environment 
Department’s 303(d) List of Impaired Waters for selenium and gross 
alpha.  Sandia Canyon also is listed for polychlorinated biphenyls.    At 
the levels found in these intermittent streams, the selenium and gross 
alpha are probably naturally occurring.  Uranium and thorium (sources 
of the gross alpha activity) and selenium occur naturally in the soils 
of northern New Mexico and are being washed into LANL streams in 
the sediment carried by stormwater.  The polychlorinated biphenyls 
are probably LANL-derived and are present in sediments from past 
activities at LANL; they also are mobilized by stormwater runoff.  
LANL is no longer discharging significant amounts of polychlorinated 
biphenyls.  The environmental surveillance reports provide additional 
details (www.lanl.gov/environment/all/esr.shtml).  The New Mexico 
Environment Department Surface Water Quality Bureau is in the process 
of developing Total Maximum Daily Loads.

614-4 NNSA is working to prepare all stored and newly generated transuranic 
waste for shipment to the WIPP.  Shipment rates for 2006 have increased 
significantly over past years and this progress is expected to continue 
with a commensurate reduction in waste stored above ground.  Refer to 
Section 2.7, Waste Management, of this CRD for additional information.  
As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1, of the SWEIS, mitigation 
measures have been taken at LANL since the Cerro Grande Fire to 
minimize the potential for future fires.  These include forest thinning 
to reduce fuel load (over 7,000 acres [2,833 hectares] thinned) as well 
as activities to reduce the fuel load within waste management domes 
in TA-54, Area G.  Wildfire and seismic activity at LANL have been 
accounted for in the SWEIS.  The estimated human health impacts from 
postulated facility accidents, including wildfires and earthquakes, are 
described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12.
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Commentor No. 614 (cont’d):  Jeanne Green
614-5 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to nuclear 

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

614-6 Decisions about the appropriate levels of cleanup for sites subject 
to the March 2005 Consent Order will be made by the New Mexico 
Environment Department in accordance with established regulatory 
processes and the criteria for groundwater, surface water, and soil 
specified in Section VIII of the Consent Order.  Decisions about 
cleanup of sites subject to the Atomic Energy Act will be made by 
NNSA.  To arrive at a decision about remediating a contaminated site, 
several alternative remedies may be considered including containment 
in place, treatment, or removal.  Any remedy selected for a site 
requiring environmental restoration must meet several criteria including 
protection of human health and the environment and attainment of 
applicable cleanup standards including those for ground and surface 
waters.  If the site is to remain under DOE ownership, then cleanup 
standards commensurate with a restricted type of land use may be used, 
provided that offsite areas are protected.  If the site is to be released 
for unrestricted access by the public, then the site would need to meet 
cleanup standards for unrestricted access.  Regarding the use of the most 
recent water quality standards, refer to Comment no. 614-3.

614-7 All LANL activities have valid permits as described in Chapter 6 and 
are conducted in accordance with applicable State and Federal laws 
and regulations.  Radiological air emissions are addressed in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.4.2.  The radiological impacts from all emissions, including 
uranium isotopes, are discussed in Section 5.6.1.  Nonradiological 
impacts, including those from depleted uranium, are addressed in 
Section 5.6.2.  For all alternatives, the average population dose within 
50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL is less than 0.1 percent of background 
radiation.  LANL operations and procedures are designed to control 
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Commentor No. 614 (cont’d):  Jeanne Green
any releases of depleted uranium to the environment during tests.  For 
more information on high explosives, depleted uranium, and associated 
monitoring programs, refer to Section 2.10, Depleted Uranium and the 
Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility, of this 
CRD.

614-8 An update to the seismic hazard analysis was completed in June 2007.  
Seismic activity at LANL is described in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3, 
and in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report (LANL 2007a).  The 
estimated human health impacts from postulated facility accidents at 
LANL, including earthquakes, are described in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, 
and in Appendix D, Section D.4.  These sections also include a 
discussion of the significance of the updated understanding of seismic 
hazard from the 2007 seismic hazard analysis report.

 The new geological information in the 2007 seismic hazard analysis 
report has been interpreted as indicating that the seismic hazard 
at LANL is greater than previously understood.  The relevance of 
the seismic hazard to facility accidents will undergo a rigorous and 
thoughtful evaluation to determine what, if any, changes are needed for 
planned and existing facilities.  In the interim, the LANL contractor 
has developed and NNSA has accepted a justification for continued 
operation which addresses controls on operations of certain nuclear and 
high hazard operations that mitigate the risks from seismic activities 
(LANL 2007b, NNSA 2007b).

 Following the NEPA process but prior to the design and operation of 
specific facilities, safety studies in the form of Hazard Assessment 
Documents and Safety Analysis Reports that include seismic concerns 
and take into account the most current seismic information would be 
prepared to address a comprehensive set of accident risks. The results 
of these safety studies would be incorporated into facility design and 
operations to ensure protection of the health and safety of workers and 
the public.
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My name is Cliff Bain and I live in Arroyo Hondo, Taos County.  Even if the 
weapons production activity of Los Alamos and dozens of other sites could be 
made perfectly safe and not threaten the environment and the people and the 
animals and the bees of Northern New Mexico, it would still be a crime against 
humanity, against nature.  These weapons have only one purpose, and they have 
always had only one purpose, and that is world domination by this government for 
economic and military purposes.  And that makes my family and everybody else 
on this planet immensely unsafe.
I am threatened, we are all threatened because this psychotic fantasy of world 
domination is going to lead to the proliferation of these weapons.  Our threat 
will increase the rage and anger against our people, ourselves.  There will 
be resistance, as we see across the world right now.  The invincibility of the 
United States, the invincibility of the Israeli military is a fallacy.  We will reap the 
holocaust, and when it comes home to us are we going to feel safe because of 
some homeland security?
There is no defense in these policies.  This is madness, it is domination, and the 
fallacy of -- of that -- the notion that we can dominate is delivered to us every 
day as we watch the carnage across this planet.  The only thing that insulates us 
right now is, you know, a couple of oceans.  But how long will that be, you know, 
whether it is a car bomb, or a suitcase bomb or something else, when it comes to 
us, we deserve it.
We have tolerated for 60 years our boot being put on the neck of the world.  And I 
am just absolutely stunned that the people that work at Los Alamos can maintain 
the level of denial that allows them to sleep, that allows them to go to work.  I am 
stunned that we as citizens of this country can keep paying the taxes that make 
this happen.  You know, it’s going to stop someday.  I don’t know if it will stop 
when we wake up and decide that there is a path of cooperation of the sharing 
of resources, the putting of the intelligence of the human race to, perhaps, letting 
beings on this planet survive instead of die off in these -- this holocaust that we 
have designed and implemented.  I don’t know how it’s going to end but, I know 
that we, as citizens of this country, have more power to turn things around than 
any other people on this planet and we are not doing it.
I just ask all of you who work at Los Alamos -- you know, so many people have 
said you understand what’s going on.  Well, you know, think clearly about what 
you’re doing.  Think clearly about where your life’s work is, and think about your 
grandchildren, think about the children in Lebanon and Iraq and Iran, every other 
place that is responding to our aggression, responding to our threats by trying to 
maintain their culture any way they can.
You know, we all have to wake up and I hope we do it soon.  And we’re going to 
get some help from around the world, because if we continue with these policies, 
the shock and the awe is going to come home.

Commentor No. 615:   Cliff Bain

615-1 615-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding the morality of pit 
production and nuclear weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Hello.  Here I stand.  It feels like another exercise in futility.  I have stood before 
microphones for years and years and years, opposing all of the activities coming 
from the crown jewel, Los Alamos.  It is so wonderful to see young people here, 
and I am really grateful that the students from the University of California have 
brought their consciousness and awareness that this is an educational institution 
that is dedicated now to creating weapons of mass destruction.  What has 
happened to our society? What has happened to our world when our educational 
institutions condone this kind of activity? It’s truly sick.
I -- I don’t live in Espanola anymore, but at the time I did live in Espanola I 
designed this logo because I understood that LANL was going to expand its 
nuclear weapons production activities.  That was ten years ago, nine years 
ago.  This logo I designed in the Santa Cruz River Valley, and it is a prayer for 
peace, uniting many, many spiritual paths of peace that are actually related to this 
particular bioregion.  The prayer is to transform the laboratories creating weapons 
of mass destruction into institutions that engage only in life affi rming research and 
development.
And I stand and I hold this prayer constantly.  It’s my, like, way of walking through 
the world.  And when I designed this logo and held that prayer, I was holding that 
prayer fi rst for the people who live here.  I could walk up outside of my house and 
look down the Santa Cruz River Valley and see all the farms, and drive down the 
road and see the people selling their vegetables, and go to the farmers market 
and really understand what it is to be in an agrarian society where all of the life is 
dependent upon the earth.
And then up there, on the hill, they are putting a facility that can contaminate 
the entire earth.  And it’s up the hill.  It’s upstream.  It’s upwind.  When the fi res 
happened several years ago all of the smoke came down here and contaminated 
the people and the land and the food.  Where is the respect?
And so we can look at the Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement and say, oh, 
this isn’t there and this isn’t there and this isn’t there, and I haven’t really looked at 
it because it’s so obvious to me that you don’t put a nuclear weapons production 
facility at the top of a mountain.  What are you thinking? If you are going to put a 
facility somewhere, put it down where you are going to dump the waste.  And I 
don’t think you should put one anywhere.  It is time to wake up to peace, or we as 
a species are going to be annihilated.
So, as part of the Los Alamos Peace Project idea I have created this postcard for 
you to send to your legislators.  Essentially, it says that we have already 23,000 
nuclear pits. 23,000 nuclear pits.  Now we have to make new pits? Hum, that 
sounds like we are proliferating nuclear weapons.  And the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons stands in direct contradiction to the nonproliferation treaty that the United 
States ratifi ed in 1970.

Commentor No. 616:   Shannyn Sollitt

616-1

616-2

616-3

616-1 The New Mexico Environment Department collected produce and soil 
samples from farms and communities after the fire.  Concentrations of 
many of the metals measured were higher in predominantly upwind 
communities or communities out of the main smoke plume, such as 
Santa Fe, Peña Blanca, and Abiquiu, than in downwind communities 
like Embudo, Española, and Dixon.  Levels measured in soil from the 
Jemez Mountains were similar to or greater than those measured in 
locations downwind of the fire.  Concentrations of metals that have 
been used and disposed of at the site, such as barium, copper, beryllium, 
mercury, and silver, were either not above ambient levels or were below 
detection limits in soil samples.  The influence of fallout from the smoke 
plume was not discernible in the soil samples, and the New Mexico 
Environment Department concluded that air pollution, background soil 
levels, and fertilizer application could have been responsible for the 
levels measured.

616-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the location of LANL 
and its operation.  LANL’s location was selected during World War 
II because of its isolation.  The continuing mission of LANL, starting 
at that time, has been to support the U.S. nuclear weapons program.  
The focus of the SWEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of 
alternatives for operations at LANL.  In the SWEIS, NNSA does not 
evaluate alternatives for moving LANL operations to another geographic 
site and is not considering ending LANL’s mission of supporting 
stockpile stewardship.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

616-3 NNSA is not expanding nuclear weapons production, that is, the United 
States is not increasing the number of nuclear weapons in its stockpile.  
NNSA is performing activities to ensure the safety and reliability of the 
current stockpile and is currently reducing its nuclear weapons stockpile.  
Operations at LANL that support the NNSA mission to ensure a safe 
and reliable nuclear stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Stockpile stewardship 
capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a 
means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and are likely 
to remain important in future arms control negotiations as the Nation 
moves to further reduce its overall stockpile size.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information.
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And nuclear weapons are -- and this treaty, as we are proliferating them, is an 
absolute against our constitution which says that all treaties are considered to 
be the law of the land.  And any legislator who is voting to spend the money 
to proliferate nuclear weapons is in violation of his or her oath of offi ce.  And 
essentially this is what this card says, that we are aware that you are not upholding 
your oath of offi ce and, therefore, it is an impeachable offense.
So, I make a request that all of the people who are here, who are standing against 
this insanity -- you can call it nothing less than insanity -- that we all kind of, if we 
can, at the end of this, to gather up and hold our energy together, because this 
force that we are up against is the darkest side of the human soul.  It is like the 
darkest side of the human soul that has taken over our entire government, and we 
need to revolt against it because it is revolting.
And I am a velvet revolutionary.  That means I only stand with love.  And so, I just 
ask that we all, if we can, gather up our forces and come together.  I have gone 
to this hearing in Los Alamos.  I am going to go again in Santa Fe.  And I have 
17,000 -- 18,000 of these cards that we need to get to our legislators to let them 
know that, you know, the buck doesn’t stop up there.  It stops with their allocation 
of the funding for this.  I love you all.

Commentor No. 616 (cont’d):  Shannyn Sollitt

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

616-3
cont’d
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We’re a fairly small group here tonight, but I want to let those people out there, 
people know, people that are going to listen to these and respond to these 
hearings, I am just one person.  I can tell you I represent Los Alamos Study Group.  
I represent Embudo Pods.  I represent the Democracy Network.  I represent Action 
Coalition of Taos.  That’s just a handful of folks up north.  The people gathered 
in this room tonight represent people all over the United States who do not want 
to see the continuation of the proliferation of nuclear weapons.  We are only a 
handful.
I want to add to that that I represent the hundreds of people that came to 
the courthouse in Taos asking for a resolution for -- following a nuclear 
nonproliferation treaty, and I represent the people who went to the government in 
Madrid and got a resolution for nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, people who 
are all over our state who are not here tonight.  How many thousands of people, 
Greg Mello, signed onto the call for non? How many?
MR.  GREG MELLO: More than 3,000 individuals, more than 100 New Mexico 
organizations, 2 New Mexico cities.  There’s, I think, about 400 New Mexico 
businesses.  All of them requested the end to pit production.
MS.  DIANE GLEDHILL: And I’ll just add to that, I spoke to 70 businesses in Taos 
who are willing to sign on -- very few people questioning it, except those people 
who are particularly concerned about the livelihoods of New Mexicans, and I’m 
about to -- I have a little problem here.
I came in the door tonight and I was offered the EIS.  It was like this.  The EIS, 
it’s huge, a huge document.  And I ask you, did anybody in this room read it from 
cover to cover? And if you did, having closed the last page and gone to bed, did 
you put your head on the pillow and say, ah, all is well?
No fl ood, no fi re, no geologic event, no terrorist, no jackpot crazy person is going 
to cause a problem.  It’s all under control.
You see, the problem with the EIS -- and the reason I am not even going to look 
at it and I don’t want a copy is, there’s a lot of scientifi c intelligence, there’s a lot 
of analysis, there’s a lot of education, but I don’t see a section on wisdom.  Why 
doesn’t an EIS of this magnitude seek out the people who hold the wisdom in this 
world, the leaders in our time of spirituality and the wisdom for future generations? 
But I don’t see a section on wisdom.
And my wisdom says we don’t need an IRS -- an EIS to accomplish that type 
of faith.  You need an act of faith to believe that this is safe.  We need an act of 
faith, and I don’t have it, and it’s good that I don’t, because I think everybody 
here tonight, basically whether you have the technology and the education to 
understand an EIS, you don’t believe it.  You don’t believe it’s a safe thing and a 
good thing.

Commentor No. 617:   Diane Gledhill

617-1

617-2

617-3

617-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding pit production and 
nuclear weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.

617-2 Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS addresses different accident 
scenarios that would bound the most severe types of accidents that 
could possibly occur at LANL.  Accidents that were evaluated included 
radiological releases from facilities, earthquakes, and wildfires.  A 
summary of the environmental impacts from these accident analyses 
is in Table S–5 of the SWEIS Summary.  Regarding terrorism impacts, 
DOE gives a high priority to the safety and security of its facilities.  
Security and potential acts of sabotage are integral considerations in 
the design and operating procedures for new and existing facilities.  
Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the SWEIS has been revised to include 
additional discussion of the measures taken to protect assets at LANL 
from terrorist activities.  As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12.6, the 
impacts of possible terrorist actions have been considered in a separate, 
classified appendix to the SWEIS.

617-3 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality Regulations 
(40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) and DOE’s NEPA Procedures (10 CFR 
Part 1021), NNSA gives appropriate consideration to environmental 
values, as well as other factors.  All technical information available and 
public input is considered when making a decision.
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I have several points that haven’t been brought up that I would like to say I also 
believe should be a part of an EIS.  It’s an Environmental Impact Statement.  That 
isn’t just water and air, my friends.  That’s how you feel in your heart.  And that’s 
whether you maybe feel oppressed and helpless because you know the decisions 
were made before you came to this room.
It’s an environment, it’s about issues that make us feel helpless, it’s about issues 
that make us feel abused and used.  And I would like to comment on a couple of 
them.  Inequalities, and I would like the EIS to address and see if they can rectify 
some inequalities in this system.  The men who make these policy decisions are 
the same people who have everything to gain by their implementation.  They 
are in an industry of power and wealth that feeds on further funding and further 
weaponry and another and another and another.  We don’t get to be present 
during those decisions.  We get to write letters to the editor and maybe a letter to 
your Congressman.
I was outraged to learn that, and I might have the name wrong because I didn’t 
get to look at some of the facts and fi gures I have known over time, but I think his 
name is Mr.  Robinson, head of Sandia; am I right? Mr.  Robinson had the ear of 
legislators when he opposed the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty, and at the same time he was the head of Sandia Labs 
and he was in the process of joining with Lockheed to get a bid to also head up 
Los Alamos.  Now you ask me if that’s not a fox in the hen house.  Why does Mr.  
Robinson get the ear of our legislators and it’s so hard for us to be heard.  I want 
an EIS that addresses inequality.
Second inequality.  I want an EIS that’s going to tell us before this starts why it is 
the small New Mexico Environmental Department is the sole small fi nance agency 
to defend our -- our health and the cleanliness of our environment against such 
Goliaths as the Department of Energy, University of California, now Bechtel? How 
many entire New Mexico budgets probably fi t within the Bechtel budget?
One of the, and only one, and again I’m not going to give you specifi cs, but can I 
tell you when the New Mexico Department of -- Environmental Department gets 
onto something, then, boy, they are just bombed with lawsuits and they keep us 
tied up in court for years and years and years.  And that’s inequality.  They have 
so much money to counter any of the people who are using their scientifi c and 
educational expertise to try to keep our environment safe, not that I feel that’s the 
main issue.
Third inequality, why is it that Los Alamos County is one of the top and richest 
counties in the United States and right next door, Rio Arriba is one of the poorest? 
Defense spending goes up and up and up in the state of New Mexico and has for 
a number of years, and our rating as one of the poorest country -- poorest of the 
states in this United States has remained the same, right down at the bottom with 
just small fl uctuations.

617-4

Commentor No. 617 (cont’d):  Diane Gledhill

617-4 NNSA has yet to make any decisions regarding the proposed actions 
and alternatives in the SWEIS.  NNSA will issue one or more Records 
of Decision no earlier than 30 days after publication of the Final LANL 
SWEIS to document the decisions made by NNSA.

617-5 The issue of inequality as presented by the commentor is not within the 
scope of the SWEIS.  Socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts, 
however, associated with the alternatives addressed in the SWEIS are 
analyzed in Chapter 5, Sections 5.8 and 5.11, respectively.

617-5
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Our representatives would have us believe that the military operations in this state, 
and most certainly Sandia and Los Alamos labs, are helping us fi nancially, and 
that is a myth.  And I am not the person to go into the details of it, but I think it 
speaks for ourselves that although the spending goes up we are not seeing it, and 
Rio Arriba County where probably the greatest proportion of people are earning 
their money at Los Alamos labs live, is just the epitome of poverty, the highest 
drug rates, the highest suicide by teenagers, the highest child mortality -- you 
name it, we got it, including a suffering educational system.
There are a myriad of things that surround this operation that are not always clear 
to the eye of the beholder, and it is terribly important that Domenici and Bingaman 
and Richardson and Udall understand that the military complex and Sandia and 
Los Alamos are not helping us fi nancially.  And if they don’t know that, boy, we got 
a lot of information to let them know.
My quick wrapup is, we cannot be a state that pursues sustainability and 
simultaneously creates the most destructive weapons in the world.  And I want to 
say, we are in Rome, the fi res are burning, the fi res of resource depletion and the 
fi res of global warming, and are we going to play violin and keep piling weapons 
on or are we going to direct our attention to those problems, and thank you.

Commentor No. 617 (cont’d):  Diane Gledhill

617-6 Chapter 4, Section 4.8, of the SWEIS addresses the current 
socioeconomic conditions surrounding LANL, including regional 
economic characteristics, demographics, income, housing, local 
government, finances, and services.  Chapter 5, Section 5.8, of the 
SWEIS evaluates the socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives for 
LANL operations.  Specifically, Section 5.8.1.3 addresses potential 
impacts if operations are expanded.

617-6
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My name is Harvey Frauenglass, and Diane is a hard act to follow, and so are 
those wonderful people from California, the students, and so is Carol Miller.  And I 
want you to know I voted for you when you were running for representative.
I worked for 13 years at the DOE labs in New Mexico, Sandia and Los Alamos.  
And for the last 25 years I have been doing penance as a farmer.  But what I want 
to say, whereas I agree with most -- with the feeling and most of the things that the 
people here have said, there’s another side to Los Alamos that we need to think 
about.  I’m not talking about the weapons production side.  But there’s another side 
that if we had maintained the original name of Los Alamos, Los Alamos Scientifi c 
Laboratory, we would be in a lot better position now.
And I am going to conclude, tell you what my conclusion is right now before I get 
into the specifi cs.  I think Los Alamos should be renamed Los Alamos National 
Research Laboratory, not Los Alamos bomb factory.
Right now we have laughed, and rightly so, when people call Los Alamos the 
crown jewel of New Mexico, of New Mexico research.  But that, perhaps is 
overdoing it.  Yet, I would like to point out some of the things that should be 
encouraged and should be funded at Los Alamos that are happening right now, 
that perhaps the people who put this EIS together didn’t even know about.  And 
these are the kind of things that if we shift the emphasis and put money into that, 
we would be in a lot better place.
For example, the National Science Foundation’s primary climate change computer 
code is done at Boulder, Colorado at the National Center for Atmospheric 
Research, which sounds right.  But what we don’t know is that one half of that 
project is done at Los Alamos.  They have the expertise to predict the oceanic 
changes and the changes in ice melting that is worldwide.  That this is a center 
right here for that.  This is the kind of thing that goes -- that happens at Los Alamos 
that we don’t even know about.
Another example.  Los Alamos scientists have developed codes that are capable 
of following a million autos in large cities, city centers such as Dallas, Texas.
They also have the capability and they are just not doing enough in this, but 
they have the capability of understanding the complexity of our national electric 
grid, which is in very sad shape.  It is so interrelated that it defi es the mind.  If 
something happens in Oswego and that goes down, and it goes down in Biloxi, 
and this is a national security risk probably far greater than someone dropping or 
doing a bomb or doing something like that.  Terrorists could knock out the grid and 
we’re out of production or we’re out of everything for weeks, the whole country.  
Los Alamos has the capability and they are working on that, on understanding how 
you get the grid to work, what improvements, and these are very complex technical 
things.  They can do it.  They have got people there, scientists who are working on 
that right now.

Commentor No. 618:   Harvey Frauenglass

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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Another example, we have heard about avian bird fl u, and we have heard about 
HIV and similar threats of global pandemics which are capable of killing millions 
of people everywhere.  Because it takes time to develop vaccines, and distribute 
them, it’s essential to limit the spread of these diseases.  Los Alamos currently has 
the capability to simulate the global spread of such pandemics and how we can 
then deal with them.
I am not a scientist.  I was working in communications, in publications, but believe 
me, I know these things are happening there and people know that.
Another thing, we’re talking -- we talk about burning of our overgrown forests in 
the West and all over the place.  This has consequences for communities from 
Los Angeles to Los Alamos and everywhere.  Los Alamos is the only place that 
possesses the computer simulation codes that are adequate for understanding 
how forest fi res work, and doing something about suppressing them.
There are other things.  These are not the primary mission of Los Alamos.  I know 
that.  We all know that.  But they are there, and the scientists are working on these 
things.
My stepson’s father worked in the biomedical fi eld at Los Alamos and developed 
a cell sorter where you can sort cells by volume, which is now used in medical 
research around the world.  There are lots of other things.
I don’t want to bore you with this, but the point I’m trying to make is, if we turn Los 
Alamos into, instead of a science center, into a bomb factory, the top people will go 
there to do this research, they are not going to want to go there.  That’s not what 
they want to do.  The people are doing the research are proud of their research.  
They are proud of the science that they are working on.  They don’t want to work 
in a bomb factory where there are military people going around escorting the 
plutonium.  That’s not what they want to do.
I think one of the things that we have to consider as an effect of expanding 
plutonium production there is the effect it’s going to have on the quality of people 
who are going to want to work there, and we are going to want to have -- we need 
Los Alamos.  We need it.  We need that science.  We have got it.  Let’s encourage 
that side of the thing and let’s just forget about making it into a bomb factory.
Now, if I really wanted to be mean, I could say -- I could tell you some other sites 
where we could make the bombs in other states, but why should we push that on 
them? Maybe we just forget about them.  We don’t need them, anyway.  Thank 
you.

Commentor No. 618 (cont’d):  Harvey Frauenglass

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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I’m John Witham.  I’m with  Nuclear Watch New Mexico.  My comments tonight 
are about the comment period itself.  On May 26th, Deputy Secretary D’Agostino 
signed off on the SWEIS, and it was over a month later that it was actually 
published in the federal register, and we had a 60-day period to comment on a 
1,920-page document that has many thousands of pages of reference documents.  
We got a two-week extension.  I think it’s at least appropriate that we get an 
extension that’s equal to the time it sat after being signed before being published.  
So let’s get at least another 30 days or 15 days to have people from all over the 
country, like the intrepid students from California, to have a chance to comment on 
something that affects all of us.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 619:   John Witham

619-1 Responding to requests for additional time, NNSA extended the 
comment period from the original 60 days to 75 days.  Refer to 
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for more information.

619-1
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Hi.  I have a letter for Ms.  Withers that mirrors much of what has been said about 
the specifi c issues on the Environmental Impact Statement and why we don’t want 
more bomb production and more pollution from Los Alamos.  I am a member of 
 Pax Christi, New Mexico, a Catholic Peace and Justice organization.  We were in 
sack cloth and ashes in Los Alamos on the 6th asking for repentance for dropping 
the bomb, and I’m here to speak against making more bombs and parts of them.
I am also a healthcare provider in Northern New Mexico for 27 years.  We have 
many of the same comments that have been made in this letter that I will give to 
Ms.  Withers, but I would just like to read the last paragraph, which has also been 
said, but it needs to be said again and again and again?
“We strongly believe that Congress must change the mission of LANL.  LANL 
could lead the world in research and development of renewable energy such as 
solar, wind and biomass, and cleanup technologies that support the environment 
and public health.  The SWEIS must include a fourth alternative that focuses on 
these activities.  The security of the United States will be strengthened by clean 
energy independence rather than by accelerating the arms race.  The economy of 
New Mexico and the nation would be improved by focusing on these life affi rming 
priorities.” Thank you.

Commentor No. 620:   Betsy Martinez

620-1

620-2

620-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  
Environmental impacts from current operations and the alternatives for 
continued LANL operations are described in Chapters 4 and 5 of the 
SWEIS and summarized in Table S–5 of the Summary.

620-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s belief that the Congress change LANL’s 
mission.  In addition to LANL’s primary mission of supporting the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is conducted in areas promoted 
by the commentor.  These research areas are part of current operations 
and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No Action 
Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted at LANL 
regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative 
Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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So, this one section here in Volume 2, Book 1, about H40, H64, and on for about 
20 pages, is about the transuranic waste and the WIPP, and they have a whole list 
of facilities which they say they are going to need to deal with to send transuranic 
waste to WIPP and they want a bunch of buildings constructed, and I am curious if 
those buildings already exist.  You know, have they done most of this work already 
and they are just asking for approval after the work is all done, because I have 
heard them saying they want to start shipping in December.  There is no way in 
the world they can get all this stuff by December also.  The decision powers, I 
want to know if somebody here can tell me, if these buildings that are mentioned 
in this section about how to handle waste from WIPP already exist, even though 
I don’t think the decision has even been made on that, let alone on this? And do 
they exist? Does anybody know?
MODERATOR ROBIN BRANDIN: I’m sorry, but we are not in a position to 
answer questions here.  If you would like to ask Ms.  Withers afterwards she can 
answer the question, or you will see the answer in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.
MS.  BONNIE BONNEAU: I mean, it seems pretty disingenuous to pretend you 
need to study the environmental impact of something that you have already spent 
the money and to plunge ahead and get into it, and they are actually planning on 
shipping this stuff already this year, I believe, or the fi rst of next year, and -- how 
can you do -- you know, you are so far -- if you haven’t just made this decision yet, 
and do these buildings exist, you -- I bet they do.
I think that a lot of times that everything that we get in here isn’t the real truth 
of all information and there’s a lot of fudging and a lot of distortion of all the 
statistics, and there always have been regarding the environmental impacts of 
the Laboratory on our environment.  And here, Section 4.0 is called Affected 
Environment, and I think it should be called the Affl icted Environment, and 
they sort of describe the very close region around Los Alamos yet, you know, 
it contaminated about four states, and there’s research and studies that prove 
that it’s contaminated huge areas.  And, you know, most of us live fairly close to 
you and you are affl icting the whole area with this pollution, like the 25,000-year 
plague or something, you know, and it doesn’t go away and you can’t see it and 
it just keeps on accumulating and accumulating and getting into the -- more and 
more into the water and the air and the soil and, you know, the cumulative impacts 
can never really be known but, you know, it may almost be too late to actually 
change the inevitable, you know, genetic mutations and things that have been set 
in progress already, because every day you just contaminate our environment 
more and more.
And there’s no way these books could really begin to cover all the pain and 
suffering you cause and plan to continue to cause here, and then you go up and 
they charge into one country and another and, you know, be a plague here or 

Commentor No. 621:   Bonnie Bonneau

621-1

621-1
cont’d

621-2

621-1 The environmental impacts of LANL facilities that currently support 
transuranic waste operations were evaluated in the 1999 SWEIS.  
Existing facilities supporting the processing, certification, and 
shipment of transuranic waste currently in storage domes in Area G, 
and newly generated transuranic waste, are described in Appendix H, 
Section H.3.1, of the SWEIS.  The SWEIS evaluates the environmental 
impacts of proposed new facilities that would be required to manage 
transuranic waste.  As described in Appendix H, Section H.3.2, new 
modular units are proposed to accelerate the processing of contact-
handled transuranic waste from the fabric domes.  The new modular 
units would help NNSA meet the schedule requirements of the Consent 
Order entered into in March 2005, that requires closure of MDA G by 
the end of 2015.  Closure of MDA G may require removal of high-
activity transuranic waste from 33 shafts.  Because no equipment or 
facilities currently exist at LANL to remove this waste from these shafts, 
NNSA proposes to construct and operate a remote-handled transuranic 
waste retrieval facility as described in Appendix H, Section H.3.2.2.1.  
The transuranic waste retrieved by this new facility would be processed 
and prepared for shipment to WIPP using existing facilities.  Also, 
because all waste management operations in a 63-acre portion of 
Area G will cease by 2016, in accordance with closure schedules, a new 
facility will be needed to process transuranic waste.  As described in 
Section H.3.2.2.2, this new TRU Waste Facility would process newly 
generated transuranic waste and would consolidate all transuranic 
waste processing needs in one location.  Other options, as described in 
Section H.3.2.3, evaluate the impacts of possibly storing and processing 
currently stored transuranic waste at the TRU Waste Facility if this 
waste cannot be processed and shipped to WIPP on a schedule allowing 
closure of MDA G in compliance with the Consent Order.

621-2 NNSA and the LANL contractor monitor emissions from ongoing 
operations and from media (water and soils) that would show an effect 
from past operations (legacy waste).  The monitoring results are reported 
in the annual environmental surveillance reports and are summarized in 
Chapter 4 of the SWEIS.  Emissions from ongoing operations are well 
within regulatory limits and permit requirements and are expected to 
remain in compliance under any of the proposed alternatives.  There is 
no evidence of extensive contamination of four states or huge areas as 
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there for a few years, and then move on to another country, but it’s been here in 
New Mexico for 60 years, the same, you know, plague.  It’s just a continuing.
And I would like to mention another subject you never considered is the mental 
health, you know, of our communities, and the mental health of the people, and 
how much crazier the world seems to be getting because the people in power are 
crazy, crazy, you know, with their power, and they are just obsessed with some 
kind of mad sense of wanting to destroy things.  I don’t know really what’s wrong 
with them, except that’s sort of what power makes you want to destroy things.
But there’s a dangerous bunch of stuff going on, and we, the people, have so little 
to be able to -- what can we do about that? What can we say? We can stand here 
and talk and they can say, well, this isn’t really a referendum on national policies, 
you know.  This is just we are supposed to look at these documents and tell you 
what’s messed up about it, a few words on pieces of paper, and there is no forum 
for the national policy.  There is no place.  They say, well, you can vote.  Well, you 
can vote, you know, for people who are all involved in the same -- the same web of 
lies and power and violence.
And I think that mental health issues and physical health issues go well beyond the 
small areas mentioned in that section.  And that it’s why there is so much violence 
in our communities and in our families, and it’s because we are a government that 
says violence is good and power is good and, you know, kill anybody you don’t 
like.  I mean -- and it’s going to come back and bite us and, you know, you can’t 
really expect it not to, just like that’s the -- look at New York City and all the other 
little tiny terrorists.  But we’re terrorizing the whole world.  Go over there and bomb 
this and go over there and bomb somebody else, somebody bombed us back.  
Surprise, like, hello?
Anyway, it’s -- you know, it’s bad karma or whatever.  I don’t know what you have 
to not believe in to not -- to think that there is anything good about it at all.  And the 
main purpose of all these things is to make money, and the more money they can 
spend and the more money they can make and the more money they can get, the 
more it’s all about economics and, like, money is some great goal where there’s no 
reason.  It’s the things like solar energy or wind energy, they don’t get the attention 
because nobody is going to make enough money on them.  And they can make 
a lot more money making bombs and have a lot more power, too, apparently, or 
whatever.
But I think of the gross national product and the mental health issues and just the 
whole focus and the way society is aligned behind the superfi cial unhealthy goals 
is -- is a really important issue that isn’t exactly addressed in this document.  And 
--
Okay.  Well -- so, we went up to Los Alamos about 10, 15 years ago and did 
some on-the-ground environmental studying with little radiometers.  We had 
three different radiometers and we went around and we tested.  First we did a 
background in Redondo Canyon, and then -- in the woods there, and then we 

Commentor No. 621 (cont’d):  Bonnie Bonneau

621-3
cont’d

621-4

621-3

stated by the commentor.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, 
of this CRD for more information.

621-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding general mental and 
physical health issues and their influence on subsequent community 
behaviors.  The Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations 
require that EISs evaluate environmental impacts of major Federal 
actions.  In 1983, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled (Metropolitan Edison 
Co. v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 460 U.S. 766) that “psychological 
effects” are not included among the environmental impacts required to 
be analyzed in EISs.

621-4 NNSA is following the Consent Order with the New Mexico 
Environment Department that stipulates that groundwater will be 
protected and that groundwater cleanup levels will be protective of 
human health.  In addition, the NNSA operates a monitoring program 
(described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5, of the SWEIS) to detect 
contamination that has resulted from past practices.  NNSA evaluates 
and takes corrective action for occurrences of contamination in 
groundwater and surface waters at LANL, in accordance with applicable 
regulations and agreements.  NNSA intends to continue to safely manage 
waste and conduct environmental restoration activities at LANL as it 
carries out its missions.  Refer to Section 2.5, Water Resources, of this 
CRD for responses to comments regarding groundwater and surface 
water contamination and groundwater monitoring.  Over 1,200 species 
of anthropods (a group that include insects) have been identified at 
LANL as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.1.
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went and we studied, tested the outfl ows, the little gullies, all kinds of little dry 
washes where you can see, like, during rainy times.  And every time we put the 
radiometers -- we had three different varieties, and every time it just went over 
the top when you tested it from the soil, on the regular forest to the soil in the 
drainages.  And those drainages are going straight all over our state, and they 
are also getting into Los Alamos aquifers.  And it’s just right off the top, and they 
told us very proudly that there were no bugs in Los Alamos.  And there aren’t any 
bugs in Los Alamos because they have short life cycles and the radiation has 
killed them all already.  Like, hello? How can brilliant people, like, be proud of the 
concept of their working with something that’s already killed all the little insects 
that God put down on God’s green earth.
And I hope that they just wake up and say, hey, we don’t want to do this anymore 
and we’re going to work for a healthy world, and God wants us all.  Amen.

Commentor No. 621 (cont’d):  Bonnie Bonneau

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

621-4
cont’d
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I am here today to commemorate Nagasaki Day, and I feel this is a travesty that 
this is happening.  And I would like to speak for those that aren’t here, and that, in 
fact, so many people that died because of nuclear bombs and I -- I am just very 
distressed that the children -- do any of you have children that -- that -- that you 
care about and have some feeling as to whether they are going to have a world to 
live in and that is healthy and safe and beautiful? Please, there has been -- there’s 
so much that the youth can do positively if we just give them the -- the ability to 
-- to -- to do the work that they were born to do.  And I pray that -- that as Bonnie 
was saying, that the mental illness and the drug abuse that is so prevalent in our 
society can -- to cover up the feelings of despair that a lot of you have, and I just 
pray that you can see the light and -- and to give the youth and the rest of the 
creatures of the earth a chance to -- to -- to be happy and not desiring to end it all.
I was at a memorial this morning for a youth that committed suicide because he 
was just hopeless.  There’s just so -- we need to drop all the hopelessness.  But 
how do you do it when you are going to increase plutonium pit production and take 
us all down the road of destruction.
And I would just like to end by, like Shannyn said, with a circle, and I hope that we 
can, you know, stand strong and say no to this.  We said no to Rocky Flats.  Why 
are we proceeding to totally contaminate the sacred lands of the pueblo people 
forever more? And just visualize good things happening and life-affi rming -- there’s 
so many great things that Los Alamos could do, like, for -- come up with cures to 
all the radiation sicknesses or, you know, do alternative energy instead of nuclear.
Thank you.

Commentor No. 622:   Julie Sutherland

622-1

622-2

622-3

622-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding pit production.  Refer 
to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of 
this CRD for additional information.

622-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern regarding contamination.  
LANL operations are in compliance with the regulations that protect 
public health and the environment.  The potential environmental, 
health, and safety impacts of 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 
air emissions, and treatment or monitoring of wastewater discharged 
through NPDES-permitted outfalls.  These analyses demonstrate 
that LANL can continue to operate safely and remain in compliance 
with applicable regulations under any of the three alternatives.  Refer 
to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of this CRD for additional 
information on the potential impacts to the air, water, and other 
environmental media.

622-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be 
focused on areas other than those related to nuclear weapons production.  
In addition to activities supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship 
mission, research on alternative energy and many other areas is 
conducted at LANL.  This research is part of current operations and is 
identified 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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I’m here.  I want to thank everyone that spoke before, because there’s a lot of 
things that were said, and I don’t want to be redundant.  Besides, I don’t have all 
the education to say what everybody said.  But one thing that I do is at work, with 
the recycling, and I feel like that’s one of the things that Los Alamos Laboratory 
could be doing, and in particular, about their waste.  There are so many industries 
and stuff that just are -- especially in America, that are just throwing their waste 
down the drain, and it’s all being -- polluting the earth.  And I don’t think we can go 
about business like that anymore.
And if Los Alamos is going to produce things that are toxic to the environment, 
then they better learn how to balance them all so they don’t ruin the rest of the 
earth for everybody else.  But in the meantime, they shouldn’t be doing this work 
because it’s destroying the earth for all the people.  And we need the earth to 
survive.
And if we want to be great New Mexicans and be loving of the earth and have a 
home for the future, we need to take care of it, and one of the ways to take care 
of it is to look at the waste that we are creating and let’s stop doing that and really 
trying to fi gure out what we’re going to do about all the waste that we have already 
created so that the earth can survive still beyond the things that they are going to 
destroy with if we let them, you know.
So, I think that we have to stop, stop the war machine, and we have to start 
making peace in the world and stop allowing war to go on, because it’s a crime 
against humanity, and every war is, and especially the aggressive wars of the 
United States and Israel, that huge Israeli lobby that allows the media to say that 
the war is okay, that the killing of people, innocent lives is okay, that disability, 
deaths are okay.  This is just war and war is okay.  But war is pollution, the worst 
pollution of the earth.  If anybody cares about the earth, then the pollution that’s 
created from war is the worst on the earth.
And if anybody cares about ecology, then the pollution of war is the worst on the 
earth, and we have to stop that, and we have to stop making the weapons of war 
and the war machine, and stop it now.

Commentor No. 623:   Melissa Larson

623-1

623-2

623-1 NNSA agrees with the commentor regarding the importance of recycling 
materials to reduce the amount of waste to be disposed of.  NNSA has 
instituted a pollution prevention and waste minimization program at 
LANL, as described in Chapter 4, Section 4.9, of the SWEIS.  Source 
reduction, including materials substitution and process improvements, is 
the preferred method of reducing waste.  Recycling and reuse practices, 
and volume reduction and other treatment options are also used to 
minimize the amount of waste generated.

623-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to LANL operations due to 
its impact on the environment.  Environmental impacts are evaluated in 
Chapter 5 and are summarized in Summary Table S–5.  These potential 
impacts will be factored into any decisions made by NNSA when issuing 
any related Records of Decision.



Comments from the Española, New Mexico, Public Hearing (August 9, 2006)

Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-988

I am going to be brief, because there are many words that have been said tonight.  
I think the words we need to think about are where is this beginning, who is 
responsible for this.  Where did it come from? We have got elected offi cials that 
have gone along with it in Washington.  We have a corporation called Bechtel 
who is running this show, and Bechtel got a contract for seven years to run Los 
Alamos, over 500 million dollars, and they in their statement have said, we are in 
the business of making money.  Now, what do you think that means, people?
I’m really sorry that a lot of people left because I wanted to put fi re in their 
belly, the kind of fi re I got in my belly.  I’m fed up.  And Greg Mello said it at the 
beginning.  You have got to go to the House, go to the Congress, you have got 
to do it now, every one of you.  I don’t believe the DOE, and neither should you.  
I mean, it’s obvious that this is formulated to fail as far as comment goes.  The 
comment period isn’t long enough, or inundated with all kinds of extraneous 
information, and we are supposed to make a judgment? I don’t think so. 
I made my judgment.  I know what’s going on.  Number one, we have got a 
government that is placing fear in people, scaring them half to death since 9/11.  
Oh, well, gee, we’ve got to get weapons.  We’ve got to do this now.  And so, we 
have a nation of sheep.  What leads sheep? What drives sheep? Fear.
So between the fear, and a corporation that has money, and they don’t have a very 
shining record, if you take a look at their record, of what they have done in Iraq.  
They haven’t cleaned up Iraq.  They got a big contract from the United States 
government to clean up Iraq.  Did they clean up Iraq? No, they haven’t cleaned it 
up.  Do you think they are going to clean up the mess up there at Los Alamos, the 
waste that we’re going to get when all that crap begins? Do you think that Bechtel 
cares about what happens to you and your family? They don’t care.  What they 
care about is money.  They said it.  They don’t make any bones about it.  They 
said it.
And I want you people to get angry.  I want you to get real angry, because being 
nice just hasn’t worked.  We went along with them for a long time, and it’s time to 
get angry and it’s time to do something, and the time is now.
These young people that spoke from California, I got something to tell you.  I have 
lived quite a while.  I have seen this nation go from a moral nation to really dealing 
in some immoral, egregious things, and it’s time to put a stop to it.  And everybody 
that goes out from here, I want you to tell everybody, to write their Congress, to 
make a noise, a big noise.  I don’t know how much good it’s going to do, but we 
better start now before it’s too late, because the machine is moving and it’s not 
going to stop, and you get in the way and it will run over you.  You have got to start 
doing something now.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 624:   Evelyn Witt

624-1

624-2

624-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that there was insufficient time 
to comment on the Draft LANL SWEIS.  Responding to requests 
for additional review time, NNSA extended the comment period 
from the original 60 days to 75 days.  Refer to Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more 
information.

624-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about the wastes from proposed 
LANL activities and about environmental cleanup.  NNSA intends to 
continue the environmental restoration program at LANL and safely 
dispose of waste while LANL continues activities to support NNSA’s 
national security mission.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS 
summarizes the progress made in the LANL environmental restoration 
program since 1999.  While LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites in 
the early 1990s potentially requiring environmental restoration, due to 
remediation and consolidation, only about 800 remain to be addressed.  
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 that 
was entered into in March 2005.  NNSA intends to implement actions 
necessary to comply with the Consent Order regardless of decisions 
made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.  Waste Management 
activities at LANL are addressed in several places within the SWEIS, 
including Chapter 2, Sections 2.4.12 and 2.4.14, Chapter 4, Section 4.9, 
and Chapter 5, Section 5.9, and portions of the SWEIS’s appendices.  
Refer to Sections 2.7, Waste Management, and 2.9, Compliance Order 
on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, 
of this CRD for additional information.
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Hello.  I live up in Taos County, and I just want to say that this evening has been 
quite a blessing.  It’s a rare time in the United States that a person can sit in an 
auditorium, even a dimly lighted gym, and listen to heartfelt testimonies.  And 
heartfelt is what I have sensed here tonight, and I just feel like it’s just -- it’s just 
been a wonderful experience.
Now I have been an environmental consultant in various forms of environmental 
activism for over 30 years.  I guess in most of it I have not been paid for, at which 
-- because it’s a real passion of my heart.  I believe a couple of people have 
mentioned here that just, you know, our created order, how beautiful our created 
order is, and I feel very close to -- very close to our earth that God created, at 
least I believe that God created.
And I have traveled quite a bit around the world, and I have been in the Middle 
East, Northern Africa, Central America and Alaska, and various parts of just 
about all of the states.  Well, the other day I had the opportunity and the blessing 
to be at Hiroshima Day here in Los Alamos, had a wonderful conversation with 
a man from the Netherlands, and he approached me and he said, where are 
the folks? He thought there would be absolutely thousands and thousands of 
people commemorating the anniversary, the 61st anniversary of the bombing of 
Hiroshima.  And I said, you know, how long have you lived in the States? He said, 
I just came over here for a visit.  I had a goal in my life to bicycle across the United 
States.  Well, as I approached Los Alamos, having known quite a bit of the history 
of Los Alamos, being from the Netherlands, of course, we get a little bit better 
education about the history of the United States than those that live in the United 
States oftentimes, and he said -- so we had a great chat just about a number of 
things, but it just brings to mind as I was sitting in the group here with many of 
whom are friends of mine, and I have worked with on various -- various passionate 
activism, what I would like to call gentle activism, because that’s the only kind of 
activism that ultimately resonates for us.  We can be angry in our hearts, but angry 
sometimes has a reverberation effect of alienating too many people, and I don’t 
think that alienating is really, at least the way I would like to see us go.  I see a lot 
more getting done one-on-one, getting to know folks, much the same as Kathy 
Kelly suggested to us at Hiroshima Day.
But I noticed in sitting here in this auditorium, with the lights around the periphery 
and none over us, it almost seemed like something of a little bit of a tomb.  Well, 
that had some symbolism in terms of what we are talking about here today.
But I wanted to -- I took note of the fact that about 8 -- when this -- when all of the 
people were standing -- were sitting here, about 8 percent were represented by 
the state of California in the form of our good friends from California, the students.  
And I thought, how could that be? 8 percent of a New Mexico public hearing 
gathering from another state.  We’re glad to have, we would like to have this fi lled 
up with representatives from every single state, but the fact of the matter is, is 
that the word about these meetings, which I believe should have been -- should 

Commentor No. 625:   Charles Kading

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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have been put forth as a public service because the Department of Energy, the 
EPA, all government offi cials, when they sign on and start receiving their checks 
from taxpayers, are public servants, and I think they all believe that they are doing 
good service.  The problem is that I think we have forgotten that our taxpayers are 
our servants, and they have a responsibility to us as our servants to do the very 
best for the citizenry of this country.  Now, I think that’s something just to think 
about and to take to task, all of our friends relatives, representatives -- more in 
the eyeshot of everybody in the media -- these are our public servants.  I would 
venture to guess that apart from the public servants that are actually getting a 
salary, and for Northern New Mexico probably a fairly decent salary, just -- not 
that that’s a bad thing in itself, I’m not saying that -- but all that our government 
offi cials, whether they are state, county, federal offi cials, these are our servants, 
and we owe it to them, as much as we are able, to share our thoughts and our 
visions for what -- how we can see this country as being a wonderful place to 
live.  And I suspect to say that most of us would agree that there are some not so 
wonderful things in -- going on here.  But I -- I just wanted to say, like I said in the 
beginning, I so enjoy being around people that are heart felt and passionate.
The problem I found here tonight, and as I have for the last 30 plus years, from the 
Vietnam period on, was that I believe that our public education system has been 
cloning an oil-addictive consciousness in our minds, and it’s inculcated, it’s so 
permeated the very fabric of the culture that passion for life itself is just diminished 
to such a level, that so often we are blinded by the very stuff of life itself.  And it’s 
passed us by.
But, boy, I hear it tonight, and I just feel very thankful to be here with you all 
tonight, and let’s, like, like everyone has said, the only way we can -- we can kind 
of -- we have to pray and use every part of our potential to -- to create.  And I 
think this is as much education -- and that is education in the larger sense, not the 
confi nes of what we call public education -- of enhancing our potential for critical 
thinking.  I think we were created to be -- have a wonderful potential for critically 
thinking about the life around us.
And once again, just -- I’m going too long here.  I have so much to say but, thank 
you all very much.  It’s just a blessing to be here with you all.

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.

Commentor No. 625 (cont’d):  Charles Kading
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My name is Shannyn Sollitt, and I would like to bring up the environmental impact 
of -- the psychological impact that it has.  Many people have mentioned that 
Los Alamos has the highest teen suicide rate, and I would just like to mention that 
Columbine High School was less than the distance between here and Los Alamos, 
and I really feel that the reason why Columbine happened is because they were 
in the midst of a society that found that making weapons of mass destruction was 
acceptable, so blowing up a high school somehow, to those young minds, wasn’t 
such an egregious thing to do, and I would like to see an environmental impact that 
relates to the psychology of, especially young people, related to nuclear weapons 
production facilities or any production facilities that are creating weapons of mass 
destruction.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 616 (cont’d):   Shannyn Sollitt (comments continued from page 3-974)

616-4 Council on Environmental Quality regulations and DOE procedures 
require that EISs evaluate the environmental impacts of major Federal 
actions.  In 1983, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled (Metropolitan Edison 
Co. v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 460 U.S. 766) that “psychological 
effects” are not included among the environmental impacts required to 
be analyzed in EISs.

 Also see NNSA responses to other comments which are provided on 
page 3-973.

616-4

616-4
cont’d
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 For the NNSA, and Lab people here, I -- you may not know what a small federal 
presence there is in the nuclear weapons program.  It seems like an odd thing to 
say, but there actually is less than 4 percent of federal -- the Federal Government 
accounts for less than 4 percent of the spending in the nuclear weapons program.  
The rest are contractors, and the spending is concentrated in just a very few 
contractors, as Evelyn and other people have said.  If you look at the wall here, 
the percentage of federal effort in the nuclear weapons program is signifi cantly 
less than the percentage of mortar joints in that wall.  The rest is Bechtel, BWXT, 
WGI.  Over half of the Department of Energy’s total budget is spent by just nine 
companies, and this is a dramatically increasing phenomenon.
So I want to suggest that we have to be careful if, as federal employees -- and I 
was a federal employee once -- that we are not just facilitating money-making by 
a very small group of companies.  We’re sort of doing a federal Environmental 
Impact Statement, but it’s not very federal.
Now, I want to say something tactical to our colleagues who are here.  We need to 
work with Congress to defeat these plans, exactly as Evelyn and others have said.  
Evelyn anticipated several of the points I wanted to make.  That’s great.
Please, do not go away from this room and think that making comments to the 
Department of Energy is going to accomplish anything.  We have to remain 
energized and get more energized.  It’s not going to be enough to be nice.  I want 
to be really clear that the public relations practices of the Federal Government and 
it’s contractors have advanced tremendously since the early 1990s, when I started 
this work.  Their job is to make sure your effort goes nowhere.  So, there is a 
misuse of civility in this process.  And this is a message to Jan, who is a very nice 
person, but I want to tell you that we, ourselves, in New Mexico, must galvanize 
ourselves for a resistance action that puts the pressure on until we succeed.
Now, we defeated this plan twice before.  We defeated it in 1990, when this 
country still cared about the budget defi cit.  Los Alamos Laboratory proposed 
a special nuclear materials research and development laboratory that was a 
complete boondoggle.  Congress cut it because of citizens, like you here, getting 
out there and making your voice known at a pivotal moment and in a way that 
Senator Bingaman and members of Congress couldn’t forget.  Congressman 
Sprat from South Carolina years later said, I saw my name in New Mexico papers 
vilifi ed because I promoted pit production in New Mexico.  That’s what we have to 
do again.  We can’t let this go by.
We defeated this again in 1997 because there was an active earthquake fault 
under the CMR building.  It had to be taken out of the pit production plan.  That’s 
twice here.
Trish, my wife, and the farmers at Pantex defeated it at Pantex.  It was defeated 
multiple times in multiple places.  The Department of Energy is running scared.  
They have not been able to make pits for 17 years.  We can’t let them restart 

Commentor No. 600 (cont’d):   Greg Mello (comments continued from page 3-939)

600-8 The production level of up to 80 pits per year is consistent with the 
ROD for the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for 
Stockpile Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996) 
and is independent of past proposals.  See the response to Comment 
no. 600-4 above.

600-8

600-8
cont’d
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this process and transmit the ideology of nuclear weapons to a new generation 
of young people who are malleable, and whose careers are in the hands of the 
managers of Bechtel.  There are two billionaires running Bechtel, and if that 
doesn’t tell you where this thing is running nothing else does.
So I beg you to leave this place inspired, work with each other, don’t let your 
passion die away in loneliness and isolation.  Reach out to your friends.  Form a 
group.  Have a house meeting and share information.  Ask one of the people from 
the organizations that are working on this to come and talk to your group, talk to 
your church, talk to your real estate organization, because they are going to be 
affected, talk to your city council, talk to your state representative.  We have got to 
start putting the pressure on and we can’t let our shyness about the Democratic 
party or the Republican party get in our way.
We have to make people understand that it’s not going to be okay to sell Northern 
New Mexico down the river and let the state become a colony for pits in the North, 
uranium enrichment and waste disposal in the south.  It doesn’t have to be that 
way.  We can make a sustainable economy in this state by a genuine response to 
the real problems, the real security problems of peak oil and global warming, and 
the other genuine national security problems.
And this greed-oriented run on the treasury has to be stopped.  And I know that 
a lot of nice people are involved in it, but that’s all it is.  And we can stop it again.  
We have done it twice and it’s been done in other places, so let’s get on it and let’s 
have a good time doing it.

Commentor No. 600 (cont’d):  Greg Mello (comments continued from page 3-939)

600-9 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding facilities located in 
New Mexico related to the nuclear fuel cycle and national defense; 
however, the SWEIS only addresses environmental issues related to the 
alternatives for continued operation of LANL as described in Chapter 3 
of the SWEIS.

600-9
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I am Kalea Matsakis, and I just want to let everyone know who is here that 
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety and the Embudo Valley Environmental 
Monitoring Group have a letter in the back which is requesting an extension of 
time until the Area G Risk Assessment, the Seismic Hazard Report and the Health 
Assessment have been properly done and allowed for a public comment and 
review.  And I would really appreciate it if you could all come back on your way out 
and pick up a copy and sign it, so that we can try to get some real science behind 
it.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 610 (cont’d):   Kalea Matsakis (comments continued from page 3-959)

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.



Comments from the Española, New Mexico, Public Hearing (August 9, 2006)

Section 3 – Public C
om

m
ents and N

N
SA Responses

3-995

I’m part of a group that’s called the  LANL Water Watch.  We are a network of many 
citizen groups in the area around Los Alamos, and we put together a shared value 
statement among other things.  And this is -- I’m inviting everybody to participate 
in this.  There is a copy of it that you can sign in the back, and I’m just going to 
read to you what it says. “All people in our communities are intricately tied to the 
health of rivers, acequias and other water.  Historical and ongoing activities at Los 
Alamos National Laboratory threaten our cultural, spiritual and ecological survival.  
To ensure that the good health of watersheds downstream and downwind from 
LANL and the good health of the Rio Grande to provide safe drinking water, clean 
water for irrigation, and pure water for sacred ceremony now and in the future, 
we acknowledge and assert the following: All people that live downstream and 
downwind from LANL require and have a right to clean water for drinking, sacred 
ceremony, growing food, raising animals, recreating and overall well-being.
“Number 2, traditional indigenous cultures that live downstream and downwind 
from LANL require and have a right to pure water for sacred ceremony.
“Number 3, wildlife and ecosystems living downstream and downwind from LANL 
need and depend upon clean water for their survival.
“Number 4, healthy communities require clean rivers, groundwater and 
watersheds to achieve a strong economy and sustainable future.
“Our local, federal, and state government agencies have a duty to protect the 
health and welfare by setting and enforcing laws and regulations that protect water 
resources downwind and downstream from LANL.
“Healthy communities and ecosystems require clean, innovative and life-affi rming 
science and technology that will benefi t the economy, the future and health of all.
“Number 7, we recognize and respect that fl owing water does not seek or uphold 
political, social, cultural or economical boundaries.
“Based on these values, we assert that historic toxic waste must be cleaned 
up now to protect drinking water, and life-threatening pollutants that are the 
byproducts of ongoing LANL activities must be kept from contaminating our 
watersheds and tainting the Rio Grande.
“Adequate funding must be provided to clean up contamination at LANL to achieve 
these shared values.”
A copy of this is at the back if you would like to sign it and support the LANL Water 
Watch.  This is a way your whole community can get involved in stopping pit 
production, the expanding activities at Los Alamos National Laboratory, and form 
a solidarity that’s absolutely necessary for us to keep modern pit production from 
happening in our state or anywhere.  Thank you.

Commentor No. 611 (cont’d):   Sheri Kotowski (comments continued from page 3-961)

611-2
cont’d

611-4

611-4 NNSA intends to conduct operations at LANL in accordance with its 
assigned missions while continuing the LANL environmental restoration 
program summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS.  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 I of the SWEIS presents options and environmental analyses 
for conducting future remediation activities at LANL primarily related 
to the Consent Order that was entered into in March 2005.  Decisions 
about environmental restoration for any contaminated site will be made 
in accordance with established regulatory standards and processes, 
including those of the New Mexico Environment Department for 
the Consent Order.  To arrive at a decision about remediating a 
contaminated site, several alternative remedies may be considered 
including containment in place, treatment, or removal.  Any remedy 
selected for a site requiring environmental restoration must meet several 
criteria including protection of human health and the environment and 
attainment of applicable cleanup standards including those for ground 
and surface waters.  Cleanup criteria for sites subject to the Consent 
Order are given in Section VIII of the Consent Order.  NNSA intends 
to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent Order 
regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the SWEIS.
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I just wanted to state for the record that I did not see a single announcement about 
these public hearings other than from activist, peace activist groups.  I did not see 
a single announcement, and that is gross negligence.
Also, we’re speaking to a brick wall.  And why aren’t the people who wrote SWEIS 
here to answer our questions? We’re speaking to a brick wall.

Commentor No. 614 (cont’d):   Jeanne Green (comments continued from page 3-969)

614-9 NNSA notes the commentor’s statement regarding announcements of 
the public hearings for the Draft LANL SWEIS.  NNSA announced 
the availability of the Draft LANL SWEIS and public hearings in the 
Federal Register and in newspaper announcements in Albuquerque and 
northern New Mexico.

614-9
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Arlene Maestas.  I am really happy to see this card out.  And before you leave 
tonight, pick up four, mail them to your representatives in Congress, imagine 
getting 18,000 cards like this.  It’s Bingaman, Udall, Dominici and who else? 
Heather? Haliburton Heather? If you can get these cards to them, I think you 
would make an impact on them.  So, I don’t know who -- I don’t know who has the 
cards --
Okay.  She has got them.  I think this would be the beginning of the impact.  Thank 
you.

Commentor No. 626:   Arlene Maestas

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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Basically I’m just really against the idea of creating more destruction, adding more 
bombs and more death, anything more that adds to more death in the world.  We 
have so much technology out there today, we have so many brilliant people in the 
world that are so capable of creating worthwhile things for this planet so that we 
can all live in harmony, so that we can all live on a planet that we will enjoy.
And the way we can enjoy is by getting those brilliant minds to create 
worthwhile, clean, green planet-friendly inventions and give us better ideas to 
live harmoniously.  And everybody in the world deserves to live with clean water, 
good shelter, a job, be able to live in harmony without having to fear for their lives 
because of a war or because of hunger. 
And we have the capability of creating such a world today.  And why bring more 
chaos, that is unfathomable.

700-1

Commentor 700:   Geri Jaramillo

700-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for additional information.
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So what I wanted to address, I want to have them address or LANL address, I read 
in documentation that every year they’re planning to release up to 6,900 pounds of 
depleted uranium into the open air, which will go down over San Idelfonso Pueblo 
and be carried on the wind. 
And the government hasn’t done adequate research as yet on the long-range 
impact of depleted uranium on human beings.  We have several troops that are 
coming back from Iraq and Afghanistan that have been exposed to depleted 
uranium that are having cancers occur and genetic mutations that are believed to 
be connected to exposure to depleted uranium. 
They have a 700 or 7,000 percent increase in leukemia in Iraq due to exposure to 
depleted uranium.  There’s been research done throughout Europe, Germany, and 
England in specifi c that shows a connection between these cancers and exposure 
to depleted uranium. 
How can they release -- if this is a toxic material, how can they release that in 
a public area, onto the public, onto civilian populations downwind from the lab.  
That’s my question.  And that’s one of the things that I want addressed. 
I think that’s something that, before they can produce more or release more, that’s 
something they should defi nitely have researched more.  So there should be 
extensive studies on the impact of depleted uranium on human beings. 

701-1

Commentor 701:   Tim Origer

701-1 Chapter 5, Section 5.4.2, of the SWEIS provides information on 
radiological air emissions from LANL for all three alternatives.  These 
emissions include all uranium radioisotopes that are present in depleted 
uranium.  Chapter 5, Section 5.6.1 provides public radiological impact 
information for all emissions including uranium isotopes under all 
three alternatives.  For all alternatives, the average population dose 
within 50 miles (80 kilometers) of LANL is less than 0.1 percent 
of background.  LANL programs and procedures are designed to 
minimize any releases of depleted uranium to the environment during 
tests.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, provides detailed information on 
cancer mortality and incidence rates in New Mexico and all counties 
surrounding LANL.  These data, along with the final LANL Public 
Health Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006, by the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry, shows that, “…there is no evidence of contamination 
from LANL that might be expected to result in ill health to the 
community,” and “…overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area are 
similar to cancer rates found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).  
Chapter 4, Table 4–26, shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos 
County are lower than the national average and some are higher, which 
is typical of any area.  The SWEIS presents all environmental impacts 
of the expanded operations alternative.  Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted 
Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) 
Facility, of this CRD for additional information regarding testing using 
depleted uranium.
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I want to thank the moderator for giving me the ability to make my comments at the 
front of the meeting and I beg the indulgence of the crowd for jumping ahead of 
you in essence.  And I want to make my comments for the record. 
Last night I introduced a resolution objecting to the proposed expansion of nuclear 
weapon activity.  You know, folks, I need you to be quiet.  And then the way that 
the mayor does it at city council is, after I’m fi nished, then you give a big round of 
applause for everyone and then it doesn’t cut into my time.  Okay. 
So last night I introduced a resolution objecting to the proposed expanded 
nuclear weapons activity including plutonium pit production at the Los Alamos 
National Laboratory and directing the City Clerk to inform federal authorities of the 
objections. 
This resolution is cosponsored by Councilor Carmichael Dominguez, Councilor 
Ron Trujillo, Councilor Rebecca Wurzburger, Councilor Chris Calvert, Councilor 
Patti Bushee, Councilor Miguel Chavez, and Mayor David Coss. 
Because again this is a draft resolution, it will be adopted by the governing body 
at our regular meeting on Monday, August 28th.  I do want to read, however, the 
perfunctory fi ndings paragraphs, I want to read the proposed actions that we want 
to take, and then I want to give a brief conclusion or summary on those proposed 
actions that we’re going to take. 
The fi ndings that we make or that are proposed to be made is that the National 
Nuclear Security Administration, the semi-autonomous nuclear weapons agency 
within the Department of Energy, has announced its plans to expand a nuclear 
weapons activity at the Los Alamos National Laboratory and that these expanded 
activities are in addition to nuclear weapon activities previously expanded in 1999. 
And these expanded activities include the planned quadrupling of plutonium pit 
production from 20 to 80 per year with the near doubling of related radioactive 
wastes and that the plutonium pits are used to trigger existing nuclear weapons 
and will be used in future new design nuclear weapons. 
And the use of plutonium creates health and environmental hazards.  And the 
governing body of the City of Santa Fe does not support the creation of further 
health and environmental hazards related to nuclear weapons for the citizens of 
Northern New Mexico. 
The NNSA took 18 months from its formal notice of intent to fi nal release of its 
plan through a draft site-wide environmental impact statement for continued 
operations at the Los Alamos National Laboratory, but it granted the public only 
60 days to comment on approximately 1,700 technical pages and hundreds of 
referenced documents. 

702-1

Commentor 702:   Matthew Ortiz

702-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to pit production and nuclear 
weapons activities and the commentor’s concerns about health and 
environmental hazards.  Please refer to Section 2.1, Opposition 
to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, and Section 2.6, Offsite 
Contamination, of this CRD for more information.  Besides the public 
meetings, additional means of commenting on the Draft SWEIS were 
provided, including U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free telephone line, and a 
toll-free fax line.  The comment period was extended from the original 
60 days to 75 days based on requests from the public.  NNSA believes 
that 75 days for public review of the Draft LANL SWEIS is sufficient 
and consistent with established practices.

702-1
cont’d
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It is the declared policy of the United States government to help constrain the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction but should lead by concrete example. 
The resolution paragraphs are the following: “That the governing body hereby 
states its objection to the expansion of nuclear weapons activities at the Los 
Alamos National Laboratory including increased plutonium pit production; and 
that the governing body objects to the insuffi cient 60, now 75-day public comment 
period and strongly advises the NNSA to grant a 30-day extension; and that the 
governing body would direct the City Clerk to send copies of the resolution to our 
Congressional delegation, our governor, the Department of Energy, and NNSA.” 
I would like to say, as it relates to the last one, that’s an obvious.  We need to send 
it to the offi cials who are in charge. 
“As it relates to our objection to weapons activity, Santa Fe is downstream from 
the lab; we always have been, we always will.  We are, therefore, as a city very 
active and very interested and very concerned about the missions, both currently 
as well as proposed, of the Los Alamos National Laboratory.” 
And, as it relates to the insuffi cient time period, we, myself and all the members 
of the governing body who have cosponsored this resolution, would like the 
information that is in this draft statement to be easily accessible and complete.  
Hundreds of documents referenced and three minutes of time is an insuffi cient 
time period for us to make our comments as we are directly affected by the Los 
Alamos National Laboratory. 
I want the public, I want my constituents, I want my city staff to be able to review 
materials and -- review materials so that we can present substantive concerns and 
comments. 
I believe, therefore, that the comment period -- an additional comment period 
is necessary.  Again it is my hope that this resolution that is sponsored by all 
the members of the governing body with the exception of my colleague whose 
husband works at the lab who did not sponsor it, that it would be passed 
unanimously on Monday, August 28. 
Again I thank the moderators for giving me the time to speak in advance of the 
public comment and I thank the public for your active and involved participation. 

702-1
cont’d

Commentor 702 (cont’d):  Matthew Ortiz

702-1
cont’d

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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703-1

My name is Matt Miller.  The  Congressman felt it was important that he be 
represented here tonight.  I thought I was going to have fi ve minutes. 
I would like to second what the gentleman back here said, three minutes is 
completely insuffi cient.  If you guys want to be heard here, we need to do this in 
two nights with fi ve minutes per speaker. 
But our constituents have raised a number of concerns with us.  I wanted to go 
over two of them here tonight.  One is the reference materials in the SWEIS, as 
mentioned at the previous two meetings that I attended in Espanola and Los 
Alamos, there are literally hundreds of pages that are referenced in the SWEIS 
that are not in the SWEIS.  And they’re only available at the Los Alamos reading 
room, they are not available online. 
That means if you’re coming from Taos, even Santa Fe, and you really want to get 
into the SWEIS, you’re going to have a hard time doing this because you have to 
go to Los Alamos and read hundreds of documents. 
We requested they be made available online so everyone who really wants to get 
through the SWEIS can read the referenced documents in addition to the SWEIS 
itself. 
The second thing I want to comment is the comment period.  As you all know, the 
original comment period was 60 days.  Congressman  Udall on July 31st sent a 
letter to Ed Wilmot at the DOE, at the LASO offi ce, requesting that the comment 
period be extended a full 30 days to October 5.  Now, as all you know, since 
Tuesday the comment period was extended.  But it was extended 15 days instead 
of 30 days. 
This is a great big tome, I mean this is three tomes here totaling 1,500 pages.  We 
do not feel it is an unreasonable request that the comment period be extended a 
full 30 days, to October 5, to get through this SWEIS. 
As I say, given the size of the room, we feel this is unreasonable.  There is no 
statute in place that limits the amount of time for the comment period that the DOE 
has.  If they wanted to, they could extend the comment period 100 days, if they felt 
like it. 
In addition to that, as mentioned earlier by Matt and by people at the previous 
meetings, it took a year and a half to get the SWEIS out.  And now the DOE is 
expecting our constituents to somehow read through this year and a half thing 
in the making, this 1,500 pages at least, in 75 days.  And we feel it’s just not 
suffi cient. 
We don’t think it’s an unreasonable request that the comment period being 
extended a full 30 days, to October 5.  So for the record we would like to ask the 
DOE, please extend the comment period a full 30 days to October 5.

703-2

Commentor 703:   Matt Miller

703-1 NNSA recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now available, 
commentors would like the references to be available on the Internet.  
For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when making decisions 
about posting documents on its website.  Consistent with established 
practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the reference 
material available for public review in DOE Public Reading Rooms in 
Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  Refer to Section 2.2, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional 
information.

703-2 NNSA believes that 75 days for public review of the Draft LANL 
SWEIS is sufficient and is consistent with established practice.
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It’s Michelle Hawkins Ortiz and I’m  Congressman Tom  Udall’s state director.  Matt 
is the congressman’s aid for Los Alamos National Lab. 
I just wanted to touch on one additional concern which is with regard to the 
increased risk of health effects under the expanded operations alternative.  
Needless to say, our offi ce is inundated with claimants for the Energy Employees 
Occupational Illness program, the EEOICPA program, which is dysfunctional at 
best. 
And we would like to formally request a briefi ng, any kind of information that can 
be shared with us about the potential health effects to the worker as well as the 
community.  And, in looking at volume -- at least one of the volumes, there’s these 
cryptic references to some of the health effects.  And we just -- we need some sort 
of communication that doesn’t require a degree in health physics. 

704-1

704-1
cont’d

Commentor 704:   Michelle Hawkins Ortiz

704-1 Chapter 3, Table 3–19, of the SWEIS presents a side-by-side comparison 
of all environmental impacts, by area, for each of the three alternatives.  
Under the area of human health, this table presents the annual risk of 
a latent cancer fatality to the offsite population, maximally exposed 
offsite individual, and workers for the No Action, Reduced Operations, 
and Expanded Operations Alternatives.  Appendix F has been revised 
to include a discussion and data on all measured chemicals in the soil, 
sediment, surface water, and groundwater in and around LANL.  This 
data is compared to appropriate Federal allowable limits.  Appendix C 
presents the health consequences and risks from continued operations 
at LANL.  The calculated radiation dose and health effects from 
radioactive and chemical substances presented in Appendix C are well 
below all applicable regulatory limits.
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My name is Cathie Sullivan.  I want to read my comments since I don’t think rapidly 
on my feet. 
Since that new iconic date, 9/11, a date that the Bush Administration treats like 
December 7, 1941, an information iron curtain has descended between the 
American public and its government.  Our rights to government information are 
under attack. 
At the lab and the Department of Energy, documents formerly available are now 
hard to get.  Nor does the public have access to laboratory scientists, the people 
actually doing the work, the people with knowledgeable answers, the people who 
are not trusted to speak to us. 
Since Former Attorney General John Ashcroft advised federal agencies that his 
offi ce would back up to the maximum extent of the law any agency that stalled 
or denied federal Freedom of Information Act requests, getting unclassifi ed 
documents has become an endurance contest between the gatekeepers and the 
people. 
At LANL I understand that all accident and occurrence reports have disappeared 
behind the post-9/11 information iron curtain.  Why? Will it strengthen al-Quada 
to know about a lab forklift accident or an injury to a graduate student from the 
carelessness of a senior LANL investigator. 
The lab and the Department of Energy would be embarrassed by these 
disclosures.  And their insecurity and vanity is harming our right to know.  Secrecy 
is toxic to good government and democracy. 
Unless preventive medicine in the form of openness and transparency is given 
soon in large doses, we all may be attending the funeral of our democracy, dead 
for lack of public participation and an informed public. 
These SWEIS hearings offer a small crack in the informational iron curtain I’ve 
been describing.  Let us open that crack and reach in for more information on 
critical issues such as expanding the pit production plutonium at LANL, lab 
cleanup, future LANL water demands, and details regarding safety planning for the 
new biosafety laboratories. 
My second point concerns the short EIS comment period, by now even a familiar 
topic.  A diligent but underpaid and often volunteer activist community is working 
hard to digest and constructively comment on this year long 2,000 word document, 
2,000 page document as are some individual citizens.  They deserve enough time 
to do a good job. 
In fact, many in the activist community believe that their independent comments 
are used by the Department of Energy to call agency attention to neglected and 

705-2

Commentor 705:   Cathie Sullivan

705-1 During the comment period, NNSA made the SWEIS references 
available in three DOE Public Reading Rooms.  NNSA is evaluating the 
possibility of making the references available on the Internet.  In this 
time of heightened concern about issues of security, however, placing 
information, including data, in the public domain has to be considered 
carefully.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for more information.

705-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s request to extend the comment period.  
NNSA believes that 75 days for public review of the Draft LANL 
SWEIS is sufficient and is consistent with established practice.

705-1

705-1
cont’d
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overlooked issues which, if left unaddressed in the SWEIS, could form the basis of 
future court lawsuits. 
We will be glad to help keep you out of court.  But we need time to do so.  And 
no, there is no charge.  We act out of patriotic self interest.  The draft SWEIS is a 
monster of almost 2,000 pages with I understand multiple CDs worth of backup 
documents. 
In light of my earlier criticisms, I gratefully acknowledge this trove of 
documentation.  But there is no need to rush because of an arbitrary deadline set 
by DOE.  In defense of granting a signifi cantly longer comment period, note the 
following dates relevant to this draft EIS. 
A notice of intent for a supplemental site-wide EIS was printed in the Federal 
Register in January of ‘05.  This was later changed to a full site-wide EIS.  And on 
May 26 the draft was signed by Deputy Director of the National Nuclear Security 
Administration Dr.  D’Agostino. 
But close to six weeks elapsed before this was presented to the public on July 7.  
DOE implementing regulation 1021, section 1.313, mandates the 45-day public 
comment period for average length documents.  But this draft SWEIS is huge. 
And I urge extending the comment period to refl ect this length.  We in the activist 
community have fewer resources and people than does the Department of Energy.  
We need more time. 
The fi nal SWEIS can only be strengthened against inadvertent omissions, error, 
and challenge if afforded a reasonable comment period.  DOE has the authority 
to make this happen.  Please extend the comment period to a date the activist 
community can work for at least late 2006.  This will produce the best possible 
SWEIS, a goal we all share.  Thank you.

705-2
cont’d

Commentor 705 (cont’d):  Cathie Sullivan

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Good evening.  My name is Chris Mechels, I’m retired from Los Alamos for those 
of you who know me.  The fi rst thing I would like to draw your attention to is this 
very important note at back table which is where you can fi nd the references on 
the CDs. 
Unfortunately, and I have talked with Ms.  Withers about this and she’s been 
helpful in clarifying it, they will -- if you request CDs, even if you belong to let’s say 
the DOE oversight bureau, they will not provide a copy. 
I, therefore, thoroughly support Tom Udall’s offi ce’s position, put these things 
online.  I think the reason offered for not providing them is they cost $200 a pop for 
a CD set.  These sets of these cost $100 a pop. 
It really needs -- rather than putting them -- burning a bunch of CDs which I would 
support doing, it’s much easier to put them online and let people get them.  You do 
have to get them to understand this, this is a very poor document. 
I have managed to get the references and I’ve been looking at them.  And, for 
example, some of the problems of this document, and by no means an exhaustive 
list, is, for example, on their super computer complex, they claim to be using a 50-
teraops machine and they’re going to use 7.2 megawatts of electricity in its current 
usage. 
I just fi nished looking at their document, their environmental assessment which 
was provided courtesy of Ms.  Withers when I couldn’t get it any other way.  They 
show -- they show the usage in that document as 63 million gallons per year. 
Contrast that with what they say here, where they don’t even give you a fi gure for 
current usage.  And then they go on to say that the expanded usage will be 15 
megawatts and 51.  So, in fact, the 51-million gallon expanded usage is less than 
current usage per their own documents.  That’s the kind of mischief which is going 
on in the SWEIS. 
Another one in the same set is they claim to be using 51 million gallons which is 
19 million liters.  If you do the sum, it doesn’t work out.  Liters are smaller than 
gallons.  It’s just full of errors.  And you’re not going to catch the errors unless you 
look at the reference documents. And right now the reference documents are not 
available in any convenient way.  Please put them online.  And, after you put them 
online, extend the comment period as the Congressman asked so that we might 
have a chance to use them and correct this document which is highly needful of 
corrections. 
Another one, for example, is high explosive processing facilities.  They’re currently 
doing 15 safety mechanical tests a year.  They’re talking about doing a 20 percent 
reduction which is 12 or a slight increase on expanded operations to 500.  It’s 
ridiculous on the face of it.  And you can’t prove it’s ridiculous unless you have the 
reference documents which we don’t.  It just goes on and on. 

706-1

706-1
cont’d

706-2

706-1
cont’d

706-3

Commentor 706:   Chris Mechels
706-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s request to put all materials related to 

the LANL SWEIS on the Internet for public review and extend the 
comment period.  NNSA believes that 75 days for public review of 
the Draft LANL SWEIS is sufficient and is consistent with established 
practice.  NNSA also recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities 
now available, commentors would like the references to be available 
on the Internet.  For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when 
making decisions about posting documents on its website.  Consistent 
with established practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and 
the reference material available for public review in DOE Public 
Reading Rooms in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  Refer to 
Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this 
CRD for additional information.

706-2 As discussed in Appendix J, Section J.2.1, of the SWEIS, the 
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Strategic Computing 
Complex (SCC EA) was originally completed in 1998 to evaluate the 
projected impacts of constructing and operating the facility now referred 
to as the Nicholas C.  Metropolis Center for Modeling and Simulation 
(Metropolis Center) (DOE 1998).  The SCC EA conservatively estimated 
that operation of the facility would require approximately 7.1 megawatts 
of electricity, and 63 million gallons of water per year.  Actual operation 
of the Metropolis Center has shown that significant increases in 
computational capability have correlated to only moderate increases 
in electricity and cooling requirements.  As shown in Table J–4, the 
Metropolis Center presently requires approximately 5 megawatts of 
electricity and only 19 million gallons of water per year, with the 
proposed expansion of computational capability projected to require 
15 megawatts and only 51 million gallons of water per year.  Summary 
Table S–4 of the Draft LANL SWEIS presented the metric conversion 
of 51 million gallons to be 19, rather than 193 million liters.  This 
typographical error has been corrected in the Final SWEIS.

706-3 Descriptions of the alternatives appear in Chapter 3 for each Key 
Facility.  As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of the SWEIS, the 
No Action Alternative consists of decisions stated in the ROD for the 
1999 SWEIS (64 FR 50797) together with decisions for other LANL 
actions based on completed NEPA reviews.  Therefore, activity levels 
for the No Action Alternative are generally the same as those from the 
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The other thing I draw your attention to is the fact that there are three major 
facilities with obvious things missing.  The Los Alamos super computing center 
shouldn’t be in Los Alamos.  When you log onto AOL, you don’t care if it’s from 
Virginia. 
When you log onto this computer complex, you shouldn’t care if it’s in New Mexico.  
If it is in New Mexico, it’s maxing out their water and it’s maxing out their power 
which are slightly over 100 percent of their expanded operations. 
LANSCE should not be here.  They just fi nished the neutron source out east which 
was supposed to take over most of the LANSCE.  Now we’ve discovered we want 
to keep LANSCE apparently forever.  The biggest contaminator, huge use of 
power, huge use of water, it shouldn’t be in New Mexico, there’s no reason for it to 
be. 
Lastly, DARH.  They make no mention of the fact that DARH is violating all the 
containment regulations.  They’re using this ad hoc pile of foam containment 
mechanism which is not allowed in their BEA and shouldn’t be in use.  No mention 
made of any of this.  This is a bad piece of work.  And it needs correcting.  Thank 
you. 

706-4

706-5

Commentor 706 (cont’d):  Chris Mechels
ROD for the 1999 SWEIS.  The No Action Alternative is the basis for 
the two action alternatives of the SWEIS.  Newly proposed changes 
directed at reducing some operations conducted under the No Action 
Alternative are evaluated under the Reduced Operations Alternative, 
while newly proposed changes reflecting increased activity levels or 
new activities at certain facilities are evaluated under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  These levels are the maximum levels for 
which environmental impacts have been evaluated and so could be 
implemented.  This does not mean that these levels would be either 
achieved or sustained, although from an environmental impact 
perspective, they could be.

706-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the location and 
operation of the Nicholas C. Metropolis Center for Modeling and 
Simulation (Metropolis Center) and LANSCE, and specific concerns 
for their water and electricity use.  The Metropolis Center and LANSCE 
provide critical infrastructure to help ensure a safe and reliable nuclear 
stockpile in support of LANL’s national security mission.  As further 
described in Appendix J, Section J.2.1, LANL’s Advanced Simulation 
and Computing Program supercomputers allow researchers to integrate 
past weapons test data, materials studies, and current experiments related 
to the physics of a nuclear detonation.  The analysis presented in the 
Final SWEIS addresses the expansion of these capabilities at LANL.  
However, NNSA is not revisiting the conclusions reached in the SCC 
EA or the siting of these expanded capabilities at sites other than LANL.  
LANSCE is a unique asset that enables proton radiography experiments 
for the Stockpile Stewardship Program.  As described in Appendix G, 
Section G.5.2.3, moving the LANSCE mission to another facility was 
considered as part of the analysis for the LANSCE Refurbishment 
Project.  This was ultimately dismissed in part because no single facility 
or combination of existing DOE facilities was identified that could 
fulfill the mission of LANSCE without a new investment several times 
the cost of LANSCE Refurbishment.  Utility demand projections have 
been updated in this Final SWEIS.  This is based on the latest trend 
analysis and projections that include the use of calendar year 2005 data 
for LANL and for other Los Alamos County users.  These conservative 
projections include other Los Alamos County users that rely upon the 
same utility system as LANL.  The projections are compared to the 
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Commentor 706 (cont’d):  Chris Mechels
current (baseline) capacity or authorization limits of the respective 
utility system, as appropriate, and do not include any proposed or 
future upgrades or capacity increases.  For water, it is currently 
projected that LANL operational demands combined with the larger 
and growing demands of other Los Alamos County users could require 
up to 98 percent of the currently available water rights, as presented in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3, of the SWEIS.  However, 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 4, Section 4.8.2.3.  
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.  
Similarly, up to 96 percent of the electric peak load capacity of the Los 
Alamos Power Pool could be required to support LANL operational 
demands combined with the growing demand on the part of other Los 
Alamos County users, as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3.  As 
also noted in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.3 and detailed in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.8.2.1, of the Final SWEIS, ongoing upgrades to the electrical 
power transmission and distribution system, including construction of a 
third transmission line, would allow the import of additional power and 
support a higher electric peak load in the future.

706-5 Design, construction, and operation of the Dual Axis Radiographic 
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) facility is in conformance with the DOE 
ROD for the DARHT Final EIS (60 FR 53588).  This ROD requires a 
DARHT mitigation action plan, which has been developed and is being 
followed at DARHT.  For certain tests at DARHT, a steel containment 
vessel will be used to minimize releases to the environment.  Aqueous 
foam is an interim mitigation measure that has been found to be 
effective in reducing air emissions from tests and meeting intermediate 
mitigation goals in accordance with the mitigation action plan.  The 
DARHT mitigation action plan specifically addresses measures to 
reduce impacts to soil, air, water, endangered species, archaeological 
sites, and Native American cultural resources through the use of designs, 
procedures, operations, and monitoring.  Refer to Section 2.10, Depleted 
Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) 
Facility, of this CRD for additional discussion regarding the use of foam 
at the DARHT Facility.
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My name is Elaine Prevolay, I’m a Sister of Loretto in Santa Fe.  As long as 28 
years ago, the Loretto community declared and published our commitment to an 
end of the production of nuclear weapons and nuclear energy. 
We are particularly committed we said 28 years ago to encouraging and assisting 
in the urgent work of educating ourselves and others to the perils of the continued 
proliferation of nuclear power and arms. 
The very next year the entire body of 300 Loretto members gathered for general 
assembly, wrote by consensus, and published the following statement: “Rooted 
as we are in our Judeo-Christian heritage, we view our opposition to nuclear 
weapons and nuclear energy as an urgent moral imperative.  We recognize 
that the burden of leadership in this regard falls not only on concerned persons 
throughout the world but especially on the community of faith.  We consider this a 
very serious matter of conscience.” 
I want to mention also that over 200 persons from our community signed the 
petition that Peace Action will submit this evening. 

707-1 707-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear 
energy based on moral and religious principles.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information.  The production of nuclear energy is not within the 
scope of the SWEIS, which evaluates the environmental impacts of the 
continued operation of LANL.

Commentor 707:   Sister Elaine Prevolay
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My name is Patricia Jean Manion.  And I fi rst came to Santa Fe in 1952.  And, 
of course, you probably know that our fi rst sisters came here in 1852.  So we’ve 
been around for awhile.  This is the Vatican’s statement that was made in 1997.  
Archbishop Renato Martino, the Vatican’s representative to the United Nations, 
issued the following statement to the UN. “Nuclear weapons are incompatible with 
the peace we seek for the 21st century.  They cannot be justifi ed and deserve 
condemnation.” 

708-1 708-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

Commentor 708:   Sister Patricia Jean Manion
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I’m Penelope McMullen, I’m a Sister of  Loretto.  The Loretto community opposes 
the plan to increase production of plutonium pits.  We request that we now spend 
one minute in quiet prayer and that this time of prayer be recorded in the hearing 
proceedings. 
We suggest that we who are gathered here use our breath as prayer, breathing in 
light, grace, and healing from God, Great Spirit, or the universe, and breathing out 
that light, grace, and healing to each other, Los Alamos, and our troubled world.  
And I would ask Ms.  Hale to put up the blue card when one minute is over. 

709-1 709-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increased plutonium pit 
production.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, of this CRD for information on the need for pit 
production.

Commentor 709:   Sister Penelope McMullen
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Good evening.  I just have a comment about fi ssile material, which plutonium 
would fi t in that category.  Kofi  Annan, the Secretary General of the UN, on May 
30, 2005, in an op-ed article on the nuclear proliferation treaty, after a review 
conference that happens every fi ve years, stated that a fi ssile material cutoff treaty 
for all countries is indispensable. 
Also the current pits that they have I’ve heard and read from watchdog information 
have an expected working life that lasts until 2038.  So I’m not sure why we’re 
projecting us to need those pits that far into the future. 
The proposed ones are untested and they’ll need to be tested.  I’m not sure 
how that process goes.  But also Kofi  Annan stated in that op-ed article that 
all countries should affi rm their commitment to a moratorium on testing and a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty should be enacted.  This new plutonium 
pit is going to apparently be a different type and have a longer life.  So that’s 
something to keep in mind. 
And I think that ends my comments.  Thank you. 

710-1

710-1
cont’d

710-1 NNSA’s estimate for minimum pit lifetime is 85 years and is being 
continually reviewed; however, at this time NNSA projects a need 
for production of up to 80 pits per year, as described in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.3.3, of the SWEIS, in order to maintain the reliability of the 
current nuclear weapons stockpile.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition 
to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for reasons why 
plutonium pit production is necessary despite the increased plutonium 
pit life expectancy.  The production of certified pits requires activities 
to fabricate new pits to replace existing pits, activities to modify the 
internal features of existing pits, and activities to recertify or requalify 
pits.  A new plutonium pit is in the design phase and is not part of 
the current stockpile.  Section 1.3.3 has been revised to update the 
information on the strategy for the future weapons complex.  Refer to 
Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this 
CRD for more information.

Commentor 710:   Tom Troth
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Thank you.  We are here right now because the people are allowing us to be 
here.  The people are allowing this comment period.  The people are allowing Los 
Alamos to exist.  Now, we live in a nation where there’s a rule of law and order.  No 
one is above the rule of law and order.  And this is under the Constitution of the 
United States of America. 
Okay.  The bottom line that gives Los Alamos a reason or a rationale to exist is 
the National Security Act of 1947.  If that act is ever repealed, you have no more 
bottom line to exist.  We’re not talking about pit facilities or anything, just existence. 
Okay.  Now, most people are concerned about environmental impacts and stuff.  I 
mean I’m concerned about environmental impacts too.  But I’m more concerned 
about the shutdown of electric devices during the three to fi ve days of darkness 
when the planet gets shut down.  Okay.  That’s number one. 
Does Los Alamos, can they function without electricity.  A directed energy 
weapons attack on the pit facility site or the waste storage site, no one seems to 
have any idea about a protection umbrella anything.  That seems like that might be 
a problem. 
If there is an escalation of the coming nuclear war in the Middle East, someone 
told me, oh, they don’t think that LANL is a prime target.  No, it’s probably a 
secondary target. 
Then there’s the plate movement, a movement of the rotational axis when the 
let’s call it the ionosphere, the electromagnetic sheath shifts, and we have a new 
rotational axis.  And so we’re going to have a lot of earthquakes. 
What kind of -- does your -- I haven’t read this booklet.  But does it address the 
predicament that we would be in due to earthquakes and shut down the power, 
transportation, et cetera, et cetera.  That’s all I want to say. 
SPEAKER: The Jemez volcano erupting above Los Alamos. 

711-1

711-2

Commentor 711:   Dustin William Olson
711-1 The LANL electric power system and proposed upgrades are presented 

in Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2.1.  Emergency power generators are used at 
many LANL facilities to provide backup power to run systems critical to 
safe operations in the event of a loss of normal electric power sources.

 Measures are taken at LANL to protect against potential attacks.  
Improvements in controlling access to the site are currently being 
implemented with the establishment of guard stations on Pajarito Road 
and access controls around TA-3.  In addition, Appendix J of the SWEIS 
evaluates the environmental impacts of a proposed project that would 
provide additional access controls to the nuclear facilities along Pajarito 
Road.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6, of the SWEIS has been revised to include 
additional discussion of the measures taken to protect assets at LANL 
from terrorist activities.  As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12.6, the 
impacts of terrorist action have been considered in a separate, classified 
appendix to the SWEIS.

 Sitewide seismic accidents are analyzed and resulting consequences are 
presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.12.3.  LANL site seismic activity is 
discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.3.  The accident analyses presented 
in Section 5.12 considers a wide range of accident scenarios including 
site-wide fires and earthquakes.

711-2 An evaluation of the volcanic hazard from the Jemez Mountains 
volcanic field was reported in the 1999 SWEIS and was reevaluated as 
part of this SWEIS, as indicated in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.2.  As stated 
in the 1999 SWEIS, a significant volcanic event would be preceded by 
years of seismic signals.  NNSA continues to review seismic data to see 
if there is any sign of increased volcanic risk to LANL facilities, but 
the data do not indicate any greater potential for volcanic activity than 
identified in the 1999 SWEIS.
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My name is Rebecca Procter, I’m a resident of Santa Fe County.  I’d like to make 
a short overall statement to begin.  And that is that I believe backing the preferred 
alternative which involves dramatically expanding production of pits that form 
the cores of the actual nuclear weapons as well as the outright dismissal of 
consideration of the so-called green alternative which was focused on science 
and waste management are both actions that I view as putting the U.S. in direct 
violation of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty. 
Now, regardless of the stance that the current administration takes regarding 
any treaty into which the U.S. has entered, the people of the United States are 
overwhelmingly in favor of honoring the requirements of nonproliferation. 
The ethical and moral stance that the current document espouses is completely 
indefensible.  Creating massive new amounts of weapons of mass destruction is 
not clearly not a formula for promoting peace on the planet. 
Now, I’m going to spend the rest of the time that I have just pulling a couple of very 
brief examples from my initial reading of the document which admittedly is still 
superfi cial and I hope to spend more time with it.  I’m hoping to pinpoint a couple 
of items that I think highlight issues that should be addressed. 
My fi rst example is taken from the estimated environmental effects of the 
expanded operations alternative.  And that is that it is estimated that the bulk 
type low level radioactive waste will increase under this alternative to a level that 
would be somewhere between fi ve and 23 times greater than is currently being 
generated. 
In addition, the so-called packaged low level nuclear waste would increase under 
that estimate to a level somewhere between 2.5 and 5.25 times greater than is 
currently being generated. 
Now, the issue I’m raising here is not whether LANL will deal with that waste in 
some manner.  The issue that I want to be considered is whether it is acceptable 
to the people of New Mexico to have this much more radioactive waste being 
generated and possibly moved through the state to holding facilities.  I personally 
believe that that is ethically unacceptable. 
To take another tack that has to do with public health, we don’t know from this 
document exactly how the estimates of risks of various accident scenarios 
was generated.  The statistics provided are not backed up by an explanation of 
methodology. 
To take just one example, and this is -- keep in mind that the example I’ve chosen 
is an accident scenario that is not considered to have the highest possible risks to 
the off-site population, it’s just one of many possible scenarios. 
And this comes from the estimated consequences of a radiological accident 

712-1

712-2

Commentor 712:   Rebecca Procter

712-3

712-1 Operations at LANL that support the NNSA mission to ensure a safe and 
reliable nuclear stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to 
Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for more information.  
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, of the SWEIS provides a discussion of NNSA’s 
consideration of, and decision to not analyze a “Greener Alternative” 
in the SWEIS.  NNSA does not believe that a “Greener Alternative” is 
reasonable for the future operation of LANL to meet its mission work 
assignments as directed by the Congress and the President.  Refer to 
Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

712-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the ethical nature of 
generating more radioactive waste at LANL.  Impacts related to waste 
management and the transportation associated with disposing some of 
this waste offsite are identified in Chapter 5, Sections 5.9 and 5.10, of 
the SWEIS.  The estimates for operational waste generation are based 
on projections in the 1999 SWEIS, which were increased as necessary in 
this SWEIS based on actual generation rates and recent waste generation 
forecasts.  The projections for waste generated by routine operations are 
designed to be conservative, providing an upper bound by which impacts 
may be measured.  In addition, much of the waste projected for the 
Expanded Operations Alternative is attributable to remediation actions; 
the actual amount generated will depend on future regulatory decisions 
by the State of New Mexico.  As such, the estimates of waste generation 
are conservative and actual generation rates may not approach the 
projections.  All wastes are stored onsite, primarily at TA-54, and 
managed protectively until disposed of.  The disposal facility is selected 
based on the type of waste.  At LANL, some low-level radioactive waste 
is disposed of onsite at TA-54.  Other radioactive wastes are transported 
offsite for disposal.  For example, transuranic waste is disposed of 
at WIPP, which is regulated by both the New Mexico Environment 
Department and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Hazardous 
waste is sent to offsite commercial facilities for treatment and disposal.  
All disposal facilities are designed and operated in accordance with 
standards developed specifically for the waste type accepted.  Refer 
to Sections 2.7, Waste Management, and 2.9, Compliance Order on 
Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental Restoration Activities, of 
this CRD for more information related to this comment.
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deriving from a plutonium facility storage container release at the TA-55 facility 
which would be the facility that’s developing plutonium pits. 
And they state this risk to be an increase in latent cancer fatalities of .223.  So that 
means less than one fatality per 100 people.  But think for just a moment about 
that ratio and think about that in terms of 10,000 people. 
If that estimate is correct, we would be looking at an increase in latent cancer 
fatalities of more than 22 people out of 10,000.  When viewed from the larger 
perspective of the actual population that could be affected in Los Alamos and 
Santa Fe Counties alone, this is an unacceptable risk from this type of accident. 
Further, we can’t tell right now from the SWEIS if the risk of such accidents, and 
there are many other possibilities mentioned in the document, has been assessed 
in a scientifi cally defensible manner. 
Now, I’m going to indulge my professional interest for the last few seconds that 
I have, and that is that I am a professional archeologist.  And I may be only one 
of a few that will comment on this document.  So I just want to point out that it is 
recognized that there will be adverse effects to certain cultural resources from the 
expanded operations alternative. 
This involves the destruction or alteration of certain buildings, some of which are 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  There will be some effects to 
known archeological sites.  And there will be potentially some effects to traditional 
cultural properties which have religious and cultural signifi cance to tribal peoples 
in this area. 
And in that case it has to do with the view shed, the view from these traditional 
cultural properties, which in most cases are sacred places.  Thank you for the time 
and thanks for your attention. 

712-4

712-3
cont’d

Commentor 712 (cont’d):  Rebecca Procter
712-3 The value of 0.223 latent cancer fatalities in the event of a plutonium 

facility storage container release accident at TA-55-4, as shown in 
Appendix D, Tables D–4 and D–7 of the Draft SWEIS, is not for 
an individual but rather for the entire population out to a 50-mile 
(80-kilometer) radius from the facility, which is shown in the table 
footnote to be 301,900 persons.  This means that, in the event of this 
accident, there would be no additional latent cancer fatalities in the 
entire population of 301,900 persons since the calculated risk is much 
smaller than 1.  This can be translated to mean that for an average 
individual in the population, the likelihood of latent cancer fatality if 
this accident were to occur is 0.00000074 (1 chance in 1.3 million).  
The risk to the total population for this accident was obtained by 
multiplying the frequency of this accident, which is one in a million 
per year, by the 0.223 which gives 2.23 × 10-7 per year of operation as 
shown in Tables D–6 and D–9 of the Draft SWEIS.  The methodology 
for estimating the consequences and risks of accidents is described in 
Appendix D.  This methodology is used for all DOE EISs.

712-4 NNSA thoroughly reviewed and analyzed impacts to cultural resources 
in the SWEIS.  Specifically, impacts to cultural resources (including 
traditional cultural properties) from the Expanded Operations 
Alternative are presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.7.3 and summarized in 
Table 5–29, of the SWEIS.  More detailed information is presented in 
Appendices G through J.
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Thank you.  I’m in awe of the sophistication and the detailed research and care of 
my colleagues in this community.  The local environmental impact of dramatically 
increasing nuclear weapon triggers at Los Alamos National Lab is indeed a valid 
concern.  But there is a larger danger. 
Spending billions to expand the U.S. stockpile of nuclear weapons will not improve 
our national security in today’s world.  More likely it will degrade global security by 
keeping the U.S. in the forefront of the unending proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
And the integrity of our global environment will be further impaired if Los Alamos 
fails to reassess its national security role.  The billions of new dollars, this pool 
of scientifi c talent, and an enlightened new Los Alamos mission should be 
aggressively applied toward the development of nonmilitary nuclear alternatives to 
fossil fuels. 
Our insatiable use of oil has led the U.S. into dangerous military adventures, 
political confrontations in the Middle East, thus decreasing our security.  Our 
always expanding fossil fuel use is leading to major environmental degradation as 
well. 
Just imagine how much constructive good and goodwill Los Alamos could 
contribute to our national security, economy, and the environment by developing 
safe new generations of commercial nuclear power plants, small and economical 
nuclear plants for the world’s Merchant Marine fl eets, for example.  As the United 
States’ power generation was weaned from fossil fuels, the environmental 
degradation would certainly moderate. 
I prefer that the National Nuclear Security Administration and Los Alamos take 
the lead in fi nding nonmilitary constructive solutions to our new national security 
problems and environmental threats rather than spend time, talent, and treasure, 
our treasure on tasks and products that will escalate the global nuclear arms race 
and contribute nothing toward global environmental solutions.  Thank you. 

713-2

713-1

Commentor 713:   Don Bennett

713-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons.  The United States is not expanding the nuclear 
weapons stockpile.  Pit production is necessary to maintain the 
existing nuclear weapons stockpile.  Stockpile stewardship capabilities 
at LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means to 
further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and confidence in the 
nuclear stockpile is likely to remain important in future arms control 
negotiations as the Nation moves to further reduce the size of the overall 
stockpile.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

713-2 Cessation of NNSA’s core mission activities in support of NNSA’s 
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security 
policy as established by the Congress and the President.  Therefore, 
ending these activities at LANL is not being considered in the 
SWEIS.  In addition to performing these activities, however, research 
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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My name is Carl Smith, I live in Santa Fe.  I do not support any increases in 
nuclear weapons research.  And that’s really what I’m here to say.  The previous 
two speakers have articulated this so well that I really am hesitant to say anything 
more. 
But I have three points, quick points I hope.  One, the fi rst point is that, if you have 
them, you want to use them.  So why do we still have them? And we have -- well, 
on July 25, 1945, when President Truman ordered the delivery of the special 
bomb on the day where the weather permitted it over one of four possible targets 
in Japan, the whole thing escalated.  It became like a toboggan running down a 
hillside. 
They had two bombs ready.  They used the fi rst one and that was really all that 
was necessary.  They didn’t even give the Emperor of Japan time to respond to 
the ultimatum.  And they went ahead because they had the second bomb ready, 
they went ahead and used it. 
Isn’t that the nature of war? Isn’t that the way these things work? I say we don’t 
need them.  The second point is somewhat like that.  Our leadership in this nation 
started the Iraq war looking for weapons of mass destruction, to get rid of them.  
All the time they were right here in New Mexico. 
I think we ought to set up a tour bureau to bring people here to fi nd the weapons 
of mass destruction.  They could paint them and name them and do all kinds of 
things with them.  These serve no destructive life-enabling purpose.  They are 
illegal.  So let’s get rid of them versus trying to improve them. 
The last thing I want to say is personal and a little bit pejorative.  And I keep asking 
myself why, why are we doing all this, why are we trying to improve these weapons 
of mass destruction, why are we keeping them? Why is Los Alamos so focused on 
all of this, why? And I came up with my own answer and realized we’ve got to keep 
jobs for those folks.  This is a massive welfare system.  The military, corporations 
that serve this are massive welfare systems. 
Now, I personally do not mind that.  I personally don’t mind subsidizing people 
to do useful work.  But we need these people in Los Alamos, the engineers and 
scientists, to do constructive work like our previous two speakers said.  There are 
useful things to be done in this country.  Let’s get on with it. 

714-1

714-2

Commentor 714:   Carl A. Smith

714-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increases in nuclear 
weapons research.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons 
and Pit Production, of this CRD for additional information.

714-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s support for continued operation of LANL 
to support non-weapons research.  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.  Stockpile stewardship is important to maintain a 
safe, secure, and reliable stockpile.  Even in the post-Cold War period, 
international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will continue to 
be a cornerstone of U.S. national security for the foreseeable future.  In 
addition to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL 
in areas not related to nuclear weapons production such as renewable 
energy and global climate change.  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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My name is Paulette Frankl and I’m a resident of Santa Fe.  I’m a mother 
and a grandmother and somebody who is very concerned about nature, the 
environment, water, air, animals, Native Americans, and habitats and health of all 
sort.  To continue this quest for bigger and better weapons is not the way. 
It isn’t Los Alamos that just decided, well, we’re going to sort of clean things up a 
bit and make things newer and better and bigger.  That’s not what’s going on.  This 
was authorized somewhere right at the top.  Los Alamos isn’t making these sort of 
improvements all of its own accord. 
And I heard that, if New Mexico were to secede from the union, it would be the 
third largest or one of the three largest nuclear powers on the planet.  Please 
understand this.  We are living next to an accident waiting to happen.  As Helen 
Caldicott said, if you live next to a nuclear power plant, you don’t need a war, all 
you need is an accident. 
And accidents happen.  Among other things where is all this waste, you know, 
where is it going to be taken out of? Before I came here, I came from Las Vegas, 
Nevada, well Yucca Mountain, that’s over there somewhere, who cares.  These 
are going on the roads that we drive on.  And again an accident waiting to happen 
to Yucca Mountain, if not here. 
Yucca Mountain has right next to it a Native American reservation that’s one of the 
largest in the country.  Most people don’t care about that.  I care very much about 
what happens to our native people. 
It is happening to all of us.  We are it.  And just to kind of get down to the basics 
as a mother and a grandmother and a person who cares about life on earth and 
peace in the world, you don’t fi ght for peace, you live it.  There is only as much 
peace on earth as there are peaceful people. 
Certainly we’re seeing that right now in Lebanon.  How much more hatred and 
destruction do we need to turn the tide of our own mentality to say enough, we’re 
just not going to do this anymore? And even though I’m very grateful for this 
hearing, I wondered, are our voices really going to make a difference.  And, if not, 
we need to make sure that they do.  Thank you very much. 

715-1

715-2

Commentor 715:   Paulette Frankl

715-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s statement regarding the occurrence of 
accidents.  There are no nuclear power plants or nuclear reactors of any 
kind at LANL.  Recognizing the possibility of accidents, the estimated 
health impacts from postulated facility accidents at LANL are described 
in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS.  The risks from accidents, 
which include consideration of the probability that such accidents occur, 
are also included in that chapter.  NNSA and the LANL contractor use 
the results of analyses in the SWEIS and safety analysis documents to 
evaluate accident scenarios and determine ways to reduce the possibility 
of accidents occurring and to mitigate their effects.  This includes 
incorporating features into facility design and operations to protect the 
health and safety of workers and the public.

715-2 NNSA notes the commentors concern regarding the generation of wastes 
and their transport to disposal locations offsite.  The SWEIS evaluates 
the impacts from transporting the generated wastes to various disposal 
locations in and outside of the State of New Mexico.  The impacts are 
detailed in Chapter 5, Section 5.10, and summarized in Chapter 3, and 
the Summary of the SWEIS in terms to doses to the public and fatalities 
from potential traffic accidents.  The results indicate that the potential 
impacts are very small.
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My name is Betty Kronsky, I’m a member of People for Peace, a peace 
organization that was formed during the fi rst Gulf War in response to people 
feeling very helpless and very upset about what was going on.  And since that 
time we’ve had several other wars to react to and to talk about and to try to study. 
We had an interesting conversation with one of the experts outside.  He was really 
very engaging and helpful.  We were standing in front of the poster that advertised 
the new plan for the plutonium pits and the plutonium facility. 
And I noticed, on the bottom line of the poster, the comment that this was meant 
to satisfy mission objectives.  And I asked him what was meant by mission 
objectives.  And he really didn’t know, that wasn’t his -- you know, his province.  
The objectives are set by the politicians and not by the scientists. 
And I wondered about these mission objectives.  And, of course, it’s been said 
here before.  Does it have to do with increasing weapons for waging nuclear war 
and what would be the rationale for war? Is there a moral justifi cation for using 
nuclear weapons? 
The way that the wars in Iraq and Lebanon are being waged today imply to the 
world that it is okay to kill civilians, to destroy infrastructures, and to contaminate 
the environment. 
My understanding is that this kind of war is morally wrong.  Any kind of war is 
morally wrong.  But certainly the kind that is being waged today, it’s only an inch 
beyond what’s happening in Lebanon today to use nuclear weapons. 
We’ve already used them -- I mean we’ve already used depleted uranium on 
warheads.  And without really knowing what the result is going to be in terms of 
human lives and cancer production. 
Certainly it’s obvious that, if we have them, we will use them, that there will be 
demagogues, political leaders that will convince us the way they did in the mid-
forties, that it was okay to use them against the civilian population. So I think that 
many people here believe as I do, that we do not want to increase our capability 
of nuclear weapons.  We would like to get rid of the ones we have.  And the expert 
who was talking to us said that we actually are burning plutonium to get rid of it.  
Then why are we wanting to produce so much more? It just doesn’t make sense.  
Thank you. 

716-2

716-1 The mission objective for LANL is to provide support for maintaining 
a safe, secure and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile.  Specific LANL 
assignments, as summarized in Chapter 1, include production of war 
reserve product, assessment and certification of nuclear weapons 
stockpile, surveillance of war reserve components and weapons systems, 
ensuring safe and secure storage of strategic materials, and management 
of excess plutonium inventories.

716-2 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.  The operations at LANL do not 
produce more plutonium, but use existing plutonium to produce pits.

Commentor 716:   Betty Kronsky

716-1
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My name is William Christison.  I don’t want new plutonium pits produced here or 
anyplace else in the United States.  I have lived in New Mexico for 25 years.  It is 
just as important that new nuclear pits and expansion of the production of nuclear 
weapons not occur anywhere else in the United States as well as here. 
Now, why basically are we doing this? And I want to tell you a little bit about my 
credentials.  I worked for 28 years for the Central Intelligence Agency.  I wrote 
two or three of the fi rst national intelligence estimates produced on the problem of 
nuclear proliferation worldwide. 
And the situation is just about as bad now as it was in the 1960s and the 1970s 
and the 1980s and the ‘90s and now.  Israel by the way got its fi rst nuclear 
weapons 39 years ago with the help of the United States. 
India who now has nuclear weapons recently signed a treaty with the United 
States that is going to allow India to expand its nuclear weapons with assistance 
from the United States.  Maybe not money, but the money from us will go for 
peaceful uses.  And the money as you know is wholly fungible and will give India 
more money to expand its own nuclear weapons program. 
So here we are.  We are helping our own government expand its nuclear weapons, 
we are helping two other countries, India and Israel, expand their nuclear 
weapons.  This is in total violation of one of the basic policies that the United 
States should be implementing as enunciated in the nonproliferation treaty signed 
in 1969 or 1970. 
And so that means, in effect, every single person working in Los Alamos and 
participating in the program of expanding nuclear weapons production in this 
country is going to be a criminal under international law.  I wonder if the people 
who work there realize that fact. 
Now, one other thing I want to say.  The nuclear weapons program of the United 
States and what Los Alamos National Laboratory is going to be asked to do in the 
near future, expanding production of plutonium pits means that it’s going to make 
it easier for the United States to carry out all the rest of its foreign policies, its 
very aggressive foreign policies which have resulted in more hatred of the United 
States. 
All of these things are really very closely related.  The Israel-Palestine issue, the 
present slaughter of innocent people in Lebanon, the present slaughter of equally 
innocent people in Iraq, killing of people in Afghanistan continues.  All of these 
things are very closely related. 
If we people who want to change U.S. policies in the nuclear fi eld can do that, then 
it’s also a step toward helping us change our foreign policies in all of these other 
areas.  And that is what needs to happen if we’re going to have anything like a 
peaceful world in the coming decades.  Thank you very much. 

717-1

717-2

Commentor 717:   William Christison

717-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s objection to pit production.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for more information.

717-2 Operations at LANL that support the NNSA mission to ensure a safe and 
reliable nuclear stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Stockpile stewardship capabilities 
at LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a means to 
further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and are likely to remain 
important in future arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to 
further reduce its overall stockpile size.
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Hi, I’m Bud Ryan, I’m with  Pax Christi New Mexico which is part of Pax Christi 
International and the Catholic Peace Group. 
Okay.  So why are we planning on making pits here? Does this not break Article VI 
of the NPT treaty? Linton Brooks, the administrator of the NNSA, has said publicly 
that the plan is to eventually replace all our nuclear weapons. 
We as a country have already wasted seven plus trillion dollars when adjusted for 
infl ation on these weapons.  So, even though we have never used these weapons 
in anger since 1945, when we became the only country to do so against the 
innocent civilians of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, I say we have killed many people 
here and around the world by wasting the seven plus trillion dollars on nukes when 
it should have been spent on decent housing, food, good schools, and hospitals 
for all the people of the earth. 
Clean up Los Alamos, stop weapons production, and use our scientists who are 
some of the best and brightest the U.S. has to offer to invent things to benefi t 
all humankind.  Let the U.S. lead the way in getting all nuclear weapon states to 
live up to the NPT treaty and maybe the U.S. can begin to repair our reputation 
that has been trashed since 9/11, when the Bush Administration highjacked our 
country and became to many people around the world the greatest terrorist state 
on the planet. 
The manufacture of weapons of mass destruction is a blasphemy to God, The 
Creator, and it is something that we, the people, must stop. 

718-1

718-2

718-1
cont’d

Commentor 718:   Bud Ryan

718-1 Operations at LANL that support the NNSA mission to ensure a safe 
and reliable nuclear stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Stockpile stewardship 
capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a 
means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and are likely 
to remain important in future arms control negotiations as the Nation 
moves to further reduce its overall stockpile size.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information.

718-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be 
focused on areas other than those related to nuclear weapons production, 
especially on cleanup of the LANL site.  In addition to LANL’s primary 
mission of supporting the Stockpile Stewardship Program, research is 
conducted in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas 
are part of current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as 
part of the No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to 
be conducted at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to 
Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

 Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes progress made by 
NNSA in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.  
Since the early 1990s, when LANL staff identified over 2,000 sites 
potentially requiring environmental remediation, progress has been 
made (and sites consolidated) such that only about 800 remain to be 
addressed.  Continuation of cleanup activities at a pre-Consent Order 
level is included in the No Action Alternative, while actions necessary 
to comply with the Consent Order are evaluated under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  As stated in 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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Good evening.  My name is Peggy Prince, I’m with Peace Action New Mexico.  
And in my hand I am holding well over over 500 signatures on a petition which 
reads “I vigorously oppose the proposal for LANL to continue or expand its nuclear 
weapons mission.  It is dangerous for the health and safety of the environment and 
all life in Northern New Mexico.” 
So I was intending to submit these petition signatures tonight.  But this petition has 
gotten such a groundswell of interest that what I’m going to do, what we’re going 
to do is we’re going to leave the petition open for signatures until the fi rst part of 
September and then submit these petitions to become part of the formal comment 
in the fi nal SWEIS. 
So it’s really important.  So, if you would download this off of our web site and 
circulate it, there’s a return address on there.  And you can send it back to our 
offi ce.  And we will make sure that all of your names, signatures, and this petition 
go into the fi nal SWEIS document. 
And, you know, to say one more thing, I’m kind of a bottom line kind of person.  
And the bottom line here is that we need to stop this.  There is no other choice.  
We have to stop this terrible experiment in trying to ramp up our nuclear weapons 
production. 
You know, they’re trying to put one over on us.  And they’re hoping that we’re so 
afraid about getting on a government list or something like that as some people 
have said to me, we’re so afraid of that that we are being scared into silence.  And 
we need for that not to happen.  Now is the time for courage.  Thank you.  Mr.  
Coghlan. 

719-1
cont’d

719-1 719-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to LANL’s nuclear weapons 
mission.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.  The environmental and 
human health impacts of the continued operation of LANL are presented 
in Chapter 5 and summarized in Table S–5 of the SWEIS.

Commentor 719:   Peggy Prince
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My name is Jay Coghlan, I work for  Nuclear Watch New Mexico.  I have either 
the honor or hassle of doing this stuff for a living.  Others have spoken about the 
process to date, the truncated period of time that the NNSA has given for the 
comment period.  I’m quite familiar with it.  But I simply echo those remarks. 
With respect to the reference documents, some speakers have noted how 
important they are.  And indeed they are.  And a couple of weeks ago we called 
up the Los Alamos reading room which is like the offi cial repository for those 
documents.  And fi rst we went to their web site and they had a web site that was 
still dated as being February 2006. 
And on that web site they said coming soon, online documents.  So we’re going 
great, we call them up.  You got the SWEIS documents? No.  And then they 
thanked us for bringing their attention to that statement on their web site saying 
that there would be online documents.  And they go, oh, that statement is really 
confusing.  Tell you what, we’ll take that statement off. 
So the end result is no online documents.  However, we’re not ones to take this 
laying down.  I say screw NNSA.  Nuclear Watch is going to put those reference 
documents up on our web site.  That will happen by midweek. 
You just go to www.nukewatch, that’s n-u-k-e-w-a-t-c-h, dot org.  They will be 
there, the 19 CDs that Los Alamos did give us.  And hopefully this will shame them 
into providing online access to these documents in the future. 
Right now I’m going to take what might be an unexpected twist.  I not only look 
at Los Alamos, but I look at the nuclear weapons complex as a whole.  And 
previously and, in fact, the last round of hearings a couple years ago was over a 
facility called the modern pit facility.  And this would be a super bomb plant in the 
NNSA’s hopes and desires capable of a production capacity of 450 pits a year. 
I have worked hard on that issue.  Others in New Mexico have and others across 
the country have.  The end result is that super bomb plan has been defeated for 
two years running.  That is a very important victory.  And we have to make sure 
that the modern fi t facility never comes into being because what that facility is is a 
full-scale return to industrial production of nuclear bombs. 
Now, I repeat again, an extremely important victory.  That, of course, has a 
negative boomerang effect on Los Alamos.  But they have fallen for our grand 
strategic plan.  That is to keep pit production surrounded here at Los Alamos, and 
then it’s going to be a death by 1,000 cuts. 
You know, pick this SWEIS apart.  But this SWEIS is only one small step.  There 
has to be a much broader social and political and legal movement towards the 
eventual eradication of weapons of mass destruction in this state.  It has to start 
here.  Forty-three percent of the total national budget DOE for its nuclear weapons 
activities take place in this state alone. 

720-1

720-2

720-3

Commentor 720:   Jay Coghlan
720-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s statement regarding the NEPA process.  

Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Process, of this CRD for additional information related to many of the 
public’s questions regarding the process.

720-2 NNSA also recognizes that in light of electronic capabilities now 
available, that commentors would like the references to be available 
on the Internet.  For security reasons, NNSA exercises caution when 
making decisions about posting documents on its website.  Consistent 
with established practice, NNSA made the Draft LANL SWEIS and the 
reference material available for public review in DOE Public Reading 
Rooms in the general vicinity of LANL.  Those reading rooms are 
located in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.  See Section 2.2, 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD for 
additional discussion.

720-3 NNSA issued a Notice of Intent in October 2006 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).  NNSA also announced cancellation of 
the planned Supplemental EIS for a modern pit facility, for which 
a draft Supplemental EIS was issued in June 2003 (67 FR 59577).  
Consequently, a modern pit facility is no longer included as a reasonably 
foreseeable event in the SWEIS.  In January 2008, NNSA issued 
the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS (73 FR 2023); it includes 
alternatives in which LANL would be the site of a new consolidated 
plutonium center or a new consolidated nuclear production complex.  
The impacts from the Draft Complex Transformation SPEIS are 
included in Cumulative Impacts section of the Final SWEIS.  Refer to 
Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of the 
CRD for more information.  The potential impacts of locating a new 
consolidated plutonium center or a consolidated nuclear production 
center at LANL will be evaluated in the Complex Transformation SPEIS.  
As noted in Chapter 1, Section 1.0 regarding LANL Support of NNSA 
Missions, nuclear pit production takes place on a limited scale at LANL 
and that mission is unlikely to change over the next several years.
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Now, to drive this home -- and, you know, I’m obviously I’m going to run out of 
time real soon.  But, in order to make it real, our President has stated that all 
options remain on the table when it comes to dealing with alleged uranium nuclear 
facilities. 
If there were to be a nuclear strike against Iran, the most likely weapon of 
choice would be an earth penetrating weapon that is a variant of a Los Alamos 
design that was engineered by Sandia right outside of Albuquerque.  So the 
consequences are immediate, especially given the broad foreign policies that 
other speakers have alluded to. 
And then, to tie this in, there was going to be a huge explosion using 700 tons 
of ammonium nitrate fuel oil in Nevada.  And the folks in Nevada and also Utah 
rose up and have defeated that.  That test is now being delayed into March, April, 
thereabouts, to 2007.  The bad news is the most probable location for that test is 
White Sands right here in our own state. 
So what you end up having are two weapons laboratories developing weapons 
that have a decent probability of use in an actual nuclear war.  And then we will 
have the real -- the test, the practical test of that earth penetrator likely to be here 
in White Sands. 
New Mexicans should not stand for it.  We should better organize.  We are actually 
absolutely pivotal to this not only for our country but for the entire world. 

Commentor 720 (cont’d):  Jay Coghlan

720-4 Comments regarding the potential use of nuclear weapons and the 
test explosion using ammonium nitrate are not within the scope of 
this SWEIS, which focuses on the environmental impacts of LANL 
operations.

720-4
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Someone once said where does it say in the Constitution that it’s free speech, 
but it’s only three minutes.  My understanding is we’re going to be doing -- not we.  
They want to do the same work as Rocky Flats, exact same work, same process, 
same mess, same need to clean it up.  So why isn’t it going to be closed? 
Let’s close the Los Alamos weapons production.  I don’t see any need for it.  
Maybe we have to close the whole thing to do it.  I don’t know.  We might not be 
able to do alternative work if people don’t seem to get the message.  We’ve been 
telling them for years and years. 
I was going to say I’m tired of you guys [expletive deleted] around with this, but that 
would be obscene.  What’s obscene is what you guys do.  It’s totally an obscenity, 
the production.  You’ve been terrorizing New Mexico, you’ve been terrorizing the 
world for 60 years.  And we’re sick of it. 
It’s a total obscenity.  Talk about -- is this why we crawled out of primal ooze, 
solely to take chromium and eight times toxic chromium and put eight times the 
safe limit in our Rio Grande and our drinking water? Right. 
I think it should be a Superfund site, except they don’t fund Superfund sites 
anymore.  The stockpile is way over.  I really think that it should be looked at as 
far as the fact that it is the exact same thing that’s happened in Rocky Flats and it 
should be closed for the exact same reasons. 
Someone said that the decision is going to be made by some hullabaloo, 
somebody, some muckety-muck in DOE.  Congress makes the decisions, not 
DOE.  Congress makes the decisions, not as George Bush says.  Congress is the 
decider, not George Bush. 

721-1

721-2

721-3

721-4

Commentor 721:   Michael Collins

721-1 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.  While pit production is the same 
activity that was conducted at the Rocky Flats Plant, the interim 
production capability at LANL, up to 80 pits per year, is much lower.  
The facilities used are also different.  Refer to Section 2.12, Comparison 
to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD for more information regarding the 
relationship of LANL operations to Rocky Flats.

721-2 Refer to Sections 2.5, Water Resources, and 2.6, Offsite Contamination, 
of this CRD for more information related to this comment.

721-3 Section 2.12, Comparisons to Rocky Flats Plant, of this CRD describes 
why NNSA believes that operations at LANL would not result in a 
similar outcome as Rocky Flats.  LANL operations are in compliance 
with Federal and State regulations for protection of human health and 
the environment, and, as shown in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS, would 
remain in compliance even under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  
Chapter 5 describes the impacts for each resource area and Section 5.14 
presents mitigation actions to address adverse effects.

721-4 As discussed in Chapter 1 of the SWEIS, the missions of NNSA are 
established by the Congress and the President.  NNSA is responsible 
for determining how best to implement those missions.  As discussed in 
Section 1.4, NNSA is the official responsible for deciding on the level 
of operations at LANL and the implementation of proposed projects 
analyzed in the SWEIS after considering the environmental impacts 
and other factors such as programmatic needs, cost, and schedule.  
Implementation of these decisions is contingent on funding as approved 
by the Congress on an annual basis.
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My name is Jack Frenkel.  I am confronted here with a tremendous problem.  And, 
discussing in three minutes, I felt that we should just use common sense since we 
won’t solve it very quickly. 
So releasing vaporized depleted uranium from weapons tests in the air near 
Los Alamos or manufacturing plutonium pits a few miles from Santa Fe are not 
attractive for tourists to come to Santa Fe and New Mexico nor for the people who 
live here. 
If at all necessary, such activities should be moved to White Sands Proving 
Ground or the proposed waste disposal site at Yucca Mountain in Nevada or near 
the uranium enrichment plant in Eunice or an abandoned mine or another remote 
facility far from population centers. 
Accidents do happen.  And radioactively contaminated air is very diffi cult to 
decontaminate as we learned from the contaminated canyons near Los Alamos 
and in Rocky Flats which just mentioned had to be abandoned.  Why take such 
risks in the scenic and economically productive tourist population center.  Thank 
you. 

722-1

722-2

722-1
cont’d

Commentor 722:   Jack Frenkel

722-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns related to the effect a major 
accident would have on New Mexico’s economy as a result of reduced 
tourism.  The SWEIS impact analysis considers socioeconomic impacts 
of operating LANL on the general New Mexico economy of which 
tourism is a part.  Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS analyzes the 
potential impacts from a variety of accident scenarios on members of the 
public, which would include visitors to the area.

722-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s suggestion to move activities currently 
performed at LANL to another location.  LANL’s location was selected 
during World War II because of its isolation.  The continuing mission 
of LANL, starting at that time, has been support of the U.S. nuclear 
weapons program.  The purpose of the SWEIS, however, is to evaluate 
the environmental impacts of alternatives for operations at LANL and 
does not evaluate alternatives for moving LANL operations to another 
geographic site.
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Hello.  I’m Seely.  I used to be Suki and now I’m Seely.  I’m both I guess.  I’m going 
to talk about the grandfather exemption.  It should not be applied to all facilities at 
LANL which began operations before December 31st, 1988, because there are 
many of them.  And the continued release of polluting gases adds to the burden of 
harmful toxins which the plants, animals, and people of Northern New Mexico are 
exposed to. 
Grandfathers may be special people.  But polluting facilities are not.  And they 
can’t get away with hiding behind the image of a grandfather in order to poison the 
environment. 
Instead I propose the grandmother clause.  That older facilities which began 
operations before December 31st, 1988, be the fi rst ones to be required to clean 
up their act, making the changes and fi lters and scrubbers on their exhaust gas 
carrying capacity to bring them into compliance with the latest safety codes. 
We grandmothers feel strongly that no one should be allowed to be exempted 
from the rules.  We certainly can’t fool the natural world into believing that it’s okay 
because its healthy function depends on clean pure air and water. 
And grandmothers want everyone including grandfathers to set a good example 
for the younger generations because we are all responsible for our actions and 
want to pass on the best world we can to our kids.  That’s the way they will learn 
how to manage this world properly, by following our good example. 
So let’s not get it [expletive deleted] backwards.  Let’s straighten this out.  Should 
we make more plutonium triggers for nuclear weapons at LANL? Absolutely 
not.  One plutonium trigger is too many.  After all the suffering in this world, we 
don’t need to plan on ways of increasing it.  Once again we’ve got our priorities 
[expletive deleted] backwards, putting destruction ahead of support for life. 
Instead of wasting precious resources, time, and energy and, oh, yes, tax dollars 
on making weapons of mass destruction, we need to join together to solve the 
pressing problems of today’s world which is global warming, renewable energy 
production, and clean alternative fuels.  Like the bumper sticker I saw recently 
says it, strengthen life, death takes care of itself. 

723-1

723-1
cont’d

723-2

723-3

Commentor 723:   Seely Solomon
723-1 All LANL operations currently comply with State (New Mexico Air 

Quality Control Act) and Federal (Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances 
Control Act, DOE, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
regulations, and Executive Orders) regulations and have valid permits 
as described in Chapter 6 of the SWEIS.  The Title V operating permit 
includes requirements for monitoring air pollutant emissions from 
sources at LANL and recordkeeping for these sources with which 
DOE regularly complies.  Radioactive air emissions from activities at 
LANL are subject to the limits of the National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants for Radon Emissions from DOE Facilities 
(40 CFR Part 61, Subpart Q); and the National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Radionuclides other than Radon from 
DOE Facilities (40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H) with which DOE complies.  
Although toxic, hazardous, and radioactive air pollutant emissions can 
potentially have detrimental impacts, the past emission levels analyzed 
and those projected from uses at LANL would not be expected to cause 
unacceptable impacts on human health or the environment (Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.4.1.1 and 5.6.2).  Toxic air pollutant emissions estimated 
from the use of chemicals are generally below the levels for which 
New Mexico State would require a permit for a new source under 
the New Mexico permit regulations for toxic air pollutant emissions 
(NMAC 20.2.72.400 - 502).  The Title V operating permit limits the 
emissions of hazardous air pollutants such that operations at LANL 
are below the major source threshold for hazardous air pollutants.  
Emissions of hazardous air pollutants are monitored and reported 
annually to the New Mexico Environment Department as required 
by the permit.  Some sources of air pollutant emissions at LANL do 
not have permits under 20.2.72.400-502 NMAC because they were 
constructed prior to December 31, 1988.  Further information can be 
found in Appendix C, Section C.1.2.2 that discusses the health effects of 
the different radionuclides and Chapter 4, Section 4.6.2.2 that discusses 
the risk of toxicity and carcinogenicity affecting the region.

723-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear 
weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

723-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to nuclear 
weapons production.  Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities 
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Commentor 723 (cont’d):  Seely Solomon 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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 Thank you, Suki.  Seely I meant.  This is the third hearing on the subject that I’ve 
been to this week.  And I’m surprised that not one single person testifying at any 
of the locations including Los Alamos spoke in favor of increasing pit production.  
And, in fact, no one spoke in favor of retaining a nuclear deterrent. 
Now, in the past I would have expected somebody to step forward and sort of 
defend the nuclear deterrent and the need for safety, reliability, and so forth.  But it 
didn’t happen.  Not yet.  Maybe tonight. 
We’re all here and so we have kind of voted in a way to invest this process with our 
faith.  So we -- but we have to be careful with this.  Few I think here, certainly few 
last night, felt that this was a good faith process in which the policy choices facing 
the country would be adequately heard, you know, in the three minute comment 
period and so forth, which deals with a tiny, tiny, tiny sliver of the issues involved 
as Bill Christison pointed out so very well. 
So in a way I’ve already said my peace as far as the oral testimony to the NNSA.  I 
want to talk to us as a community. 
We have to be careful about our own focus and our own energy level and our own 
commitment to this because this isn’t a good faith process.  And, if we fall into 
without really thinking about it the idea that by coming here and saying our peace 
that this is going to stop pit production here in Northern New Mexico, we will be 
making a very, very big mistake.  In fact, there are a lot of people who would like 
us to make that mistake. 
Now, whoever organized the -- who talked to the city councilors and got this draft 
resolution which follows one passed last year which was even stronger, but this 
one is quite timely, did a very good thing.  And that can be generalized to other 
cities. 
The Town of Madrid has also passed a resolution.  The Town of Taos has 
considered a resolution.  The County of Taos has heard the subject and has 
thought about it.  I urge you to get involved in reaching local offi cials just like 
someone did so effectively in the City of Santa Fe. 
Get to those offi cials, get to the state legislators.  It’s going to affect our economy, 
our society, our culture, our morale, our mental health, everything.  And, by 
appealing to the neoconservatives in the Bush Administration, that’s what Linton 
Brooks is, we are not going to -- it’s not going to come out well. 
And that’s what this process is, it is an appeal within the executive branch.  So 
that’s fi ne, we’re here, we are speaking out strongly.  But this has to be an 
inspiration for us and not something that we go away from and think, ah, we really 
told them something. 

724-1
cont’d

724-1 NNSA reviews and considers all public comments (for example, oral 
and written) in compliance with NEPA regulations and DOE procedures, 
as described in Section 1.0, Overview of the Public Comment Process, 
of this CRD.  Besides the three public hearing meetings, NNSA also 
accepted public comments via U.S. mail, e-mail, a toll-free telephone 
line, and a toll-free fax line.  The Final LANL SWEIS incorporates 
revisions in response to comments to make factual corrections and to 
supplement, improve, and modify the analyses.

Commentor 724:   Greg Mello

724-1

724-1
cont’d
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We have to organize within ourselves, within our friendship networks, and support 
the organizations who are working on this.  Get involved, put your energy there, 
put your life there.  Freedom has never been as they say defended just by kind of 
like a hobby, like, oh, maybe after a latte.  We have to really care. 
Now, I’d like to take the logic that Bill Christison mentioned about the relationship 
of these nuclear weapons to our foreign policy and take it back.  For us in New 
Mexico, this is the most effective thing we can do for many of us, to affect the 
foreign policy of the United States and limit its violence. 
Just as Bill said, it’s absolutely essential for the United States to have nuclear 
weapons as the ultimate guarantor of the safety of our expeditionary forces.  
Nuclear weapons are what make war possible. 
In the Middle East, usable nuclear weapons are what make -- nuclear deterrents 
and nuclear coercion are compellants, they use the word compellants now, the 
Defense Science Board.  That’s what makes that possible. 
Those usable nuclear weapons are the objective together with the so-called 
responsive infrastructure.  Well, that’s not responsive to us, it’s responsive to 
Linton Brooks and The White House.  We once built -- these facilities are not really 
controllable by Congress. 
This process is an attempt to prejudice and make an end run around the 
Congressional decision-making process, put hundreds of millions -- billions of 
dollars of projects, get the environmental approval, and a kind of an executive 
branch commitment while we still have George Bush in The White House and 
before the full impact of debt and war begins to settle in in Congress. 
These facilities and this agenda is already very controversial in Congress.  And 
so, by speaking out and committing yourself to fi ght it, you are joining with a lot of 
people in Congress who are already fi ghting it.  This is a conservative activity. 
Now, I know my time is up, but I just want to say -- okay.  Just one more thing then.  
Much of what has been said tonight has focused on the increase in pit production 
activity at Los Alamos.  And in a way that’s proper because that is what this EIS is 
about. 
Innovation and new capacity is absolutely essential for the maintenance of the 
nuclear weapons program.  You can’t have a huge complex project like a nuclear 
weapons complex and have it just idle for year in and year out, decade in and 
decade out. 
The weapons managers are desperate to restart this because they fear that the 
tacit knowledge and the ideological certainty in the younger generation won’t be 
there to continue the nuclear weapons mission into a new generation.  They’re 
right, they’re absolutely right. 

Commentor 724 (cont’d):  Greg Mello

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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It’s not really about an increase in capacity, it’s about continuing at all.  And a vote, 
an effort to keep Los Alamos from making plutonium pits condemns -- the nuclear 
weapons program puts it on a path toward oblivion. 
We should be very clear about that so we don’t get suckered into a technical 
argument with people who have a lot of classifi ed information in their back pocket.  
So it’s only by -- as has been done by many speakers here this evening, we clarify 
our moral and our evaluative stance. 
We can make common cause with people who are working for education, for 
healthcare, for the type of values which could create sustainable economy in New 
Mexico; because this has not brought us prosperity, it has hurt us economically 
very badly. 
We will be putting ourselves in an economic cul-de-sac, committing ourselves to a 
path of economic decline, increasing economic disparity when we could be looking 
at real national security challenges and building sustainability, community, and 
putting our economics together with our spirituality in a way that makes sense so 
our kids won’t kill themselves. 

724-2

Commentor 724 (cont’d):  Greg Mello

724-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that LANL operations have 
negatively impacted New Mexico’s economy.  The economic benefits 
from LANL operations are felt throughout the state.  Although the 
SWEIS focuses on those counties most directly affected due to the 
large number of LANL employees that reside in them, benefits accrue 
throughout New Mexico, including the other counties of northern New 
Mexico as the income of LANL workers spreads through the community 
and LANL purchases are filled through local businesses.  Nevertheless, 
as indicated in Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the SWEIS, the purpose of 
the continued operation of LANL is to provide support for DOE’s core 
missions as directed by the Congress and the President.  NNSA’s need 
to continue operating LANL is focused on its obligation to ensure a safe 
and reliable nuclear stockpile.  Cessation of these activities would run 
counter to national security policy as established by the Congress and 
the President.
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My name is Will and I’m a graduate of University of California-Santa Cruz class 
of 2004.  And the University of California as many of you know was the manager 
of the Los Alamos National Laboratory from its inception until very recently, 
when it partnered with Bechtel and Los Alamos Security, LLC, to privatize the 
management of the Los Alamos Laboratory.  And the University of California also 
managed the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory from its inception. 
Every nuclear weapon in the United States arsenal was designed by an employee 
of the University of California.  Now, I’m here tonight all the way from Santa 
Barbara along with fi ve other students and recent graduates of the UC basically for 
the reason that we want to be here in solidarity of every single person in this room 
who opposes the production of new nuclear weapons and is working for nuclear 
disarmament. 
And we want to be in solidarity also with everyone everywhere who is working 
for disarmament of nuclear weapons and production of new nuclear weapons 
materials.  The reason that we’re here tonight is that we think that there is no more 
important place to be in the struggle to disarm the United States nuclear weapons 
arsenal than right here right now. 
And like Greg Mello I have been to each of the hearings that the NNSA has 
conducted over the past three nights.  And like Greg mentioned there has not 
been a single person who has risen to this microphone and spoken in favor of 
production of new plutonium pits.  There has not even been a single person who 
has spoken in favor of the U.S. having a so-called nuclear deterrent. 
Every single person who has spoken out in the last three nights has opposed the 
production of new plutonium pits.  So I think that the sentiment of people of New 
Mexico has been made pretty clear. 
And, with that in mind, I would propose that we actually -- some of us take on 
a little different mode in the discussion for the rest of this evening, because the 
question isn’t any more what we think about plutonium pit production. 
The people at the NNSA aren’t really listening to us anyway, they don’t value our 
opinions very much anyway.  What they do respect and what they do value is 
when we organize ourselves politically to make a stand. 
And with that in mind I propose that, in contrast to the process that’s taking place 
right now, that we have somewhat of a genuine democratic process where we 
actually talk about what we’re going to do to stop the production of new plutonium 
pits in New Mexico for the rest of the night. 
So, with that in mind, I invite some of my colleagues and other people to come 
up here and make some proposals about how we are going to come together 
and stop production of new plutonium pits and do so as a step toward nuclear 
disarmament in the U.S. and around the world.  Thank you very much. 

725-1 725-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons, pit 
production, and the process for developing the SWEIS.  Refer to 
Sections 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production and 
2.2, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process, of this CRD 
for more information.

725-2 NNSA considers NEPA a vital part of the decisionmaking process.  
NNSA considers all public comments, whether oral or written.

Commentor 725:   Will Parrish

725-2
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Hello.  I’m kind of a geek for kind of participatory interactions and all that kind of 
stuff.  So I’ll start this out.  Good evening. 
Okay.  So fi rst things off, I think we should give props to the court reporter.  So, as 
my colleague Will brought up, it’s fairly unanimous, the people’s sentiment here.  
And so I really encourage people to come and talk if they have interesting and new 
things to say about pit production. But I want to take this to the next step because 
I feel that this great convergence of people is not something that always happens 
and it’s something that we have to take into consideration because we’re here right 
here and right now.  And there is some wonderful energy and we can go really far 
with it. 
So the fi rst thing I want to do is just up the energy just a little bit more.  I’ve got a 
little chant that I really like.  Okay.  It’s the people united will never be defeated.  
Okay.  And let’s do that three times.  One, two, ready, go, the people united will 
never be defeated, the people united will never be defeated, the people united will 
never be defeated. 
So, in using this forum as kind of a safe space for people who don’t always come 
together, I want to open it up to more of a question and answer, more of a forum, 
less of a hearing, and see what people might propose. 
Now, it’s not a propose what we should do in ten years, what the policymakers 
should do.  I want to know what the people should do because we’re the people, 
we’re not the policymakers.  So who is a person who would like to give me a 
proposal so we can talk about it? 
SPEAKER: Fire all Congress. 
MS.  BRANDIN: Excuse me.  Please, let’s not do this.  The purpose of the meeting 
-- 
ANDREW CULP: I think this is my free speech. 
MS.  BRANDIN: You’re allowed to be up there but not to take testimony from other 
people in the audience. 
ANDREW CULP: I think it would be important testimony for the people to decide 
what to do about plutonium pit production.  So anyone else have an idea? 
SPEAKER: I think that everybody should call their Congressman or 
Representative, every single person. 
ANDREW CULP: Every person should call their Congressman or Representative, 
every person.  So how can we do that, how can we ensure that everyone is going 
to be calling their representatives and that they have a focused goal in mind? 
SPEAKER: We have postcards out here, that you can send the postcards. 

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.

Commentor 726:   Andrew Culp
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ANDREW CULP: There are postcards outside that people can pick up.  And 
where can they pick them up? Shannyn has them. 
SPEAKER: Give them to all your friends. 
ANDREW CULP: And I would like to hand it off to my colleague to continue this 
conversation. 

Commentor 726 (cont’d):  Andrew Culp

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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My name is Sophia Ritchie, I’m also signed up to speak.  I’m going to dedicate my 
three minutes as well to opening up this room so that we can discuss together.  
Does anyone else have anything they would like to add or propose? 
SPEAKER: Remind all our elected offi cials that they all took an oath to protect and 
defend the Constitution of the United States and of New Mexico and we will hold 
them accountable.  It is time that we hold them accountable. 
SPEAKER: There is a 1-800 number that you can use to call any member of 
Congress.  You call, they ask you who do you want to talk to, and that’s the best 
number to use free.  That number is 888-355-3588.  That’s all you need to call any 
member of Congress. 
SPEAKER: Repeat it again. 
SPEAKER: All right. 888-355-3588. 
SOPHIA RITCHIE: I encourage everyone to write this number down and give it to 
your friends and people in your community. 
SPEAKER: Shannyn has the postcards right here that you can give out to your 
friends. 

Commentor 727:   Sophia Ritchie

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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I’ve heard rumors that the Department of Tourism and our illustrious governor 
want to have a peace conference in New Mexico.  And I think we should help him 
do that, because there are some things that aren’t well understood; and that is how 
important Los Alamos is to our present future, et cetera, how important Eunice is 
to our present and future, and how important Carlsbad is. 
So, if we’re going to mention peace in New Mexico, by God, we ought to take 
people to see all of our nuclear installations, because that would say the word 
peace and New Mexico don’t go hand in hand. 
We have diplomacy by trident here.  And so I think we should let all the tourists 
who come to New Mexico know that Los Alamos really is the pits. 

Commentor 728:   Astrid Webster

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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We’re also going to be passing around a contact info sheet for everyone in this 
room that would like to be further involved in the rest of the process.  And that will 
be passed around throughout the remainder of this hearing. 
SPEAKER: Maybe we could develop a pledge like there is a peace pledge now 
about Iraq.  Maybe we can develop one about this issue here and promise civil 
disobedience if something is not done. 
SPEAKER: I do want to mention quickly that there is a call for nuclear 
disarmament.  Everyone please sign it.  We all are here for this process.  We do 
all want nuclear disarmament.  Let’s all work together please to support this. 
SOPHIA RITCHIE:  The woman in the back mentioned civil disobedience.  And 
I would just like to propose that as an option.  I know that once we go back to 
 California, we will be participating in nonviolent civil disobedience and solidarity 
with the people of New Mexico until pit production is stopped and not continued 
further in this state. 
And, if anyone has proposals at this time for other things that we could do, solid 
ideas, we can take those or open up the fl oor. 
SPEAKER: We need a moratorium to stop all nuclear activity in the state of New 
Mexico and the United States.  We also need an independent investigation of all 
the nuclear facilities here in New Mexico and around the United States. 
They have grossly contaminated the ecosystems of the world.  And we are 
drinking radioactive water.  You know, it needs to stop.  We do need a moratorium, 
it’s got to stop.  I’ve been an activist 16 years and it has escalated instead of dying 
down.  So it is time that we get a moratorium throughout the United States. 

Commentor 729:   Christy Escobar

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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I’d like to take just a little bit of our remaining free speech time to talk about a few 
proposals that some of us talked about before this hearing began. 
And a few of those included -- and I want to see a show of hands of people who 
support these when I say them, please.  These included organizing car pools to 
meet with Congresspeople to express our opposition fi rst of all to the process 
by which this SWEIS is being carried out and also to express our opposition to 
production of new plutonium pits and to other activities in the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory. 
So who favors going in car pools to meet with Congress people about that? 
So what we’re going to do -- we happen to be working with the Los Alamos Study 
Group which many of you may have heard of, I assume most of you have.  And, if 
you sign up on the Los Alamos Study Group sign-up sheet, we promise that we will 
be in touch with you about any of these plans that we propose over the course of 
the time that we’re here. 
We’re here through August 18 working with the Los Alamos Study Group.  And we 
would also love to work with the other wonderful community organizations in New 
Mexico who would like to be a part of these plans also.  Okay. 
So another plan that we talked about was performing nonviolent civil disobedience.  
I don’t want to go into too much detail beyond that right now because some of 
those things should probably be worked out privately.  But engaging in nonviolent 
civil disobedience to help bring about a halt to plutonium pit production at Los 
Alamos Laboratory. 
Who is interested in that idea? Great.  Okay.  So those were the two ideas that we 
were most in favor of.  Thanks to those of you who are interested in those, we will 
be in touch with you.  And, in our remaining free speech time, we’ll give it over to 
other people in the audience who have ideas. 
SPEAKER: I’m going to state again, Shannyn has these postcards and the labels 
for Udall, Bingaman, and Domenici.  All you have to do is give them to ten people.  
And she’s got the labels for those ten people, three to each person with the label.  
She’s got them.  This is a really good opportunity to make a difference.  She’s got 
them already, she has thousands of them. 
SHANNYN SOLLITT:  I printed 18,000. 
SPEAKER: This is an important move that she’s made here, she worked really 
hard to get these together.  So I encourage everybody to get their stack of ten with 
their labels.  And give ten to each person with the three labels. 

Commentor 725 (cont’d):   Will Parrish (comments continued from page 3-1032)

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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My name is Kamara O’Connor.  And I just want to bottom line everything that we 
as a community took democratically to discuss in this incredibly undemocratic 
process to note that we decided, one, that everybody in this room was going to 
sign one of these postcards and send them in. 
Two, that everybody in this room is going to sign your name and carpool with us to 
sit in on Congressional offi ces and let them know what we think about the nuclear 
weapons production.  And three, we’re going to, I don’t know, block Los Alamos, 
shut that place down.  Like are you guys ready to do this? 
The NNSA needs to understand that the New Mexican community is united to 
defeat this together, forget all the petty stuff, this, that, and the other, we’re all 
going to work together and we can then succeed.  Thank you so much. 

Commentor 730:   Kamara O’Connor

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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I’m a member of Albuquerque Center For Peace and Justice and I have been 
active in all of this issue for many, many years.  I think everyone who has spoken 
before has put my sentiments out there already about the whole issue of the new 
site environmental impact statement. 
I support all of that.  What I would like to do tonight is just to refl ect a moment 
about the great minds that are up at Los Alamos.  The people who invented and 
came up with this horrible, horrible nuclear bomb have got some intelligence that 
could be used for very positive things. 
I think we should challenge them to use their great minds to come up with 
renewable energy for all of us, to come up with many ways of using the technology 
to clean up everything out there that’s in nuclear waste and also to use their great 
minds to work with our communities to develop the very best that is possible in 
health. 
I think that they have the brains to think of all kinds of technologies that could be 
used in the health fi eld.  They’ve already done something with lasers for eyes 
and a few things.  But it’s just a sad affair that they’re wasting those great minds 
on destruction instead of something that could be constructive.  And I think that’s 
what I’d like to challenge the scientists to do. 

731-1 731-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to activities related to nuclear 
weapons production.  Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities 
supporting NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to 
national security policy as established by the Congress and the President.  
In addition to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL 
in areas promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of 
current operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the 
No Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor 731:   Floy Barrett
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Hi, I’m Judith Kidd with the  Albuquerque Center For Peace and Justice.  And 
I really appreciate all the information that I have learned from all the excellent 
speakers tonight and the organizing ideas that have come out of our friends. 
I feel so strongly about some of the same ideas that the preceding speaker just 
gave.  And I’m not going to repeat all that.  But we do, we need to work on getting 
Los Alamos -- let those people work on things that support our future.  I’m thinking 
of our children, our grandchildren, our grandchildren’s children. 
What will those people, what will those young people think of us down the road if 
we haven’t put energy at this critical time into sustainable environmental living, into 
climate control, into all the kinds of things that are going to create a better world.  
We really need to focus on that. 
And I hope all of our energies, our organizing energies, are speaking to the people 
in Los Alamos, get us to work together on that.  We must work to create a peaceful 
sustainable world for those future generations.  Thank you. 

732-1 732-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be 
focused on areas other than those related to nuclear weapons production.  
Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s 
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security 
policy as established by the Congress and the President.  In addition 
to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL in areas 
promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of current 
operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No 
Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.

Commentor 732:   Judith Kidd
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My name is Bob Anderson, I’m from Albuquerque, I’m with a group called  Stop the 
War Machine.  And our group’s focus is the military industrial complex which runs 
the state of New Mexico and most of this country ever since World War II. 
And we try to broaden it out a little bit past nuclear weapons.  But we want to 
speak to what’s happening with this EIS and the process of it.  Two things I want to 
point out on that. 
One, there’s a big silence of why there’s no hearing in Albuquerque for this 
process, the largest city in the state, the state that’s down river from where all this 
crap is going to be washed out and has been washing out for 50 years up there 
downstream into our water supply. 
There’s no hearing scheduled for that.  And I have written and asked for that.  And 
no word, no response to it why Albuquerque has been omitted from this. 
Santa Fe and Albuquerque and all the places downstream are going to be 
switching to drinking surface river water.  We know that because our aquifer has 
been drained.  The water quantity question has become a water quality question 
also. 
And we know that, with the expansion of production in Los Alamos with this pit 
production, we’re going to have a problem like a super Rocky Flats.  If there’s 
an accident, a volcano, an earthquake, or an accident in production or waste 
transport or whatever, that stuff is going to all come downstream. 
And I don’t think any of the politicians care about the people who are going to be 
drinking this stuff.  I agree with everything everyone else has said about this is 
a nonproliferation issue, we should be stopping this, we shouldn’t be continuing 
it.  So, in terms of process, I want to bring that into it, that the EIS has some very 
serious omissions in it. 
Also I want to point out some other omissions in the process and the draft 
statement.  In a sense all that’s preceded us here tonight is a political statement in 
a lot of ways.  An environmental statement should look at not just health and water 
but should look at environment, the social environment we live in, the political 
environment we live in, the military environment we live in in the world. 
Those should all be in there.  There’s none of that in that.  None of this will be 
refl ected in the statement unless you can bring it in in some technical kind of way.  
And we have to expand it out from that.  In a way this is sham.  But in a way it’s a 
preparation for us to be able to try to organize ourselves. 
The reason they’re pushing this thing is Pete Domenici, he wants the pork for the 
state, the military people want the jobs and the money.  But the military of the 
country is facing global resistance to our empire that they’re trying to build. 

733-1

733-2

733-3

Commentor 733:   Bob Anderson 733-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for hearings in Albuquerque.  
Although there were no public hearings in Albuquerque, other means of 
providing comment on the Draft SWEIS were provided consistent with 
past practices.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional information.

733-2 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.  Refer to Section 2.12, Comparison to Rocky Flats Plant, 
of this CRD for more information.  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.  The accident 
analyses included in the SWEIS consider a range of possible initiating 
events that could result in the release of materials to the environment.  
These events include earthquakes and other natural phenomena as well 
as those hypothesized to occur during production or waste transport.  
Detailed analysis is then focused on the most significant of those 
accidents based on potential consequences and risks.  Thus, although 
all accidents or failures may not be addressed specifically, impacts from 
the accidents analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.12, of the SWEIS are 
expected to result in impacts that bound those that would result from 
other reasonably foreseeable events.  NNSA and the LANL contractor 
use the results of analyses in the SWEIS and safety analysis documents to 
evaluate accident scenarios and determine ways to reduce the possibility 
of accidents occurring and to mitigate their effects.  This includes 
incorporating features into facility design and operations to protect the 
health and safety of workers and the public.

733-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding topics to be included 
in the LANL SWEIS.  The SWEIS has been prepared consistent 
with the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations 
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) to “insure environmental information is 
available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and 
before actions are taken.”  National policy is not within the scope of the 
SWEIS.
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And they’re resorting to all kinds of devious destructive weapons.  The B-61, like 
Jay Coghlan was talking about, if they use that weapon on a small scale and they 
breach the threshold of the horror of using nuclear weapons in warfare on a global 
situation in the world, that opens the door to a whole new horrible world that none 
of us want. 
We’re living in a state I think that is very much like the people of Germany in World 
War II, when the Nazis were preparing the global war machine.  That’s where 
we’re at.  And it’s not just nuclear weapons.  That’s the most horrible thing.  But 
there’s a whole family of weapons and systems that they’re developing here. 
And I just want to draw your attention to the green fl ier that we produced about 
the beam weapons that they’re developing here in the state between Los Alamos, 
Sandia, and Kirtland Air Force Base to control and kill people with laser weapons, 
microwave ovens, directed energy weapons.  This is the new generation of where 
they’re headed. 
We’ve got to stop all that.  It’s got to be people like us right here in the state.  
I just want to say that we’ve got to get this hearing down in Albuquerque, there 
should be a hearing for it down there on the plutonium pit production and the 
environmental problems of it. 
And most of all it’s a criminal enterprise.  The politicians behind it are criminals 
and they should be put in jail and this project should be shut down.  Thank you. 

733-1
cont’d

Commentor 733 (cont’d):  Bob Anderson

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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734-1 Low concentrations of americium are found throughout the environment, 
mainly as a result of past releases to the atmosphere from above-ground 
nuclear weapons tests.  As measured by LANL during the fire, positive 
americium sample results existed only at TA-54, Area G, where it is 
not unexpected to observe elevated americium-241 concentrations in 
air.  The New Mexico Environment Department Oversight Bureau data, 
however, showed elevated values for americium at two unexpected 
offsite locations on the eastern boundary of LANL, and it is possible 
that these values were caused by americium released during the fire.  In 
the Environmental Surveillance Report for 2000 (LANL 2001a), LANL 
reported the analysis results for foodstuffs samples from the LANL 
and surrounding perimeter areas, including several Native American 
pueblo communities.  The concentrations of radionuclides in foodstuffs 
collected from the LANL and perimeter locations were generally 
consistent with regional background concentrations and, for the most 
part, were statistically indistinguishable from the concentrations in 
foodstuffs collected before the Cerro Grande Fire in 1999.  Anecdotal 
reports notwithstanding, the New Mexico State Department of 
Agriculture Veterinary Diagnostic Services Division stated that it did 
not see any pattern of adverse livestock health effects in northern New 
Mexico that could be correlated with exposure to smoke from the Cerro 
Grande Fire (Taylor 2006).  Because Sapello and Gallinas are some 
60 air miles (96 kilometers) from Los Alamos, on the lee side of the 
Sangre de Cristo range, and not in the direction of the prevailing winds 
during much of the fire, it is unlikely that any health impacts from the 
smoke plume would be seen at those locations.

 The Cerro Grande Fire is estimated to have consumed more than a 
million tons of wood containing hundreds of tons of different metals 
(for example, 150 tons of aluminum, 130 tons of iron and 100 tons of 
manganese) and released about 7,500 tons of particulate matter to the 
atmosphere (RAC 2002).  The metals and many of the other compounds 
in smoke are components of the particulate matter.  The New Mexico 
Environment Department collected produce and soil samples from 
farms and communities after the fire.  Concentrations of many of the 
metals measured were higher in predominantly upwind communities 
or communities out of the main smoke plume, such as Santa Fe, Peña 
Blanca, and Abiquiu, than in downwind communities like Embudo, 

Hi, I’m Janet Greenwald, and I’m one of several coordinators of  Citizens for 
Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping.  We deal mostly with issues of contamination 
of people and land and water and potential contamination. 
When I fi rst joined CARD, which is the acronym, I lived in Dixon, New Mexico.  And 
my family has a farm there and that’s where two of my children still live.  They have 
other jobs, but they also farm like most people in the area. 
They sell their produce at farmers markets and so forth.  And a lot of our organic 
produce comes from that area of the world, in New Mexico and outside of New 
Mexico. 
After the Los Alamos fi re, a friend of mine, Carol Miller, sent samples of her 
broccoli to Los Alamos.  And they tested the broccoli and found that it was high -
- had unusually high levels of americium.  And the broccoli -- Ojo Sarco is the next 
valley over from Dixon, it’s kind of up from Dixon. 
And then I went to the resulting meeting.  And at the meeting the state and Los 
Alamos said that, given the average consumption of an American of broccoli per 
week, that a little bit more americium there in the broccoli was fi ne. 
But, of course, we know, those of us who have lived in the country or live in the 
country know that, when your broccoli comes in, you eat a whole lot of broccoli, 
you feed your children broccoli, you take broccoli to your grandmother, you take a 
lot of broccoli to the farmers market, and so on and so forth. 
In Ojo Sarco there was also -- right after the Los Alamos fi re, there were 
aberrations in animal birth, goats, chickens, and horses.  And also those same 
aberrations were seen in Sapello which is north of Las Vegas and in Gallinas 
which is north of Las Vegas. 
There was a young woman who just came into the state who had a metals body 
count before she came in.  And she didn’t really know about Los Alamos, she was 
camping.  And the ash started falling like it did in Ojo Sarco and Penasco and 
many places.  And she just took videotapes of it, wow, this is really a trip.  So then 
afterwards she had a metals body count.  And her body was full of all kinds of 
metals. 
So, due to that information and other information that is still coming in 
unfortunately about contamination of soil and plants, our organization believes 
that an environmental injustice has been done to the low-income, resource-light 
communities, mostly of color communities surrounding Los Alamos and especially 
downwind from Los Alamos. 
And we believe that, to put an additional burden on people who are already 
stressed, whose health is stressed, environment is stressed, is an environmental 
injustice and also violates Title VI. 

734-1

734-2

734-1
cont’d

Commentor 734:   Janet Greenwald
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So this is another approach that we can use to fi ght back.  And I urge us to 
develop that approach.  I think that in this modern age environmental justice is 
very important because, if you cannot dump on the resource-light people of the 
earth, can you really have a second nuclear age? What do you think? Thank you. 

Española, and Dixon.  Levels measured in soil from the Jemez 
Mountains were similar to or greater than those measured in locations 
downwind of the fire.  Concentrations of metals that have been used 
and disposed of at the site, such as barium, copper, beryllium, mercury, 
and silver, were either not above ambient levels or were below detection 
limits in soil samples.  The influence of fallout from the smoke plume 
was not discernible in the soil samples.  The New Mexico Environment 
Department concluded that air pollution, background soil levels, 
and fertilizer application could have been responsible for the levels 
measured.

734-2 As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.11, of the SWEIS, no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-
income populations would be expected to result from LANL operations 
under any of the alternatives.  This analysis reflects changes to the 
environment that resulted from the Cerro Grande Fire.  As discussed in 
Section 5.4.1, the impact of nonradiological air pollutants resulting from 
LANL operations on the public would likely be minor.  As discussed in 
Sections 5.6.1 and 5.6.2, radiological and hazardous chemical risks to 
the general population resulting from normal operations would be small.  
As discussed in Section 5.10, the risks associated with transporting 
radioactive waste offsite for disposal would result in less than one 
excess latent cancer fatality among the exposed general population along 
the shipping routes.  To the extent that there is a potential for adverse 
impacts, the analyses have determined that most of the impacts would 
affect all populations in the area similarly.  The greatest impacts would 
generally affect those living closest to LANL, for example those within 
Los Alamos County, which has a low percentage of minority and low-
income populations.  Refer to Section 2.11, Environmental Justice, of 
this CRD for additional information.

Commentor 734 (cont’d):  Janet Greenwald
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Janet Greenwald has devoted about 20 years of her life to this issue and at great 
sacrifi ce.  My name is Dorie Bunting, I’m from Albuquerque.  And I’m just saying 
that Janet has spent years and years on this issue starting with the WIPP facility 
down at Carlsbad. 
I would just like to say that, looking back over of years of these hearings, many 
years, we’ve come to a point in our history here in this country that is apocalyptic.  
And I think that’s what we’re saying here tonight, that we stand on a precipice. 
And I think we are up to drawing back from this precipice.  We all have strength 
and ability to do this.  And we can do it.  All during the Cold War we said that 
the Soviet Union -- we couldn’t make treaties with the Soviet Union because 
they wouldn’t abide by them.  And this evening we’re talking a lot about the 
nonproliferation treaty to which we are party. 
And that you have to realize that our country up to before this administration put 
in a great deal of effort into coming to agreements and trying to stem the nuclear 
holocaust.  And that’s what we have to get back to, to a civilized approach to the 
world community. 
And also I want to urge you to watch the media in your communities and look for 
openings to use the media because the media as we know is being more and 
more taken over by the corporate interests and leaving us out in our opinions. 
So I just want to say that the Tribune and the Albuquerque Tribune in the last 
couple of years has moved quite a bit toward publishing a lot of opposition to the 
nuclear issue.  And, if you watch that and then respond and encourage them to do 
that, call them. 
And these are two headlines from 2003 at the time of the previous hearings.  A 
bomb factory That’s the Pits.  And Deadly Silence on Nukes.  And they recently 
had an editorial about Sue Dayton, a very complimentary editorial.  So don’t 
give up on the media, write letters to the media and use that as a means of 
communicating to your community.  Thank you. 

Commentor 735:   Dorie Bunting

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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My name is Sarah Miller and I am part of -- I’m an intern at the  Los Alamos Study 
Group this summer which is a great organization, much like all the organizations 
that you all work for.  And I urge you strongly to unite and support each other in 
this process, in this major event coming towards us recently to disarm Los Alamos, 
New Mexico, the U.S., and the world. 
We must unite, we must support each other, and in that support bring an end to 
this atrocity that is nuclear weapons that is being supported by LANL and the DOE 
and the U.S.  We must end this.  So please, I call you all to urge everyone that you 
know to stop nuclear weapons, to stop arming the U.S., to stop this increase of 
militarization, please, please do what you can, please. 

Commentor 736:   Sarah Miller

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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My name is Dominique Mazeaud and I’m from Transylvania, I’m not from here 
originally, you can hear that.  I became an American citizen in 1989 because I 
started coming to these hearings.  And I decided I had to become one. I have 
been brought up by a French father who really was so grateful to America for what 
America had done for Europe and the world.  I believe totally in the American soul 
as put out by our forefathers and foremothers. 
However, today my heart is really feeling very broken because I wonder about 
where our soul is going.  And in terms of -- I agree with everything that has been 
said.  I don’t want to add anything on those hearings. 
But, in terms of actions, September 21st is International Peace Day as put out 
by the United Nations.  And every year more and more people are marking and 
taking that day very seriously.  And there is a call for all women and, of course, 
bringing along with us our men to really unite and speak up and share some of the 
things that we’ve been speaking about tonight. 
So I keep tuned and let’s all get together on the 21st of September.  We have 
enough time to get organized and unite and we are.  Thank you. 

Commentor 737:   Dominique Mazeaud

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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I have three simple sentences.  And I thought that -- I have been coming to these 
meetings for 15 years.  And I just thought of another simple sentence to add to the 
other three which was that, if 15 years ago they had listened to the good people 
who were speaking at the hearings, we would have shut down the lab at Los 
Alamos as we know it and we would have a fi rst class institute creating alternative 
clean energy and all the other good stuff we need. 
So these three sentences I decided to write so that my fi ve year old grandson 
could understand them.  I think we are drowning in words. 
I say no to Los Alamos National Lab’s plan to quadruple plutonium pit production.  
We have enough triggers for nuclear warheads that will be reliable for the next 
60 years.  Under the nuclear nonproliferation treaty which our country signed, we 
should be dismantling what we have. 
Yes, it is very polluting.  It is polluting our atmosphere, our drinking water.  What 
else did I say here? Oh, so we are polluting more.  Quadrupling the plutonium pit 
production is bad, it is a bad thing to do.  You know it, I know it, and everyone in 
this room knows it.  So, as an elder in this community, I ask you to do the right 
thing.  Dismantle and clean up.  We will help. 

738-2

Commentor 738:   Shama Beach
738-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion that LANL should be closed.  

Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s 
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security 
policy as established by the Congress and the President, and is therefore 
not being considered in the SWEIS.  In addition to these activities, 
however, research is conducted at LANL in the area of alternative clean 
energy.  Refer to Section 2.3, Alternative Missions, of this CRD for 
more information.

738-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to increased pit production 
at LANL.  U.S. efforts to ensure a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile, 
including activities conducted at LANL, violate none of the terms of 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Cessation of 
these activities at LANL would be counter to national security policy 
as established by the Congress and the President, and is not being 
considered in the SWEIS.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for additional information.

 The potential environmental, health, and safety impacts of the continued 
operation of LANL under the three proposed alternatives are analyzed 
in Chapter 5 of the SWEIS.  Increased pit production would result in 
greater amounts of radioactive and chemical waste as well as increased 
air emissions and wastewater discharges, but as demonstrated by these 
analyses, these increases can be safely managed.

 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.

738-1
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Boy, I like the way this -- the way this direction is going.  Just as a background, 
my father worked for weapons all his life starting working out working for Hitler on 
the V-2, the guidance system, and came to this country and worked on weapons 
systems until he retired in 1978 including doing national intelligence estimates. 
So I think it’s all clear to us now, whether we have democracy or not, it’s always 
been hard to try to explain to my children Hitler came into being.  And it ought to 
be clear when we can’t have a democratic process on how best to determine the 
future role of Los Alamos in our communities. 
But some outsider that we don’t know tries to tell us how to do it and we have 
unanimous consent.  I mean it should be clear that it’s not a matter of keeping 
democracy, it’s a matter of regaining democracy, because, you know, let’s be clear 
here, we do not have a democracy. 
The fi rst thing that I want to state is that I want to make a formal request for an 
extension of time.  I would like hearings, new hearings to begin one week after 
-- I mean 30 days like they’re supposed to be after the EIS became generally 
available.  So that makes a new set of hearings happening on September 5th and 
then we have a comment period until October 5. 
Now, I’ve worked on EISs almost from the very beginning with Skip Morings and 
Merrills.  So I know what an EIS is supposed to look like.  This is a sham.  The sad 
thing is the economics of this thing, if it were done properly like we did EISs back 
in the seventies, it would be so obvious that all these things you guys are saying 
would be so clear. 
There’s no numbers in socioeconomics.  I mean there’s a few dribbly sentences by 
someone who has one year as PR.  I mean there’s plenty of Ph.D.s in the military 
and in Iran and everywhere that could laugh at this.  So this is really an issue of 
three boys or a small group of men just like Hitler wanting to see how far they can 
get an empire in their lifetime before they pass away.  Let’s just really be clear 
about that. 
So it’s really a question of like either extending these hearings and let’s all work 
on the same side and hopefully we’re all in the same country.  Except for a small 
group of people, everyone is unanimous on this.  So let’s extend these hearings 
and have a legitimate process. 
The second part I wanted to make, if you look at the impact, the earlier speaker 
implied that the greatest impact here is air quality and waste management.  I mean 
it’s nonsense.  We all know it’s pit production and weapons production, I mean 
that’s the really big issue. 
This needs to be quantifi ed.  If somebody really thinks pits are useful -- and I mean 
my understanding is that, by the time we could possibly use these pits, the building 

739-1

739-2

739-1
cont’d

739-3

Commentor 739:   Erich Kuerschner

739-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s request to extend the comment period.  
NNSA believes that 75 days for public review of the LANL SWEIS 
is sufficient and is consistent with established practice.  Air quality 
and waste management impacts are summarized in Table S–5 of the 
Summary.

739-2 Chapter 4, Section 4.8.1, of the SWEIS presents numerical information 
on the current socioeconomic environment for those counties most 
directly affected by LANL operations.  Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1 presents 
the projected socioeconomic impacts for the various alternatives under 
consideration.  The socioeconomic impacts associated with these 
alternatives are expected to be limited as discussed in Sections 5.8.1.1 
and 5.8.1.2, respectively, because there are no large changes in 
employment projected under the No Action and Reduced Operations 
Alternatives.  Greater detail is provided for the Expanded Operations 
Alternative in Section 5.8.1.3 because this alternative would be expected 
to result in increases in LANL employment over current levels and, 
by extension, have greater socioeconomic impacts over the other 
alternatives analyzed.

739-3 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the priority of 
economic analyses in the SWEIS.  The purpose of the SWEIS is to 
evaluate environmental impacts of the continued operation of LANL.  
The economic tradeoff evaluations suggested are not within the scope of 
the SWEIS.
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which we’re proposing to build from it will be obsolete.  They won’t come into play 
after that building is no longer -- I mean the whole thing is absurd. 
And, if one were to quantify this and treat economics with the seriousness that 
one, you know, addresses chemical and air quality, I mean it would just be so 
obvious.  And the sad thing is the person who coined the term voodoo economics, 
ridiculing Reagan’s nonsense use of lack of numbers or quantifi cation, was George 
Herbert Bush. 
Anyway there’s no evidence to support pit production, and any honest scientifi c 
study would make that really clear.  So anyway let’s go to what we can do.  I mean 
I do suggest that we try to force reason and science back into our society and we 
do use -- this EIS statement addresses the real thing. 
If it were done in good faith, we would have those extra 30 days after we get the 
EIS and so a whole new set of hearings.  And, if we don’t get those, I mean it’s 
time for litigation or civil disobedience. 
And so let’s just make it clear that maybe it’s more cost-effective to talk this out like 
adults and let’s secure the national defense for our children and for the future and 
let’s all work on the same side.  I mean the sad thing is, if you read carefully what 
the mandate of LANL is, one of them includes providing for the national security, 
another one is disarmament. 
I mean a real EIS would give you a table, give you numbers, give you marginal 
products and say an extra dollar spent in pit production relative, an extra dollar 
spent in disarmament, or an extra dollar spent on non-nuclear proliferation or 
whatever. 
You know, it would be obvious, there’s no numbers there because there aren’t any.  
It’s nonsense.  And that’s what it is.  But I still think we should take an honest step 
to address this rightly before we go into litigation and civil disobedience. 
And one way we can do it is just start right now.  I like the tone that the Los Alamos 
Study Group took in terms of saying whose meeting is this, who are we deciding 
for.  I mean does Bush get to decide how this country goes and whether we have 
nuclear arms? 
I mean let’s face it, World War III has started.  I mean with Iraq, if you look at what 
happened in Germany, I mean we are in this.  And the real issue now is are the 
Americans -- do they value freedom enough, are they willing to fi ght for what our 
forefathers did, a democracy, and return democracy back to America. 
I saw the rubble, I saw the destruction, I know, any one is welcome to come to my 
house and look at the evidence of what Hitler had.  He had much more superior 
military hardware than this country has at that time.  But look what happened.  In 
the end, like Eisenhower said, it’s not the size of the dog in the fi ght, it’s the size of 
the fi ght in the dog. 

739-1
cont’d

739-3
cont’d

739-3
cont’d

Commentor 739 (cont’d):  Erich Kuerschner

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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And this is not a fi ght that we can win.  You know, so we’re on a precipice here, 
whether we open up this nuclear Pandora box and go in that direction or whether 
we have the guts and courage to stand up for our kids and secure the kind of 
country that we want. 
I mean they’re doing the same thing now that happened to the Native American 
population, it happened to the Spanish population.  It’s always a bunch of people 
saying this is mine, I get to decide process, I get to decide what we do, where we 
go. 
Let’s be clear about this.  This is what Skip Morings and Merrills on their fi rst EIS 
back in 1970, the Baltimore Beltway group.  May I talk for a few minutes? It’s not 
your country, please.  I mean it’s our country, the people get to decide what this 
process is, this is none of your business quite frankly.  Do we have a democracy 
here or do we not? I would like the record to refl ect that the facilitator said we do 
not have a democracy here. 
Let’s have a vote on who is being democratic.  Am I being democratic? Is the 
facilitator being democratic? Anyway, what I suggest we do is we keep this thing 
as a start of our commitment.  I mean we saw how things changed in Vietnam, 
those of you who saw that.  We’ve got civil rights.  I mean that’s what gets you 
anything, it’s the guts that you have and the way that you show them, your 
willingness to stand up for what you believe in. 
So, as a beginning of that -- and I like a lot of the suggestions that the Los Alamos 
Study Group had.  But, in addition, I’d like to suggest that we keep -- I talked to the 
hall monitor.  He said we can keep this building open and this room open as long 
as we like. 
So I think we can show the public like who is really interested in making America 
secure, who is really interested in America’s defense.  Is it the people who want to 
try to collect their knowledge and work together on this problem or is it a facilitator 
who just wants to go home and call it a done deal.  Thank you very much. 

Commentor 739 (cont’d):  Erich Kuerschner

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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My name is A.J.  Tongate.  And I must appreciate and respect everybody here for 
doing what they feel they need to do.  I have a lot to say and I don’t really know to 
where to begin. 
But I want it to be known that I am one individual, but my voice is for my 
community.  It is not solitary.  I’m here on behalf of everyone at my community, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, the United States, and the world.  The entire world. 
We do not want increased production, we do not want production of any kind of 
nuclear weapons.  This is no way to grow, this is no way to behave, let’s all be 
adults here.  Come on. 
So that being said I must appreciate you for bringing me here because I was very 
much unaware of what was going on.  And without this meeting I probably wouldn’t 
have taken action for a long time. 
And now that I am here, I need to say that this is not enough, this meeting will not 
accomplish anything.  We must keep growing, we must keep acting, we must bring 
this to a halt.  We must do something. 
Do not leave tonight feeling you have accomplished something, because you have 
not.  We have not accomplished anything until we see the complete collapse of 
this horrible, horrible industry. 
It’s taking me a lot of effort to smile tonight.  I am smiling because I do have hope, 
because I see so many people coming tonight and expressing their desires for 
peace, for love, for humanity. 
And I just need to say that I value my life and I imagine everybody here values 
their life.  And, if that is true, think of the people on the receiving end of each one 
of those nuclear weapons.  They must value their lives as well.  There’s no other 
reasoning.  If you value your life, you must value theirs because they do as well.  
Thank you. 

740-1

Commentor 740:   Andrew Tongate

740-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and nuclear 
weapons.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.
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Hi, I’m Linda Wiener, I am with  Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety.  I would just 
like to agree with most of what’s been said tonight and just add a little bit.  I’m just 
going to tell some things that have been -- these are the things that have gotten in 
the newspapers in the last six months about Los Alamos’ environmental record. 
We have it was mentioned the hexavalent chromium found in the monitoring 
well that they had concealed for two years.  By the time we knew about it, it had 
doubled. 
There are PCBs in our water, there’s perchlorate in our water.  Over 1,000 
discharge sites at Los Alamos that should be monitored under the law, under the 
Clean Water Act, they fail to monitor. 
There’s an issue of the fake monitoring wells.  This is my favorite. $125 million 
spent on monitoring wells almost all of which failed to monitor.  They fi lter out the 
heavy metals and the radionuclides before monitoring.  And so it always looks fi ne.  
It’s everything is always fi ne. 
SPEAKER: They’re a bunch of criminals. 
LINDA WEINER: And this is just the stuff that’s been in the newspaper.  Imagine 
what doesn’t get in the newspaper. 
So considering this record, their failure to obey environmental laws, their failure 
to monitor, their failure to protect our air and water, doesn’t it seem insane that 
we should increase the kinds of activities that Los Alamos does.  I think it’s pretty 
clear that they’re incapable.  Thank you. 

741-1

741-2

Commentor 741:   Linda Wiener
741-1 NNSA notes the commentors’ concerns about groundwater 

contamination at LANL.  Some of the groundwater data, particularly 
associated with certain multi-screen monitoring wells constructed after 
1999, are believed to need reassessment due to potential residual drilling 
fluid effects.  The drilling fluid effects are quantitatively assessed in 
the 2005 Well-Screen Analysis Report.  LANL staff are addressing 
the quality of the set of wells in question and the data resulting from 
these wells.  As well quality issues are clarified and resolved through 
additional sampling, well rehabilitation, or well replacement, the set 
of groundwater data will increase in size and improve in quality to 
support ongoing monitoring, investigations, and decision making.  
Chapter 4, Section 4.3, and Appendix F, of the SWEIS and Sections 2.5, 
Water Resources, and 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of the CRD discuss 
current data sampling results with regards to polychlorinated biphenyls, 
perchlorate, and hexavalent chromium, and also, the plans for improving 
monitoring well construction, sampling data collection, and reporting.

741-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding the failure to obey 
environmental laws, to monitor, and to protect the air and water at 
LANL.  NNSA is committed to operating LANL in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations and to managing activities to be 
protective of public and worker health and the environment.  Chapter 4 
of the SWEIS discusses the environmental monitoring of air, soil, 
liquid discharges, surface water, and groundwater that is conducted at 
LANL and in the vicinity.  The results of this monitoring are reported 
annually in environmental surveillance reports (available at www.lanl.
gov/environment/all/esr.shtml).  The reports show that LANL operations 
generally comply with the applicable environmental regulations.  NNSA 
does not agree with the inference that there are unmonitored discharge 
sites, which is assumed to be referring to the LANL solid waste 
management units.

 As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.3, of the SWEIS, the LANL 
contractor had managed stormwater runoff from its solid waste 
management units under a Multisector General Permit Program, and 
then transitioned towards management under an individual National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System industrial activity permit.  
Chapter 5 of the SWEIS evaluates the potential environmental and 
health and safety impacts of continued operation of LANL for the 
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Commentor 741 (cont’d):  Linda Wiener
three proposed alternatives.  LANL operations are projected to remain 
in compliance with the regulations that protect public health and the 
environment and, as demonstrated by the analyses, can continue to 
operate safely and remain in compliance even under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  Refer to Section 2.6, Offsite Contamination, of 
this CRD for additional information on the potential impacts to the air, 
water, and other environmental media.
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I could have been -- I wanted to be in 100 or 200 different places than this tonight.  
But I had to come here.  I grew up here, I’ve been here all my life, and I’ve seen 
the disrespect, the lack of respect that is happening. 
That’s why certain mentalities wanted to create nuclear bombs, nuclear power.  A 
lack of respect, lack of respect for life and for the health of the people who live 
here. 
The last lady that spoke, it’s true, there’s been so many coverups.  We’ve been so 
polluted and full of toxins.  But this so-called government of ours is so busy trying 
to oppress people throughout this world.  They started here, they oppressed the 
local people. 
And now why else would they want to bring these toxic chemicals and heavy 
metals, uranium curtain.  A woman spoke of the Iron Curtain.  It’s a uranium 
curtain here.  Sixty years, they buried all those toxins up in Los Alamos. 
There are 15, 20 arroyos and rivers that go down to the Rio Grande.  What’s that? 
10 million people plus are taking that water.  The air after the fi res that happened.  
No one is immune to this. 
All this money that could be -- people have talked.  Where could this money be 
directed.  It could be directed to health, education, just helping people grow, 
helping people survive.  Too many people I have talked to, they couldn’t come 
because they’re too busy surviving, no gas money.  That’s criminal. 
The Department of Energy, it’s like a department of capturing energy, capturing the 
people’s energy.  It’s time to rise up.  You know, we’re all in poverty, we’re all being 
enslaved.  Why? Because of certain invisible elite that want to take over the world.  
Okay. 
They talk about weapons and space, right, nuclear weapons and space.  Who 
needs one bomb? Who can really justify that dropping one bomb anywhere? 
What’s happening in Lebanon? Mainly innocent children, women, children, old 
people.  Iraq, depleted uranium.  Who is going to take this waste? 
The whole cycle from uranium.  And the Navajos and the Hopis, the Denai, they 
mined that uranium.  That was the fi rst initial step.  What happened to them? The 
lungs, the cancers. 
Our water, you know, the limited water here has been polluted.  It doesn’t make 
sense.  So it’s a game to enslave people.  It takes more energy to create this 
nuclear power, nuclear weapons.  Why? To enslave people.  So let’s rise up.  It’s 
time to say no more.  It’s insane.  We shouldn’t even have to be talking about this. 
We were given a beautiful earth, a beautiful world.  A certain mentality has no 
respect.  And how can we allow them to carry on? They’re not our leaders.  They 
have led us to destruction, to death.  And why do we permit them to carry on? 

742-2
cont’d

742-1

742-2
742-3

Commentor 742:   Miguel Pacheco
742-1 NNSA notes that waste materials have been buried in LANL disposal 

facilities throughout LANL’s history.  In the past, disposal of waste 
was conducted in a manner consistent with standards in effect at that 
time.  As standards have evolved, waste disposal practices have also 
evolved.  The disposal of waste is addressed in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, 
of the SWEIS.  Future disposal of waste at LANL will be performed in 
compliance with applicable regulations.  DOE currently manages the 
material disposal areas and potential release sites in compliance with all 
Federal and State regulations.  For many years, NNSA has conducted 
a program of remediating sites potentially contaminated by past 
operational practices.  Refer to Sections 2.7, Waste Management, and 
2.9, Compliance Order on Consent (Consent Order) and Environmental 
Restoration Activities, of this CRD for more information related to this 
comment.

742-2 Effluents from LANL facilities are discharged in accordance with a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit that establishes 
limits on the volume and quality of the discharge.  As discussed in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, of the SWEIS, over the past 6 years, LANL 
has a very good record of complying with permit conditions.  Under all 
alternatives, NNSA would continue to meet permit conditions designed 
to protect water resources at LANL.  Most of the treated effluent 
discharged to the canyons infiltrates into the ground before it leaves 
LANL property.

 There are no rivers that flow through LANL property.  In addition, 
about 80 miles (130 kilometers) of the 85 miles (140 kilometers) of 
watercourses within and upstream of LANL within Los Alamos Canyon 
are dry most of the year.  These watercourses flow offsite only during 
snowmelt lasting a week or more each year and stormwater runoff 
lasting from less than an hour to several days.  Therefore, the flow of 
surface water from LANL to the Rio Grande produces relatively small 
impacts to the water and sediments in the Rio Grande.

 Water quality data from upstream and downstream of where LANL 
surface waters enter the Rio Grande were compared in the 2005 
Surveillance Report (LANL 2006g).  This report states “All base flow 
samples from the Rio Grande had concentrations below drinking water 
standards and standards for the protection of aquatic life, wildlife 

742-4

742-1
cont’d
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One bomb, no.  Plutonium, we could go into the volumes and volumes.  That’s not 
important.  No more bombs. 
All these Superfunds are not being funded right there in Los Alamos, all over the 
country.  The Columbia River, all the salmon are dying.  Why? Because all those 
barrels are rotting into the Columbia River.  Savannah, South Carolina, North 
Carolina, all over this country. 
You people, the Department of Energy, the Department of Defense, believes 
they’re above the law.  They’re creating death all over and we still permit them to 
do that. 
So I’m just saying that we have to stop this.  I think we should have more hearings.  
We need hearings in Albuquerque, down south, you know.  And then one more 
thing.  The nuclear fuel processing plant in Eunice, New Mexico, set up by the four, 
fi ve European powers, right.  Great Britain, Dutch, German, help me, Netherlands, 
and France bought into it. 
When Los Alamos delivered a couple hundred pounds of plutonium, the next day 
they bought over a half interest.  Something is going on.  Why are we funding the 
dictators of the world? Do you trust the leaders in this country? What are they 
doing? They’re killing the world’s population.  We’re not immune to it, we’re no 
better than them.  We’re next.  We have been next.  In fact, no more bombs.  Let’s 
stop them. 

742-5

Commentor 742 (cont’d):  Miguel Pacheco
habitat, and irrigation.  Radioactivity in these samples was low.  None 
of the radionuclide concentrations commonly associated with LANL 
operations were detected, except for uranium.  Uranium concentrations, 
(0.5 to 2 micrograms per liter) were well below the Federal drinking 
water standard of 30 micrograms per liter.”

 Contaminants from LANL that historically have been detected in the Rio 
Grande are mostly attached to the stream sediments.  Lead is the only 
contaminant that has a significantly higher concentration downstream 
in Cochiti Reservoir sediment.  Cesium-137 and plutonium-239 and 
plutonium-240 are only slightly higher in sediments downstream of 
LANL.

742-3 Smoke from all forest fires contains hundreds of organic and inorganic 
combustion products.  As noted in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, an 
independent assessment of public health risk associated with LANL 
area air contamination as a result of the fire was conducted by Risk 
Assessment Corporation at the request of the New Mexico Environment 
Department (RAC 2002).  The study examined data on contaminants 
that were measured in air, on smoke particles and in soil from the 
potential release sites and concluded that exposure to LANL-derived 
chemicals and radionuclides released to the air during the Cerro Grande 
Fire did not result in a significant increase in health risk over the risk 
from the fire itself.  The Risk Assessment Corporation study concluded 
that there was some evidence of adverse health effects from breathing 
high concentrations of particulate matter (PM) in the smoke, but that 
“Such exposures are associated with any forest fire” (RAC 2002).  It is 
estimated that nearly 7,500 tons of PM were released to the atmosphere 
by the Cerro Grande Fire, only 10 percent of which came from LANL 
sources.  Many studies have correlated exposure to fine particles with 
respiratory-related emergency room visits and hospital admissions, 
work and school absences, premature death, asthma, emphysema, heart 
disease, chronic bronchitis and acute respiratory symptoms.  Children, 
the elderly, and people with heart or lung disease or respiratory 
infections are more sensitive to PM.  The Risk Assessment Corporation 
report stated that “It is probable that the calculated risk from PM10 is 
greater than the risk from all chemicals and radionuclides combined” 
(RAC 2002).
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Commentor 742 (cont’d):  Miguel Pacheco
742-4 Evaluating the potential environmental impacts from the mining of 

uranium is not within the scope of the SWEIS, which focuses on the 
environmental impacts from LANL operations.

742-5 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for additional hearings, including 
hearings in Albuquerque.  Although there were no public hearings in 
Albuquerque, other means of providing comment on the Draft SWEIS 
were provided.  Refer to Section 2.2, National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Process, of this CRD for additional information.
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Hi, I’m Shannyn from Santa Fe.  This is the third hearing I’ve gone to this week.  
And I spoke extemporaneously at the fi rst two hearings and I decided, well, this 
time I would like to follow the rules.  It’s very diffi cult for me to do that kind of thing. 
But, since this is a site-wide environmental statement that we’re making here, I 
decided to write one out.  I understand that, when you come to the hearings, that 
you’re supposed to get answers for the questions that you pose in the site-wide 
environmental statement.  Is that correct? You don’t know? 
MS.  BRANDIN: No, no.  The purpose of the hearing is to get your comments. 
SHANNYN SOLLITT: But then what are you going to do with the comments? 
MS.  BRANDIN: They will be published in the fi nal site-wide EIS and the 
responses will be also. 
SHANNYN SOLLITT: These are a bunch of questions I have laid out here in this 
little bit that I wrote to be submitted to you.  I’ll read it quickly.  The Department of 
Energy has a deplorable record when it comes to the safety of citizens in regards 
to the weapons production facilities across the U.S. 
This track record has proven just as deplorable at the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory as elsewhere.  In the site evaluation of LANL facility that was 
made available to the public, I noticed that they cite many instances where the 
Department of Energy has fallen very short in its ability to protect the environment. 
Los Alamos National Laboratories was put in a remote area high on a mountain 
because of the concerns for secrecy in the second world war.  Today the location 
of the laboratory is antithetical to its purposes, if its purpose is to produce nuclear 
weapons. 
I would like a response from my testimony here to explain to the public what kind 
of rationale puts a nuclear weapons production facility on top of a windswept 
mountain in the middle of a wildfi re zone and at the source of a watershed that 
feeds the Rio Grande Bravo River, the lifeblood of New Mexico, providing water for 
10 million people? Not good science. 
Rocky Flats, the previous pit production facility in Colorado that was closed for 
its egregious environmental behavior, pumped plutonium contaminated waste 
into creeks that were feeding the public water supplies.  A horrifi c waive of infant 
deaths, cancers, and other problems followed. 
Not only was the water supply contaminated, but plutonium particulate was 
found in the soil and sand surrounding the facility.  One particle of plutonium, if 
breathed or otherwise ingested, can kill a human or animal.  Documented cases 
of plutonium particulate found in the ashes of children from Rocky Flats were 
permitted after death attests to that. 

743-1

743-2

Commentor 743:   Shannyn Sollitt

743-1 As the commentor implies, LANL’s location was selected during World 
War II because of its isolation.  The continuing mission of LANL, 
starting at that time, has been support of the U.S. nuclear weapons 
program.  As the needs of the U.S. weapons program have changed, so 
has the role LANL serves in the program.  As announced in the ROD for 
the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile 
Stewardship and Management (DOE/EIS-0236) (DOE 1996), LANL 
was selected as the location for re-establishment of a pit fabrication 
capability partly because of the existing facilities and capabilities.  
NNSA is aware of the potential for wildfire and has undertaken an 
ongoing wildfire hazard reduction and forest health improvement 
program, including extensive forest thinning, to reduce wildfire risk.  
Chapter 5 of the SWEIS describes the air, water, and other types of 
impacts associated with the three alternatives for operating LANL.  
As summarized in Chapter 3, Table 3–19, LANL operations are not 
expected to result in major detrimental impacts to the environment.

743-2 Environmental impacts associated with past operations of Rocky Flats 
are not the subject of the SWEIS.  The interim levels of pit production 
proposed at LANL are much lower than were conducted at Rocky 
Flats.  Chapter 4, Table 4–26, of the SWEIS shows that the cancer 
incidence and mortality rates in counties around LANL are comparable 
to those of the rest of the United States.  Chapter 5, Section 5.6 presents 
radiological emissions and population radiation dose data associated 
with projected operations.  All projected doses are a small fraction of the 
dose from normal background radiation received by the population in 
and around LANL.
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I would like a response for my testimony here to explain to the public what LANL 
intends to do with the waste storage problem that it is already plagued with before 
even thinking about creating more. 
Is the DOE intending to move 12,500 drums buried before 1971 that is currently 
contaminating the aquifer to WIPP.  Such action furthering endangering the 
population with the possibility of an accident or spill.  When an aquifer is 
contaminated, there is no way to remediate it.  What about the tritium, plutonium, 
and other radionuclides found in the canyons on the neighboring areas. 
On top of the Pajarito plateau is an enormous nuclear waste dump in a fi re prone 
zone.  Is the plan to continue the storage of this waste? What happens in the event 
of a fi re or some major weather calamity? Plutonium doesn’t burn.  But carried by 
the wind it can land on any farmer’s land.  One particle of plutonium, if breathed or 
otherwise ingested, can kill a human or an animal. 
Why would any rational person or agency want to put a nuclear weapons 
production facility on top of a windswept mountain in the middle of a wildfi re zone 
and at the source of a watershed.  Please answer this. 
We are making comments not just to be saying things into the wind.  We want to 
know from your scientists why you would want to do this activity there.  It’s not safe 
anywhere, nowhere, nowhere, nowhere but there. 
This is a site-wide environmental impact that we want -- I want an answer to.  And 
I want to see it, I want -- I have my address here, I want it written to me.  Because 
otherwise you’re just completely disrespecting everybody who is getting up here to 
make any kind of testimony.  And I’m following the rules except I’m taking too long.  
Okay. 
Something which is not addressed in the SWEIS review is the spiritual and 
psychological landscape.  Why is there such an inordinately high teen suicide 
rate in Los Alamos, why did the travesty of Columbine High take place in Littleton, 
Colorado, a bedroom community for the Lockheed Martin plant.  Is this just a 
coincidence or is it water that could have been contaminated? 
Chemicals discharged from the plant that are known to cause aggression, 
neurological disorders, depression, cancers, birth defects, leukemia and other 
types of problems are found in the Columbine Valley.  Or is it the soul of the 
human being that has lost all hope for a just and compassionate world. 
Please, before you consider putting this production facility here, answer these 
questions.  I call for a defi nitive research of the towns close to all the weapons 
production facilities to be done on the psychological effects on children and adults 
of the weapons of mass destruction facilities. 

743-3

743-1
cont’d

743-4

743-4
cont’d

Commentor 743 (cont’d):  Shannyn Sollitt
743-3 DOE currently stores transuranic wastes in both aboveground and 

belowground configurations in TA-54.  These wastes include “newly 
generated” waste, as well as legacy transuranic wastes that were 
generated after 1970, but before a transuranic waste disposal facility 
was available.  There is an ongoing program to characterize and prepare 
these wastes for shipment to WIPP.  As discussed in Appendix H, 
Section H.3, of the SWEIS, LANL follows a program that gives the 
highest priority to shipping transuranic wastes that present the greatest 
risk in the event of an accident.  NNSA intends to ship all of the LANL 
legacy transuranic waste to WIPP over the next 10 years.  The risks 
of transporting these wastes and of accidents while the wastes remain 
in storage are addressed in Chapter 5, Sections 5.10 and 5.12, of the 
SWEIS.  To mitigate the potential for a fire that could affect LANL 
facilities, a forest thinning program has been implemented, as discussed 
in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.  Wastes buried prior to 1970 are being 
addressed through the environmental restoration program at LANL.

 Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, describes the progress that DOE has made 
in conducting its environmental restoration program at LANL.  Since 
the early 1990s, LANL staff has identified over 2,000 sites that 
potentially required environmental remediation; only about 800 remain 
to be addressed.  Appendix I of the SWEIS presents options and 
environmental analyses regarding future remediation activities at LANL 
that are primarily related to the Consent Order that was entered into on 
March 1, 2005.  These analyses address LANL waste disposal sites and 
other contaminated areas, including canyons, and provide environmental 
impact information to facilitate future environmental restoration 
decisions that will be made by DOE and the State of New Mexico.  
Appendix I, Section I.3.4.1 summarizes technologies for remediation 
of groundwater and directs the reader to additional references.  NNSA 
intends to implement those actions that are necessary to comply with the 
Consent Order regardless of other actions analyzed in the SWEIS.

743-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the possible spiritual 
and psychological effects of living near U.S. nuclear weapons facilities.  
Spiritual and psychological effects, however, are not within the scope of 
the SWEIS.  Studies regarding the psychological impacts of living near a 
DOE facility have not been conducted and DOE has no plans to perform 
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I do not want to see our children brought up in an environment that condones 
production of these weapons.  I want the children growing up here to see a bright 
future with the possibility of working at the Los Alamos National Laboratory on 
life-affi rming activities, on technologies that bring answers to the real national 
security issues of global climate change, on the use of renewable energy forms, 
on technologies for the remediation of horrifi c waste from the nuclear industry that 
started here and that are causing such suffering here and all over the world. 
This is a common sense vision that I believe is held by the majority of people here 
and the world.  Thank you. 

743-5

Commentor 743 (cont’d):  Shannyn Sollitt
such studies.  There are also no studies that link teenage suicide rates to 
DOE operations.  DOE recognizes that teenage suicide is a complicated 
nationwide and local social issue and has provided grants in the past to 
local organizations to promote free suicide prevention counseling.

743-5 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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My name is Richard Yunker, my friends call me Preacher, my friends here tonight.  
I’ve had to wait so long and now I’m mad.  We showed up tonight on really, really 
short notice to tell you that we don’t need any more WMDs or plutonium pits or 
weapons of war, we already have too many. 
As a species we are committing ourselves to self annihilation.  We have a plethora 
of the most diabolical, sinister, outlandish weapons of murder imaginable.  And yet 
we rail hypocritically against those nations that we deem as enemies when they 
don’t agree with us and want their share of these weapons to defend themselves 
against us. 
We are contaminating our air, soil, water around the world for eons to come as 
if we think we are the last generation on the planet.  Do we not believe in the 
continuing of mankind? Are we not acting like we don’t care about the futures of 
our children or our grandchildren or great grandchildren. 
They are our only guarantee of eternal life.  We go around committing the world 
-- around the world committing degradations, atrocities on defenseless countries 
spouting freedom, democracy, and Christianity.  And, when a country emerges 
with a democratically elected leader, we do everything to suppress and destroy it. 
The day after 9/11 the Iranians marched in the streets in support of the U.S., 
deploring the crime, what had been done to us.  This administration has so 
squandered that goodwill and so alienated Iran that Israel and the United States 
are the worst enemies. 
In the April 17 issue of the New Yorker, Seymour Hersh wrote about the 
administration’s plan to nuke Iran’s underground nuclear facility at Natanz 75 feet 
below the surface and rock and steel reinforced concrete using the bunker buster, 
the B-61-11, referred to as the mother of all bombs.  This, of course, will teach the 
Iranians that making nuclear weapons is wrong. 
The Pentagon has demanded that the administration take this option off the table, 
but they aren’t listening.  Mr. “Shock and Awe” Rumsfeld and the DSB, that’s the 
Defense Science Board, are telling the Pentagon we can build the B-61 with more 
blast, more robust, and less energy, less radiation. 
And Bush with his messianic vision says he will do what no one else has had the 
courage to do and that doing Iran will be his legacy.  On that day what will 1.2 
billion Muslims do? 
Why shouldn’t Iran want a nuke? They are surrounded by nuclear nations.  
China, Russia, India, Pakistan, Korea, France, and oh, yes, Israel.  Last count 
200 warheads.  And as of today they are still denying it.  We have to stop this 
madness. 

744-1

Commentor 744:   Richard Yunker

744-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production and weapons.  
Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, 
of this CRD for additional information.

744-2 NNSA takes its responsibilities to comply with environmental laws 
and regulations seriously and is pursuing the cleanup of LANL with 
regulatory oversight from State and Federal Agencies.  Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS summarizes the progress made to date in 
environmental restoration activities since 1999.  Appendix I evaluates 
the environmental impacts associated with potential remedial action 
alternatives.

744-2
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I have lived in a beautiful isolated village valley in the Sangre de Cristos for the 
last 38 years, with lots of big trees, rolling hills, terraced, and plenty of water, but 
downhill from Los Alamos, downwind from Los Alamos, blissfully and naively 
growing vegetables, thinking I’m doing the best for my family and friends, only 
to fi nd out that the manure, the wood, ashes, the compost, and the fertilizers, 
organic fertilizers I used are contaminated with cadmium, mercury, americium, 
and cesium.  Such pretty names for such vile toxic substances. 
On August 6, 2004, we marched with Pax Christi from Asbury Park to the labs.  
And, as we marched with our banners, we passed young people, probably 
technicians, scientists, and physicists.  They wouldn’t make eye contact with us as 
if they were ashamed of what they were doing, like they had sold out. 
What happened? You were so brilliant, educated, bright futures, full of hopes, 
ideas.  At what point did you think it was okay? Why come you? Who are these 
thugs slouching towards Babylon, towards Santa Fe, Espanola, Dixon, Penasco, 
Taos, Chamisal, Truchas, Trampas, Vallecitos, and Llano? 
Their smooth, disarming manners, bland mendacious smiles, pockets full of 
money, poison, cancer and suffering, pockets full of plutonium, uranium 238, oil, 
bile, and the blood of the world’s children, going to high schools at graduations, 
colleges at graduations, seducing young minds, the best minds of our generation, 
to come and be engineers, come and split some atoms, come and be scientists, 
make a good living for yourself. 
The Lord has given us the beautiful minds.  He said here is the sun, the wind, the 
surf to create all the energy you need.  Be good stewards, love it and preserve it.  
It’s a no-brainer that a technology whose byproducts are so toxic and poisonous 
that it can’t be disposed of and yet be used to make the most dangerous diabolical 
weapons imaginable is a bad idea. 
But we showed up tonight to tell you no.  How could you ever think it was okay 
to shove it in the arroyos, to bury it in the ground, to sneak it and leak it into the 
water table, to vent it into the air.  We don’t need another environmental impact 
statement to know -- and you don’t need one either to know that it stinks to high 
heaven.  And yet everything you want -- every time you want to commit another 
environmental atrocity, you come up with another EIS. 
Well, we showed up tonight to make sure you understand how we feel.  It never 
was right and never will be.  How can you? Don’t we breathe the same air, don’t 
we walk the same ground, are we not all brothers and sisters? Don’t you have 
children you love and care about, their health and well-being? Are you just in 
denial about this stuff? How can you not see it as well? 

744-3

744-4

Commentor 744 (cont’d):  Richard Yunker

744-3 Appendix F of the SWEIS has been revised to include a discussion and 
data on all measured chemicals in the soil, sediment, surface water, and 
groundwater in and around LANL.  This data is compared to appropriate 
Federal allowable limits.  Appendix C presents the health consequences 
and risks from the consumption of local flora and fauna containing 
radioactive and nonradioactive contaminants in and around the LANL 
area.  The calculated radiation dose and health effects from radioactive 
and chemical substances in flora and fauna presented in Appendix C are 
well below all applicable regulatory limits.

744-4 Chapter 5 of the SWEIS presents the environmental impacts of 
continued LANL operations.  As described in Section 2.6, Offsite 
Contamination, of this CRD, the LANL contractor analyzes soil samples 
and water runoff and monitors air emissions as part of its environmental 
surveillance activities and reports the results of these analyses to the 
public in the annual Environmental Surveillance Report.  In the past, 
environmental regulations were less stringent and there is contamination 
present from past operations.  In 2005, the State of New Mexico, 
NNSA and the University of California, as the LANL management 
and operating contractor, entered into a Consent Order that is currently 
being implemented to address the investigation and remediation of 
environmental contamination at LANL.
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The labs should never be closed, they should be converted to peaceful, 
healthy nurturing, life-sustaining research and technologies to begin to heal 
the environment and reverse global warming, research for mega-epidemics, 
alternative resources, et cetera. 
It will be a great day when we have enough money -- when we don’t have enough 
money for bombs and weapons because we spent it all on food and shelter for the 
world’s poorest people who are living in grunge and poverty and despair, we spent 
it all on healthcare and education.  Sorry, no more money for bombs. 
Then the lab will truly become the beacon of hope at the top of the hill, the crown 
jewel of New Mexico.  We showed up here tonight to tell you that we are hopping 
mad as well and we’re not going to take this [expletive deleted] anymore. 
And every time you come, this will still be here, we will still be here, and we’ll tell 
you the same thing.  And we’ll do everything we can to stop you.  And, when you 
realize that you’re wrong, we’ll do everything to help change it. 
So the DOE should go back to Linton Brooks and say those people in the 
mountains don’t want this [expletive deleted] and neither do we and you should 
quit your jobs and work for peace.  It’s not much money, but it feels real good.  
Nuclear arms, may it rest in peace. 

744-5

Commentor 744 (cont’d):  Richard Yunker

744-5 NNSA notes the commentor’s support for continued operation of LANL.  
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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I’m not Carol, I’m Astrid, but Carol is headed for Albuquerque as we speak and 
she wanted me to say several things.  She wanted me to draw attention to the yard 
signs, the billboards that the Los Alamos Study Group has put out.  You too can 
we have one of these.  You can do more than fl oat words on the air, you can put a 
picture in people’s minds.  And these are really good pictures.  So see lasg.org on 
the web site to get one. 
Also the Los Alamos Study Group has a call for nuclear disarmament.  Over 
4,000 people have signed it, over 400 businesses have signed it, and about 110 
organizations have signed it.  I think, ladies and gentlemen, we ought to quadruple 
this number.  Quadruple something safe rather than nuclear weapons.  And Carol 
last of all wanted to say thank you for letting them go fi rst.  Thank you. 

Commentor 745:   Carol Benson

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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All right.  Here I am back as me.  I respectfully disagree with the second speaker 
representing Tom Udall.  A 15-day extension with a mere three minutes per 
objecting citizen is more than enough when you listen politely without really 
hearing anything. 
Those of you who were in Los Alamos Tuesday night already know that I grew up 
in a don’t ask, don’t tell home.  My German rocket scientist father used to preach 
children should be seen and not heard. 
To cement the lesson in place, he often pulled us by our ears, almost dragging 
us to the site of our sins or transgressions.  Is it any accident that I’ve become a 
listening therapist, using music to connect children’s hearts to their intelligence 
and their voice. 
I could not stop dreading my father’s next unexpected appearance until he was 
safely sequestered in a nursing home in his early eighties.  I didn’t even know 
when I was growing up that my father had a Ph.D. in physics and meteorology until 
I was dating my husband and he said so what does your dad have a Ph.D. in.  And 
I said (gesturing). 
And he said, well, why don’t you ask him.  And I said, hey, dad, what do you have 
a Ph.D. in? And he said who wants to know.  Talk about don’t ask, don’t tell.  I grew 
up terrifi ed of this man. 
My boyfriend wants to know.  Okay.  Physics and applied meteorology, no big 
thing.  I didn’t ask him would you have answered that for me because I sort of 
knew the answer. 
I was the victim as were my siblings of all kinds of indignities, not the least of which 
was not being listened to, not even really much of the time wanting to be seen.  
Erich grew up a few blocks from us.  And I asked him Tuesday night over dinner do 
you think your father cared one whit about you? No. 
Now, those people who are taking home sizable checks from Los Alamos need 
to think about your children because your hand is not harming them, they are so 
obedient to your will that their own hands are harming them.  The children of this 
universe are crying for some positive attention, especially those of color.  And 
what are we doing? We’re designing bombs to get rid of them. 
Who in this room thinks nuclear weapons are the stupidest idea that mankind has 
ever come up with? 
All right, you California kids, I have a new cheer for you.  And that is nuclear 
weapons, stupid, stupid, stupid.  Three times.  Nuclear weapons, stupid, stupid, 
nuclear weapons, stupid, stupid, stupid, nuclear weapons, stupid, stupid, stupid. 

Commentor 728 (cont’d):   Astrid Webster (comments continued from page 3-1036)

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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Linton Brooks, take that to the bank.  You are dragging the human race with all 
kinds of helpers with little badges on to the precipice of human existence.  We’re 
dying here in case you don’t know it.  And you know what your cheer is? Bring it 
on. 
Well, I think those of us who live in this state ought to do you a favor because you 
can’t stop yourselves because you’re addicted.  And that is, when somebody says 
we’re going to have a peace conference in New Mexico, well, guys, let’s show 
them. 
Let’s be there, let’s point to the largest waste dump in the Southwest.  Let’s point 
to the eight, what is it million, whatever, the new chemical metallurgy building that’s 
going to cost us a billion bucks and going to be obsolete in eight years.  Let’s bring 
peace tourists to New Mexico and let’s us tell them the truth because we know the 
other guys won’t.  Thank you. 

Commentor 728 (cont’d):  Astrid Webster (comments continued from page 3-1036)

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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I’m going to emphasize a few points I feel deserve it and then I’ll make a practical 
suggestion for political action.  Nuclear weapons are a moral issue.  I think that’s 
pretty well been brought here today.  As Bishop John Deere said a couple days 
ago, war and nuclear weapons are the greatest sin of mankind. 
And you may not be of a Catholic or Christian persuasion.  But, even if you’re a 
Darwinian or an otherwise, the evolution of the earth might sometime a few billion 
years from now create life again after we’ve destroyed it.  But I don’t think that’s a 
premise that we want to follow. 
The point is that nuclear weapons can destroy the entire life on earth.  And we 
have 20,000 of them, each of which is 1,000 times more powerful than the ones 
that were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  No problem. 
And I think that particular knowledge is available to us and our children.  And it 
sets a tone of a background of anxiety in the youth which I think underlies a lot of 
our youth’s social problems. 
We have these wonderful efforts these days on sustainability and countering 
global warming and recycling as contrasted to nuclear weapons which are wasting 
things rather than reusing them.  But what can we expect from our youth in terms 
of a focus on the future when their outlook on living to an old age is degraded, 
diminished greatly by a nuclear weapons presence on earth. 
I guess I’ll move on to the suggestion.  So we don’t want nuclear weapons.  What 
can we do about that? And there’s been quite a bit of commentary which leads 
to the idea of a revolution.  And that’s not a bad idea, particularly a nonviolent 
revolution. 
We’ve seen Ecuador, we’ve seen Argentina, we’ve seen Venezuela, Brazil.  But 
the United States’ prospects for that kind of a people’s revolution isn’t quite so 
good because we have kind of a -- not such a good political involvement in the 
populace currently.  It’s certainly worthwhile to work on that. 
And I know that appeals to us because it seems to have a short kind of time scale 
to maybe do it next week and get rid of nuclear weapons.  But I think we ought to 
couple that with a longer term time scale approach. 
And so we need to ask ourselves now who makes the decisions that brought us 
all these nuclear weapons.  Well, our federal Congresspersons and our state 
Congresspersons had a lot to with that.  How did they get elected? 
They’re supposed to be representing the people, but they seem to be 
representatives of corporate interests primarily and other ideas for dominating the 
world.  And that’s because our election system allows them to be elected on the 
basis of the funding that they receive from corporations and large interests. 

Commentor 746:   John Otter

 NNSA notes the speaker’s remarks.
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So how do we counter that? Well, we need to reform our electoral election system.  
And, of course, these people who are in power are not going to just decide to do 
that for us.  We’re going to have to start where we have the power and we can 
-- and that is in our own municipalities and counties and working at the state level 
and the federal. 
And there are public fi nancing of elections and there are -- and what I want to 
just pursue for a minute is what’s called brain choice voting or instant runoff 
voting, where you rank the candidates.  And it has many advantages in terms of 
encouraging more candidates to run, encouraging more people to vote, increasing 
the accuracy of the representation so that it really does -- the people who get 
elected really do represent the people.  And the charter and new commission is 
considering this.  And it will I think go to the ballot before the people in Santa Fe 
city. 
It’s been used in San Francisco and recently two times in Burlington, Vermont.  
And other cities have voted to use it and it’s being considered by a number of 
others.  It’s been used in Australia for their government, their Congress elections 
for 40 years -- 80 years and in Ireland and other places around the world. 
It’s a great system.  And, if you would like any information about that to use or try 
in your groups and your city, I would be happy to help you with that.  And my name 
is John Otter, I’m the only Otter in Santa Fe. 

Commentor 746 (cont’d):  John Otter

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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My name is Eduardo Krasilovsky.  And I’m sorry, I’m tired, so my accent gets 
worse as the night progresses.  But I want to say that I am not going to read those 
three volumes or going to the Internet to read those 17 CDs because the purpose 
of that technical jargon there is to keep us down, to keep us in tunnel vision, the 
wrong vision of life instead of helping us to go with the eagles and take the view 
from above.  And that’s how they want to win all this.  They have done that over 
and over again. 
So why -- instead of reading volumes, just, if you can do it, look for Helen 
Caldicott’s book.  If you did, maybe an idea just came up from me, maybe we 
should buy this book and put one book in each house in Los Alamos. 
Maybe we can win over some scientists, because they are ignorant of many 
things.  They are not perfect.  They may be very intelligent.  But it doesn’t mean 
that they know and understand everything especially with their hearts. 
Now, why don’t I want nuclear weapons.  I think we shouldn’t talk about what 
they want us to talk, I think we should close Los Alamos.  The U.S. currently, as 
of 2002, has 2,000 intercontinental land based hydrogen bombs, 3,456 nuclear 
weapons in submarines roaming the seas, 15 minutes from their targets, 1,750 
nuclear weapons on intercontinental planes ready for delivery. 
In total there is now enough explosive power in the combined nuclear arsenal of 
the world to overkill every person on earth 32 times.  That’s one reason why we 
don’t need these weapons. 
Now, if you’ll Google Eduardo Goncalves, he wrote an article in The Ecologist 
in 2001 and showing the following, using the offi cial radiation risk estimates 
published in 1991 by the International Commission of Radiological Protection, in 
1993 radiation exposure data calculated by the UN Scientifi c Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation, researcher Rosalie Bertell, author of the classic book 
No Immediate Danger, has come up with a terrifying tally. 358 million cancers from 
nuclear bomb production and testing, 9.7 million cancers from bomb and plant 
accidents, 6.6 million cancers from the routine discharges of nuclear power plants. 
As many as 175 million of those cancers could be fatal.  Added to this number 
are no fewer than 235 million genetically damaged and diseased people and a 
staggering 588 million children born with a range of teratogenic effects including 
brain damage, mental disabilities, spina bifi da, genital deformities, and childhood 
cancers. 
These are my two reasons why we need to close Los Alamos.  By the way I am a 
member of Veterans For Peace, Bloomfi eld Peace Action, and Cornucopia of New 
Jersey which makes me somebody who just is for life and not for death which is 
what people in Los Alamos do.  Thank you very much. 

Commentor 747:   Eduardo Krasilovsky

747-1

747-2

747-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons and 
the operation of LANL.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear 
Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for additional information.

747-2 The subject of the 2001 Ecologist article by Mr. Eduardo Goncalves 
and statements by Rosalie Bertell in the book, “No Immediate Danger” 
are not part of the scope of the SWEIS.  Neither document presents 
information regarding environmental impacts from the continued 
operation of LANL.  Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1, of the SWEIS provides 
detailed information on cancer mortality and incidence rates in New 
Mexico and all counties surrounding LANL.  This data, along with the 
final LANL Public Health Assessment, issued on August 31, 2006 by 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry, shows that, “…there is no evidence of 
contamination from LANL that might be expected to result in ill health 
to the community,” and “…overall, cancer rates in the Los Alamos area 
are similar to cancer rates found in other communities” (ATSDR 2006).  
Chapter 4, Table 4–26 shows that some cancer rates in Los Alamos 
County are lower than the national average and some are higher, which 
is typical of any area.
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So my name is Willem Malten.  You know, I’m not going to read that EIS book 
either because, you know, the environment that I’m concerned with is a slightly 
different environment than I think is being described. 
I think I’m concerned with the psychic environment that a place like Los Alamos 
creates.  I’m concerned with trashed international treaties that Los Alamos has 
taken a part in.  I’m also concerned with the degradation of democracy that 
weapons of mass destruction inevitably lead to. 
You know, last year we had a Hibakusha here from Hiroshima.  And her name is 
Shika Husasamori.  I don’t know, some of you may have met her.  You know, and 
she, you know, is kind of like a reborn human being or resurrected human being 
rather, kind of like an angel. 
And I think what, you know, her message was -- you know what a Hibakusha 
is, right? A Hibakusha is somebody that was the victim either in Hiroshima or in 
Nagasaki and, of course, now, you know, we can include also the Bikini Atolls, we 
can include Kosovo, we can include Iraq, we can actually include Laguna, Navajo, 
we can start including Espanola.  It comes really close. 
And in a way the vision that expanded pit production gives us is that we all have 
to have peace with becoming Hibakusha and our children will become Hibakusha 
and it’s unacceptable. 
In a world where most of the money is spent on weapons, most of the problems 
start looking like military problems and most of the solutions, therefore, look 
military as well.  Yet we need to open our eyes to the bankruptcy this has wreaked 
on the civil society.  Ultimately this is the cause for proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction including nuclear worldwide. 
Nuclear weapons are the very spare point of a culture of violence, the logical 
end point of the failure of true diplomacy.  These weapons are not just aimed at 
the people of the world, they are not just taking away the resources of the next 
generation, these are weapons -- these weapons are aimed at the heart of human 
dignity. 
Through security comes from a stronger sense of community for common causes.  
And that is why it’s been so great that actually Santa Fe last year signed up as 
-- with Mayors for Peace and has become a community of peace. 
Now, it’s up to us to get this meaning.  When over 80 percent of the American 
public has expressed a desire for nuclear disarmament and yet the U.S. national 
laboratories such as LANL at Los Alamos and Sandia Laboratory in Albuquerque, 
both in New Mexico, keep pursuing renewed testing, upgrading nuclear weapons, 
and building a new pit production facility, there’s something wrong with this picture. 

748-1

Commentor 748:   Willem Malten

748-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding impacts on the 
psychic environment, international treaties, and the democratic 
institution.  These subjects are not within the scope of an EIS.  The 
Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations require that EISs 
discuss significant environmental impacts.  In 1983, the U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled (Metropolitan Edison Co. v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 
460 U.S. 766) that “psychological effects” are not included along with 
general environmental impacts in EISs.

 It should be noted that the United States is a leader in nonproliferation 
initiatives and has not violated any nonproliferation treaties.  Stockpile 
stewardship capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by the United 
States as a means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives 
and confidence in its nuclear stockpile capabilities is likely to remain 
important in future arms control negotiations as the Nation moves to 
further reduce the size of its overall stockpile.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information.

748-2 The U.S. Congress and the President establish national security 
policy, which includes management of the nuclear weapons stockpile.  
Cessation of stockpile stewardship support by LANL would run counter 
to these policies and is therefore not considered in this SWEIS.

748-2
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It illustrates that the magnitude of nuclear weapons is incompatible with a 
functioning democracy.  And democracy may have to be rebuilt from the bottom 
up.  Neighborhoods, communities, and cities are now vehicles that express 
people’s will and have to represent the changes that we are seeking. 
So this is the main thing, you know, we have to -- we have to fi gure out how to give 
meaning to Santa Fe being a city of peace.  And, if that means civil disobedience, 
resistance, disruption of transportation of nuclear weapons or pits, we should face 
those possibilities.  The call for nuclear disarmament, as was mentioned before, 
this is a small good step in the right direction.  Thanks very much. 

Commentor 748 (cont’d):  Willem Malten

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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Hi, I’m Virginia Miller.  And I’m a member of a number of peace groups.  And I -
- a lot of things that I was going to say have already been said.  And I support so 
much of what has been said.  So I will go over -- I’ll probably leave some of it out.  
But I will try to hit on a couple of things that will maybe add something. 
Let’s see.  I vigorously oppose any continuance and expansion of nuclear 
weapons design and production at Los Alamos National Laboratories as called 
for in the LANL SWEIS.  And I won’t go through all the different things because 
everybody has already said that. 
But one thing that hasn’t been talked about a whole lot is to protect 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 Convention, resulting in 
grievous health problems shows a blatant disregard for the health and safety of 
the people and environment of Northern New Mexico for our land, our water, and 
our air. 
The people in Iraq, the children in Iraq and Afghanistan have suffered and they are 
dying from the use of depleted uranium weapons.  I fi nd this absolutely horrible 
that the lab would even consider doing open air experiments with this material. 
They should all be banned.  All of this -- the proposed activities of the LANL 
SWEIS is at a site located above the Rio Grande.  This has been noted.  But to me 
this is incredible.  It’s a source of water for many communities in both New Mexico 
and Mexico.  But it shouldn’t be done anywhere.  But the fact that it is above the 
Rio Grande River is just unbelievable that they would do this kind of activity there. 
All of this, all of this -- all of these proposals, they are unnecessary, immoral, and 
illegal.  The current pits will last -- we are told by the scientists that the pits will last 
60 to 90 plus years.  And every one of these pits should be dismantled.  We don’t 
need any more.  Every one of them and just no more. 
The World Court has condemned the use and the threat of the use of nuclear 
weapons.  Nuclear weapons threaten our very planet and all life on it.  It is 
immoral. 
I love this planet and I love all life on it.  And there’s no way I’m going to allow this 
to continue.  It must stop, it must end.  In 1970 the U.S. signed a nonproliferation 
treaty under the Constitution International Treaty, the supreme law of the land. 
In Article VI all nuclear powers are called upon to engage in worldwide nuclear 
disarmament.  It’s a law.  This is the law.  And the work at Los Alamos National 
Laboratories is breaking the law, it’s against the law.  And it’s a crime, a crime 
against humanity.  I just found this out in an email recently. 

749-2

749-3

749-4

749-5

749-1

Commentor 749:   Virginia Miller
749-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to nuclear weapons activities 

at LANL.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

749-2 The testing at LANL using depleted uranium does not relate to any 
issues related to the Geneva Convention.  Chapter 5, Section 5.4.2, 
of the SWEIS provides detailed information on radiological air 
emissions from LANL for all three alternatives.  These emissions 
include all uranium radioisotopes that are present in depleted uranium.  
Section 5.6.1 provides detailed public radiological impact information 
for all emissions including depleted uranium under all three alternatives.  
For all alternatives, the average population dose within 50 miles 
(80 kilometers) of LANL is less than 0.1 percent of background.  LANL 
programs and procedures are designed to minimize any releases of 
depleted uranium to the environment during tests.  Refer to Section 2.10, 
Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test 
(DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for additional information.

749-3 Closure of LANL and relocation of its mission support activities to 
another location is not under consideration at this time.  Refer to 
Section 2.4, Modernization of the Nuclear Weapons Complex, of this 
CRD for more information.  Also, refer to Section 2.8 of this CRD, 
Water Use, for information on monitoring the Rio Grande and use of the 
Rio Grande as a source of Albuquerque drinking water.

749-4 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  NNSA has 
reviewed the pit lifetime studies and has concluded that degradation 
of plutonium in the majority of nuclear weapons would not affect 
warhead reliability for a minimum of 85 years.  The analysis in the 
LANL SWEIS, however, is still valid and provides a bounding scenario 
in which up to 80 pits per year could be produced.  This potential 
production rate provides NNSA with flexibility in meeting its stockpile 
stewardship mission, taking into account changing geopolitical 
conditions.  Refer to Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit 
Production, of this CRD for more information.

749-5 Operations at LANL that support the NNSA mission to ensure a safe 
and reliable nuclear stockpile are not in violation of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.  Stockpile stewardship 



Comments from the Santa Fe, New Mexico, Public Hearing (August 10, 2006)

Final Site-W
ide EIS for C

ontinued O
peration of Los Alam

os N
ational Laboratory, Los Alam

os, N
ew

 M
exico

3-1074

Okay.  That Representative Dennis Kucinich introduced House Current Resolution 
950 calling for the administration to lead in negotiating a treaty abolishing 
nuclear weapons.  He submitted it to the House and the International Relations 
Committee. 
And we need to support any of our leaders who are willing to speak out and have 
the courage to call for a nuclear disarmament.  And I was very glad to hear Greg 
Mello speak earlier of the fact that there are a number of Congresspeople who are 
willing to do this.  They need our support.  It’s going to require all of us working 
together to get this job done. 
Yes, I’m almost done.  I’d like to call for the transformation of LANL as others have 
done and all of the national laboratories.  There is so much work that they can do 
that will really contribute to the well-being of humanity. 
They can begin to clean up the radioactive contamination, develop renewable 
sustainable energy independence, work to help prevent and curb the impacts 
of global climate change.  These are things that would really make a genuine 
contribution. 
And they certainly have the brilliance and the means to carry this out.  This should 
become a national priority.  And these laboratories could do that.  And just think 
of the jobs that that could provide for our state and the positive impact that it could 
have on the world.  That’s our true national security. 
All right.  My last sentence.  If our leaders and the NNSA and the DOE and the 
nuclear industrial complex choose to ignore the law, they will be held accountable 
one way or another.  So stop this madness.  Basta. 

749-6

749-5
cont’d

Commentor 749 (cont’d):  Virginia Miller
capabilities at LANL are currently viewed by the United States as a 
means to further the Nation’s nonproliferation objectives and are likely 
to remain important in future arms control negotiations as the Nation 
moves to further reduce its overall stockpile size.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information.

749-6 NNSA notes the commentor’s desire for activities at LANL to be 
focused on areas other than those related to nuclear weapons production.  
Cessation of LANL’s primary mission activities supporting NNSA’s 
Stockpile Stewardship Program would be counter to national security 
policy as established by the Congress and the President.  In addition 
to these activities, however, research is conducted at LANL in areas 
promoted by the commentor.  These research areas are part of current 
operations and as such are included in the SWEIS as part of the No 
Action Alternative.  These activities would continue to be conducted 
at LANL regardless of the alternative selected.  Refer to Section 2.3, 
Alternative Missions, of this CRD for more information.
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Hi, I’m Clarissa Duran.  This is my sister Danielle Duran.  We’re from Espanola.  
And I just want to thank the nice people who gave me water because I almost 
passed out because it’s so damned hot in here. 
Anyway fi rst of all I want to say look around this room.  And I know everybody here 
knows somebody of color.  Next time bring them with you.  And I’ll do the same. 
The other thing I want to really tell people is for those of you who want to close the 
labs, no, because 25 percent of my community works there.  And we can’t have a 
25 percent unemployment rate.  Our community was an agrarian society until the 
road to Los Alamos was built. 
We are like Afghanistan and probably now like Iraq.  Our way of life was taken 
away from us.  And who is going to be there to help us rebuild our way of life.  
Nobody.  Nobody is doing that now. 
SPEAKER: We will. 
CLARISSA DURAN
All right.  Well, we want to see it.  Come hang out with us and help us out.  You 
know, there are a lot of kids in our community who are dying, who are on drugs, 
and will do anything not to have to deal with the oppression that we live with every 
single day. 
And that’s the effect of what Los Alamos is.  And yeah, I’m telling you not to close 
it because we still need whatever money we need to make a living.  But we don’t 
need to do it by producing nuclear weapons.  I’m on the Dennis Kucinich campaign 
for New Mexico because he said to me that no, we wouldn’t have to close the labs, 
that we could change it into a research facility that would help humanity. 
And that’s what I want you to think of, is that your neighbors will suffer if you 
guys close the labs.  But we can do something positive with that energy and that 
intelligence up there.  We’re starting -- in Espanola I’m telling you about the hard 
conditions. 
But we’ve started to clean up our own waste.  And we did that by electing a brand-
new city council and a brand-new mayor.  Our former mayor used to kiss the 
asses of all the top people in Los Alamos.  We don’t have that going on anymore.  
So, you know, you guys can shove it because my sister here, Espanola City 
Councilor Danielle Duran, is going to tell you what she’s going to do about Los 
Alamos. 

750-1

750-1
cont’d

750-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s support for continued operation of LANL.  
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.

Commentor 750:   Clarissa Duran
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Thank you.  My name is Danielle Duran, I’m a city councilor for the  City of 
Espanola.  And I was recently elected in March.  One of my big issues is economic 
development for the city of Espanola. 
And one of my major issues is how people believe that Espanola is reliant on Los 
Alamos.  And just because we have 25 percent of our community working in Los 
Alamos doesn’t mean that we’re totally reliant. 
And I wrote down some points which is that Espanola existed before Los Alamos 
did.  When it was a boys’ camp and it was farmers there, Espanola existed as 
a commercial venue within the state.  It was the heart of Northern New Mexico 
commercial activities.  So to say that Espanola is completely reliant on Los 
Alamos and it exists because of Los Alamos is a complete fabrication. 
The other thing is I have a degree in economics and I do believe in Keynesian 
economics and I believe in government crowding out which means the more 
money and more activity that goes to the government, the less that local 
businesspeople do, the less that private people do. 
So, of course, we don’t have a lot of business in Espanola because all of our time, 
all of our talent, all of our people, and many of our resources are going up to Los 
Alamos and being taken over by Los Alamos. 
When we talk about salaries, I mean Nambe Mills is in Espanola.  Do you think 
Nambe Mills can compete with the salaries for machinists when it comes to Los 
Alamos? No, they can’t.  So I mean that’s another issue for us.  And that’s not 
something -- that’s not a reliance that Espanola has on Los Alamos, that’s a 
problem Espanola has with Los Alamos. 
And so fi nally I would just like to say that I don’t want to close the labs, not 
because 25 percent of our people live up there -- work up there, I’m sorry.  But 
because I know scientists working in Los Alamos on hydrogen fuel cells, on solar 
power, on wind power, on other renewable energies and sustainable development 
issues. 
And I respect those people.  And they do not work on nuclear issues.  And some 
people will say, if you didn’t have the nuclear part, you couldn’t have the renewable 
part.  And I think all of us know that that is a bunch of B.S. 
When we look around us and we see the energy crisis that is looming in our future, 
we know that energy can take a huge portion of our budget from now on.  And 
it doesn’t have to be solely focused on the production of uranium or plutonium.  
It can be focused on renewable energies, it can be focused on automation 
technologies, it can be focused on micro and nanotechnologies. 
And that’s the future that I see for Los Alamos.  And I hope that all of you will 
share that vision with me for Los Alamos. 

751-1

Commentor 751:   Danielle Duran

751-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s support for continued operation of LANL.  
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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And before I fi nish I just want to say that I believe these things.  I have not 
discussed these things with other members of our city council.  And, for those of 
you who have gone to all the meetings, I apologize for not being at the Espanola 
meeting yesterday, I did have an economic development committee meeting and 
we talked about the future of economic development in our valley. 
And so I apologize for not being there.  And I would like to thank all the speakers 
who have gone before me because I have learned so much tonight, I have learned 
more than I thought possible.  So I want to thank all of you for speaking tonight 
and for your action. 
And fi nally I want to ask Los Alamos, if you are really serious about being 
responsive to the communities around you, please tell us.  If you go ahead with 
the increase in production of pits, how you are going to safeguard the communities 
around you, how are you going to make sure that none of that comes down in the 
form of waste, of pollution, of degradation of our environment or our people.  And 
that is what I would like a response to in this EIS.  Thank you. 

751-2

Commentor 751 (cont’d):  Danielle Duran

751-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding increased pit 
production.  Chapter 5, Section 5.14, of the SWEIS discusses ongoing 
and planned mitigation measures at LANL for avoiding, minimizing, 
rectifying, reducing, eliminating, or compensating for any environmental 
impacts associated with LANL operations.  Refer to Section 2.1, 
Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this CRD for 
more information related to this comment.
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Good evening.  My name is Elizabeth West.  And thank you all for helping put this 
on, for being here, and I have a bunch of mixed feelings as don’t we all. 
Of course, I would like to add my comments to the list of people and to the 
comments made by these people against added Los Alamos pit production.  I 
also would like to make sure that my name and address is written in.  I’m speaking 
solely to help you, because I do want a response and I would like to be one of the 
people who gets that response. 
My name is Elizabeth West, 318 Sena Street, that’s S as in Sam, e-n as in Nancy, 
a Street, Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87505.  Thank you very much. 
I actually did speak up years ago about the WIPP, the waste isolation pilot project 
down in Carlsbad.  And I did get a response from the government.  And I still 
have them someplace in my basement.  I really do want to hear back from you all.  
Thank you. 
I woke up this morning thinking about what I was going to say and feeling a little 
discouraged.  And thank heavens I’m following so many great people, especially 
these two women.  It’s just fabulous.  I’m so proud to be in a state with people like 
you two.  It’s great.  And lots of other people too. 
I’m known to be a little bit of a Pollyanna.  And a Pollyanna I used to think is just 
somebody who is, oh, everything is going to be just fi ne.  And actually Pollyanna 
is persistence.  And so yes, I’m kind of positive. That’s my job, I’m a librarian, and 
I want to be nice to everybody.  I also like to learn things.  And so those two things 
sometimes are a little bit in confl ict. 
I also have a lot of good friends in Washington, D.C., from all parts of the 
spectrum.  So this morning, when I woke up, I was thinking all these funny jumbled 
thoughts.  And what popped into my head was George Wallace.  George Wallace. 
Well, I’ll be 62 in November so I’m older than some of you and younger than 
others.  And George Wallace, of course, I remember was a tremendous 
antisegregationist, horrible, horrible, unbelievable.  And then late in his life he 
completely changed.  So it’s possible, it’s possible. 
And I know it’s possible.  What we’re going through now is another version of a 
kind of fascism.  It’s a petticoat fascism, of course.  It’s another kind of anti -- a 
discriminatory situation, it’s an environmental problem.  It’s a mess of stuff as 
segregation was and as a lot of other issues have been and are.  But that changed 
and this can change.  This will change.  And I’m taking my vitamins and I’m going 
to be around to see the change. 
So the last thing -- I have a moment or two I think.  My Washington friends, I’m 
very interested in a lot of topics.  And one of emails I sent to a friend of mine who 
is a pretty nifty Republican and -- no, not necessarily, there are all different kinds 
of Republicans.  He’s a pretty good one. 

752-1

Commentor 752:   Elizabeth West

752-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for additional information.
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And we differ on some things, of course.  But he is not a Conservative Without 
a Conscience, a referral to a book, of course, because I’m a librarian by John 
Dean.  Anyway, when I wrote to him -- he is very high up in the government under 
the previous big Bush.  No, excuse me, under Reagan.  And then pretty high up 
recently until Condoleza Rice came in. 
A very connected guy.  I’m not going to mention his name because he is still alive 
and he is a friend of mine.  But I will say that, when I wrote to him about something 
I’m going to do in November, I’m going to go down to the School of Americas and 
I sent them some email about that.  And he said oh, well, that’s interesting.  I don’t 
think I’ve heard anything about that. 
And I gave him the new name, you know, the unlisted long name and I didn’t 
give him the School of Assassin’s name.  But anyway I was appalled.  And then I 
realized our friends and our nonfriends and our people who we would have dinner 
with hopefully at Nora in Washington.  For anybody that goes to Washington, that’s 
a great -- the fi rst organic foods restaurant in the United States. 
I hope that they will learn about these things.  There are so many things to learn 
about.  And Los Alamos is one of them.  So I’m hopeful, but I’m feeling really 
tough.  So I’m going to be friendly and talk to my friends in Washington.  And thank 
you very much.  I hope I have not spoken too rapidly.  I appreciate what you’re 
doing. 
And for the record again I do want a response to any of the questions that have 
been asked here.  Any and all of them.  Thank you very much. 

Commentor 752 (cont’d):  Elizabeth West

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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So, you know, the people have brought up that they want -- you know, many of us 
-- I see the same things, many of us have been here many years.  The fi rst WIPP 
hearings and everything. 
And I did expect a response, but all I got was this amazingly mind-boggling, 
mind numbing stuff, you know, scientifi c stuff about this and that and that had no 
relevance really in any way to life. 
And so I’m a little ambivalent about wanting to give anything.  And I don’t give my 
email out or anything like that because I’m into life.  You know, I live my little -- I 
have a little actually colored, you know, personal colored granddaughter because I 
adopted a kid from Brazil 21 years ago.  And I also have a little Anglo child. 
And I look at those little -- they’re both little tiny things, they’re under six months.  
And, you know, I look at those magical beings, I think little tiny hands, perfect little 
hands.  I am fi lled with love and vitality. 
And I wonder if the people who make the bombs -- I’m going to direct my remarks 
to the people who seem to be up from Los Alamos.  I also have two adopted kids 
from Los Alamos.  One of them is back up there.  And she used to say, oh, mom, 
they don’t make the bomb, you’re nuts.  They don’t make something like that. 
Well, as she got to be a teenager, I got to know a lot of kids who lived under 
bridges in Los Alamos.  And the reason I got here quite late was because I 
decided to use the mass transit.  I do that periodically.  It took me two hours to get 
from downtown Santa Fe.  And I thought now, if we spent a little more money on 
mass transit and less money on the bomb, maybe lots more people would be here. 
And then, if I could go back to the WIPP hearings for a moment, because they 
told us over and over and over that this was temporary and it was low level.  I’m 
married to a lawyer.  I hear all these law stories, et cetera.  Well, I knew that the 
fi rst group of lawyers who worked for the government quite because they told the 
truth in government.  They hired another group who would lie to them.  And now 
you know it’s a lie. 
I mean we have huge, huge roads going through New Mexico down to WIPP.  I 
grew up in Alamogordo.  And that way you know who my dad is maybe a little bit.  
Carlsbad is amazing, it’s like rich, you know. 
The DOE, the government bribes people to ruin their environment, ruin their kids 
and everything, lots of money.  You know, someone said if your check -- I think it 
was Einstein said something like that.  If your check comes from -- if you earn a 
check from a particular organization, it’s very hard to loosen yourself from them 
and tell the truth about them. 
And I think that’s part of Los Alamos’ problem.  So I am totally against the pits.  
You know, when we began -- Israel began bombing Lebanon, I cried a whole day 

753-1

Commentor 753:   Monika Steinhoff

753-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s opposition to pit production.  Refer to 
Section 2.1, Opposition to Nuclear Weapons and Pit Production, of this 
CRD for additional information.
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because I thought about kids like mine, little grandchildren, perfect little beings get 
bombed.  It happened -- I cried when we bombed Afghanistan.  And have we fi xed 
Afghanistan? I’d like to know.  Is that fi xed? 
And those weren’t nuclear bombs, those are just ordinary bombs.  And now we are 
in Iraq and we have made an incredible mess of Iraq.  If our government makes 
such a mess of a country -- and they want to go into Syria and into Iran and into 
Egypt. 
There’s a document out there that probably most of you have not heard of.  Clean 
Start, look it up on the Internet.  That’s the future for us.  War forever.  But, you 
know, you talked about the storm earlier.  I thought a storm, we need a really good 
storm. 
We had a fi re at Los Alamos and it went just to the gate.  It did dispense some of 
that nuclear stuff and I have proof of that actually.  We need a really good storm 
that will shake up the world up there.  A really good storm to show what nuclear 
waste does, what plutonium does. 
I saw the fi lm from -- I saw the fi lm from Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  But I also 
saw the fi lm, the Russian fi lm, The Lesson at the UN.  All these kids with tumors.  
Instead of a little, sweet, perfect child like I have, kids with tumors that are as big 
as the rest of their bodies.  That’s what nuclear waste does. 
You know, and we can make bombs, but can we make a child? Until we learn 
how to make a child, we better stop forgetting those bombs.  And I think anyone 
with their heart open -- I remember the day I walked out of my bedroom one day, 
because I had a father who made bombs and he treated us in a particular way 
that only -- if you really make bombs, you don’t treat kids like a loving father with a 
heart. 
But my dad did have a heart, I learned that later.  But I realized I had a numb 
heart.  And I even knew as a 12 year old in Alamogordo that I would have to suffer 
a lot before I really knew what love was.  And I have suffered a lot. 
And I think that the universe is a moral place.  And I think all the ill that we have 
done.  You know, my husband used to say we have the greatest country.  All his 
friends, everybody used to say we have the greatest country.  Well, I would like to 
know, I would like that in the EIS statement, how we have the greatest country. 
We are the greatest bomb makers.  We have the worst transportation system.  
How many people here, raise your hands, how many people have taken the bus 
here ever? The young people.  How about the people up there? Great.  Okay.  
Here in Santa Fe, though? I think we need a little more money here in Santa Fe.  
It’s horrible, you’re right. 
And then you have to hear Bush on the radio and the advertisement on the radio 
which drove me crazy.  Anyway, if your heart is alive, if your heart -- everyone has 

753-2

Commentor 753 (cont’d):  Monika Steinwald

753-2 In the Cerro Grande Fire of 2000, no LANL structures or facilities 
containing radioactive or other hazardous material were burned.  
However, several burned areas on the site (totaling about 320 acres 
[130 hectares]) were known or suspected to be contaminated with 
radioactive materials or chemicals.  Using the best available information 
about the contamination on each area, the Risk Assessment Corporation 
study referred to in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.3, of the SWEIS estimated 
the amount of radioactive materials and toxic chemicals that became 
airborne as a result of the fire.  The study concluded that potential 
exposures in the surrounding communities to radioactive materials 
or chemicals originating from LANL were about one-tenth of the 
acceptable intakes established by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, and that the risk of cancer from breathing radioactive materials 
and chemicals released from natural vegetation that burned was far 
greater than from LANL-derived materials (RAC 2002).  A team of 
national and international scientists led by Colorado State University 
provided technical peer review of the Risk Assessment Corporation 
efforts and the New Mexico Environment Department provided multiple 
opportunities for public input throughout the 18-month study period.
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brains up at Los Alamos.  I have known many scientists.  I have never heard of 
one who admits making -- helping to make the bomb. 
And I think like Cristo said, the son of the big Cristo, when he was at the last thing, 
you know, remember he said you all are all dead.  And I think, unless you have a 
heart, and you don’t make bombs if you have a heart, you are dead. 
Your brain may be alive.  But your brain is like a computer.  It cannot make life 
even though we tried making all these different things.  You cannot make life.  And 
the universe is moral.  And whatever ill we are doing now and what we keep doing 
will come back to us.  Thank you.  And I hope for a big storm. 

Commentor 753 (cont’d):  Monika Steinwald

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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I’m Sheri Kotowski.  And Clea Mustakis was going to speak with me, we were 
going to talk about some things together.  She has put hundreds of hours into 
researching the site-wide environmental impact statement.  It’s grueling. 1,500 
pages. 
And it’s not technical, that’s the really worrisome part of it.  It’s gook, it’s nonsense, 
it’s convoluted.  I mean there’s no scientifi c background to it.  It’s like we fi nally got 
the 15 CDs or the 19 CDs that were the reference material today.  She had them 
in her hand.  This document was issued on July 7 I believe.  I actually didn’t get my 
document until 15 days ago because it got lost in the U.S. postal system.  So that’s 
number one. 
I think it’s -- this situation is grueling.  It’s 15 minutes until 11.  We’ve all been here 
since six o’clock this afternoon.  We asked in our negotiation process, when these 
hearings were being negotiated, we asked to have more than one session on the 
day. 
We asked for additional sessions.  We asked that these sessions start at three 
o’clock in the afternoon, go to fi ve, have a break, and have an evening session 
because people have kids, people have jobs, and that has to be considered when 
you’re making public comment.  We’re humans, we have lives. 
And, you know, the whole process is destroying our lives.  Modern pit facilities.  A 
lot of what I’m going to say has been said tonight already.  And I’m going to say it 
again because we’ve been saying this for years. 
We defeated the modern pit facility two years ago.  It’s back again.  This document 
says it goes from 20 pits for 80 pits.  And then every part of the summary it says, 
oh, and we also calculated it for the modern pit facility which is 450 pits per year.  
So you’ve heard that. 
One of the things I also wanted to point out, three minutes.  A 1,500 page 
document, what is it, $5 million SWEIS, that’s how much it cost.  One of the people 
that I work with likes to do demos and illustrate things.  I thought I would do a little 
demo with that. 
I think that it’s probably a little exaggerated and it might be a little bit inaccurate.  
But I think, if we fi lled this whole room with beans, we call that $5 million for the 
SWEIS, for the draft SWEIS. 
I’m going to be that one little bean outside of this room.  And that’s how much 
energy has been put into this and how much consideration my opinion gets and all 
of the hard work that I have also put into researching this document. 
What I really wanted to talk about is water.  Water is so precious.  It’s not just 
precious in this state, it’s precious to everybody.  I mean it’s life.  The planet, we 
survive because of water.  Our whole life is based on water. 

754-1

754-2

Commentor 754:   Sheri Kotowski

754-1 NNSA notes the commentor’s statement regarding the content of the 
LANL SWEIS.  NNSA made every effort to make the content of the 
SWEIS understandable to the public and clear regarding the scientific 
basis.  NNSA revised the Draft SWEIS to clarify the discussion if 
specific public comments were made regarding the understandability 
of the text.  Relevant scientific references are cited in the SWEIS 
and supporting calculations and assumptions are documented in the 
Administrative Record.

754-2 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 which assesses 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 analyses of a 
modern pit facility.
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With the increased pit production, we go from 500 acre feet of water per year used 
by LANL.  This is discharge water, this is industrial wastewater, this is sanitary 
effl uent.  You can’t use this water, you can’t drink it, all you can do is make more 
pits with it.  But they don’t make more pits with it, they fl ush it into the canyons. 
In dry years all the contamination, it just -- it sticks on the soil.  When it’s windy, 
it blows around.  When these big storms come, it just washes into the river.  
Albuquerque is going to be drinking this water. 
And who is going to pay for cleaning this water to drinking water standards? Not 
the laboratory.  It’s up to the municipalities, the municipalities to clean this water so 
that Albuquerque can drink it and Santa Fe can drink it.  So we’re at 500 acre feet 
of water.  We’re going to go up to 822 acre feet of water used per year. 
Another demo.  I live in a really small -- 
I’m going to just continue because, you know what, I’ve been here since 6:30 and 
I’ve worked on this document for the last two weeks, I’ve been sweating blood and 
I want to fi nish what I’m going to say. 
I’m going to fi nish and I’m not going to take that much longer.  But I do want to 
illustrate how much 822 acre feet of water is.  I live in a really small community in 
Northern New Mexico.  They’ve told us we have to district our water because us 
little tiny communities are using too much water. 
We are allotted 37 acre feet of water a year.  With increased pit production and 
expanded weapons, it would take us 20 -- that’s the equivalent of 20 years of our 
allotted water supply. 
And I also want to say that Los Alamos is taking more than their allotted water 
supply.  We get charged, we get fi ned.  And they will stand up and say we’re going 
to take more water.  And that’s a violation.  It’s against the law for us to take more 
water and we get charged for it.  And they can just say that they’re going to use all 
the water that they want. 
And one more thing. 1,400 sites, potential release sites at the laboratory.  Every 
single time it rains, the snow melts, all of that washes down.  It doesn’t make any 
sense.  And we really have to stop and protect our water.  Thank you. 

754-3

754-3
cont’d

754-4

Commentor 754 (cont’d):  Sheri Kotowski
754-3 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 (2,052 million liters) per year are allotted to DOE.  
In recent years, the largest amount of water used by DOE and the 
County was 1,515 million gallons (5,735 million liters) in 2000, when 
the Cerro Grande Fire occurred.  As shown in Chapter 4, Table 4–43 
of the SWEIS and discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, LANL water 
usage has been and is expected to remain below its 542 million gallons 
(2,050 million liters) per year allotment.  Effluents from LANL facilities 
are discharged in accordance with a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit that establishes limits on the volume and 
quality of the discharge.  As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.2, 
over the past 6 years, LANL has a very good record of complying with 
permit conditions.  Under all alternatives, NNSA would continue to 
meet permit conditions designed to protect water resources at LANL.  
In addition, the NNSA operates a monitoring program (described in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.5) to detect contamination.

 In accordance with applicable regulations and agreements, NNSA 
evaluates and takes corrective action for occurrences of contamination 
in groundwater and surface waters at LANL.  Water quality data from 
upstream and downstream of where LANL surface waters enter the 
Rio Grande were compared in the 2005 Environmental Surveillance 
Report (LANL 2006g).  This report states “All base flow samples from 
the Rio Grande had concentrations below drinking water standards 
and standards for the protection of aquatic life, wildlife habitat, 
and irrigation.  Radioactivity in these samples was low.  None of 
the radionuclide concentrations commonly associated with LANL 
operations were detected, except for uranium.  Uranium concentrations, 
(0.5 to 2 micrograms per liter) were well below the Federal drinking 
water standard of 30 micrograms per liter.” Most municipalities who use 
surface water for potable drinking water disinfect the water or otherwise 
treat it prior to use - this is not unusual in the United States.

754-4 NNSA does not agree with the statement that there are over 
1,400 unmonitored discharge sites.  As described in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.3.1.3, LANL staff managed stormwater runoff from its 
industrial sites under a Multisector General Permit Program, and then 
transitioned towards management under an individual National Pollutant 
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Commentor 754 (cont’d):  Sheri Kotowski
Discharge Elimination System industrial activity permit.  LANL staff 
manages stormwater and snowmelt from construction activities under 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Construction General 
Permit.  There is also an integrated Stormwater Monitoring Program 
that monitors stormwater on a watershed basis.  Refer to Chapter 4, 
Section 4.3.1.3, of the SWEIS for details.
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My name is Catherine Montano and I’m a member of the Citizens of the American 
Constitution.  A few months ago LANL was burning depleted uranium nuclear 
waste, diesel, an open burn, a bonfi re, throwing whatever they wanted to get rid of. 
And we’re downwind in Las Vegas, New Mexico.  And we drink surface water.  So 
they are poisoning the water that we drink.  The very fabric of creation is in danger.  
Our school yards.  This is a most crucial time. 
And you know that I never volunteered to do this work.  I was physically thrown out 
of my bed by a higher power.  And I was told that I had to get involved in stopping 
the nuclear madness.  At the time I couldn’t even pronounce the word plutonium, 
I used to tell the Anglo women, how do you say that word.  I could hear it in my 
brain but it just wouldn’t come out of my mouth. 
For 16 years I have gone to nuclear hearings.  And they have all been like this one 
tonight.  A dog and pony show, because that’s all they are.  You know, they do it to 
satisfy the letter of the law, that they had a public hearing for the people. 
And the people -- you know, when I fi rst got involved, I went home and I turned on 
the television.  It said, oh, New Mexicans don’t care one way or the other if they 
bring nuclear waste into the state of New Mexico.  And I thought that’s not true.  
Because there was hardly anybody at the hearings. 
The media wasn’t there.  You know that I went to channel -- one of the channels 
here in Albuquerque, TV stations.  And I asked them how come you guys aren’t 
covering these hearings.  It’s the most important -- these were the WIPP hearings. 
These are the most important -- it’s the most important issue facing the state of 
New Mexico.  They want to bombard us with everybody’s waste from all over the 
United States. 
See, New Mexico, they think it’s Mexico.  They think, oh, they live in the desert, 
it’s just a bunch of Mexicans and Indians.  And you know what’s interesting, 
everybody is fl ocking to New Mexico because it’s predicted that the East Coast 
and the West Coast is going to be under water.  And the only place you can run to 
is the Southwest. 
But you’re all going to run to the fi re.  Because New Mexico is rated number one in 
the nation highest in radiation spills.  You’ve heard tonight all the criminal activity 
at Los Alamos. 
A few months ago we put out a letter, a Constitutional letter.  I worked on petitions 
when WIPP fi rst came out.  In our area we gathered 6,000 signatures.  We 
presented 17,000 signatures to Governor Bruce King. 
And I happened to be the one to read the petition.  And I asked him to sign it.  And, 
when I put it over to him, he slammed it back and he said I don’t sign petitions.  

755-1

Commentor 755:   Catherine Montano

755-1 LANL does not burn depleted uranium in an open burn.  Any open burn 
would take place under controlled conditions as specified by LANL’s 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permit.  Refer to Section 2.10, 
Depleted Uranium and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test 
(DARHT) Facility, of this CRD for more information on the use of 
depleted uranium at LANL.
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And I said, Governor, I thought you were a compassionate man, I thought you 
cared about the people of the state of New Mexico.  Oh, I am compassionate man. 
And at the end he came up to me because I let him know how contaminated the 
state of New Mexico is.  We are walking miracles.  We all have plutonium in our 
bodies.  If you don’t believe me, get a hair analysis and you’ll fi nd out how much 
plutonium you have in your body. 
And, you know, there is a researcher, his name is Ernest Sternglass.  Right now 
he’s 82 years old.  But all his life he researched what radiation does to our bodies.  
He says that the more we get radiated and the more the animals get radiated, the 
more violent they will become. 
Look how violent our society is today.  And it’s time that we stop this operation.  
You know that the Constitution is a very powerful law, it’s the supreme law of the 
United States.  And I’ve heard some of you talk about democracy, that we’re a 
democracy.  We’re not a democracy, we’re supposed to be a republic, a nation of 
laws. 
But we have ignored our laws.  And, you know, our activists here in New Mexico, 
we’ve been fi ghting administrative law.  Well, it’s geared for them to win and for 
us to lose.  Constitutionally we closed down the operation at Los Alamos Labs.  It 
took us 40 days. 
And what we did is we sent out this Constitutional letter letting all our elected 
offi cials know that they work for us, we pay their salaries, and we will hold them 
accountable.  You know, you can do all the civil resistance, all the protests, it 
doesn’t work. 
We’ve sat in senators’ offi ces, I mean we’ve done it all.  I’m 56 years old.  And 
we’ve done it all.  And the only thing that will work is the Constitution.  We have 
won over 300 cases here in the state of New Mexico. 
We stopped PNM in Las Vegas from burning diesel.  We stopped a plant that was 
putting out 800 tons of carcinogens into the air of Las Vegas.  And how did we do 
it? Through the Constitution. 
See, when you use the Constitution, you go to the individual that took that oath.  
See, these guys, when they pick up that hand, they think it’s just a party.  They 
don’t realize that, when they say they will defend and honor the Constitution, and if 
they don’t, we can set them aside from their position that they hold and sue them 
lawfully, criminally and civilly. 
And believe me, when you go after the person instead of the machinery of 
government, they get scared because they stand alone.  And that’s the way -- that 
is the tool that we need. 

Commentor 755 (cont’d):  Catherine Montano

Comment side of this page intentionally left blank.
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And, you know, I would like to tell our President, because he went around telling 
people here in the United States that he was against abortion.  He’s for life.  Well, 
you know, I’d like to ask him this question, what’s the difference in killing that 
baby before it’s born or let that baby be born and radiated to death? What is the 
difference? 
You know what the difference is? Not only do you kill the baby, but you kill the 
parents, the grandparents, their siblings, it kills everything.  And like I say it is 
time that we have a moratorium in the state of New Mexico and around the United 
States. 
We want cleanup of our state.  I know they can’t clean radioactivity.  But we still 
want some cleanup.  And we also need an independent investigation of all the 
facilities. 
You know that one year I was coming from California and I was in Los Alamos.  
And you know what he told me? He says I work at Los Alamos Labs and I make so 
much money I don’t have time to spend it.  Then I ran into a little old man that said 
I have nuclear stocks, but they’ve all gone to hell. 
And I felt like saying to him I helped them go to hell.  And you know that during 
the nuclear hearings I had someone come up to me, and this was like 400 people.  
And he gave me a message, he says this message is for you. 
And I read it.  And, when I fi nished reading it, I told him a few things.  He says 
that’s true.  And I would like to share that message because this message comes 
from a herald angel.  And this is it. 
Opposition to WIPP, say no to the waste isolation project WIPP.  The massive hole 
dug in mother earth and into the salt of her veins is meant to house nuclear waste 
and dispose of them.  It is a lie.  There are entities from the dark forces at work 
here.  Skullduggery abounds.  Chemical warfare has become state of the art. 
Thanks to the dark forces that have spread out world disease, one of which is 
AIDS, there are bunkers throughout the country that are now contaminated which 
is all our nuclear facilities.  The cannisters have leaked and are earmarked to 
come to WIPP.  How dare they.  This will devastate our state. 
A secret underground base is planned by the dark forces to complete the H bomb.  
The very fabric of creation is in danger.  Our school yards.  This is a most crucial 
time.  Your brothers and sisters of spacemen and are love, joy, hope, and peace.  
To our brothers and sisters of earth, know that we are in the skies for you and we 
extend a hand of friendship and we stand with you. 
Come forth like workers come forth.  I am Ashtar and I have spoken through a 
starfi ghter.  Through those gentle warriors and warriors of the sky and so it shall 
be.  And at the bottom it had the Star of David, inside was his name and around 

755-2

Commentor 755 (cont’d):  Catherine Montano

755-2 NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns about environmental restoration 
at LANL, but disagrees with the implication that contaminated areas 
cannot be remediated to safe conditions.  Appendix I, of the SWEIS 
summarizes several technologies for cleanup of soil, water, and air 
and references additional information about existing and emerging 
cleanup technologies.  Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, of the SWEIS describes 
the progress that NNSA has made in conducting its environmental 
restoration program at LANL.  Since the early 1990s, when LANL 
staff identified over 2,000 sites potentially requiring environmental 
remediation, progress has been made (and sites evaluated) such that 
only about 800 remain to be addressed.  Appendix I of the SWEIS also 
presents options and environmental analyses for conducting remediation 
activities at LANL primarily related to the Consent Order that was 
entered into in March 2005.  Decisions about environmental restoration 
for any contaminated site will be made in accordance with established 
regulatory standards and processes, including those of the New Mexico 
Environment Department for sites subject to the Consent Order.  NNSA 
intends to implement actions necessary to comply with the Consent 
Order regardless of decisions made on other activities analyzed in the 
SWEIS.

 NNSA also acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about independent 
investigations of LANL activities.  Independent investigations and audits 
have been performed at LANL, including an independent audit of LANL 
compliance with the Clean Air Act.  In addition, activities at LANL 
are subject to external regulation, oversight, and inspection by Federal 
and State agencies, including oversight by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, the State of New Mexico, and the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board.  Environmental permits or approvals issued by 
external agencies are listed in annual LANL environmental surveillance 
reports.  Information about State of New Mexico oversight of LANL 
activities, including the development of a program of independent 
monitoring is available at www.nmenv.state.nm.us/DOE_Oversight/.
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it it had seven dots.  And I thought who is this.  And why would they give it to me.  
It’s got to mean something to me. 
And you know that during the day, if I go to the bathroom, I would ask my friends 
watch my stuff.  At the end of the day, I picked it up again.  And it was interesting 
because around the opposition to WIPP it was like a white lettering.  The star was 
colored white.  And each little dot, there were seven dots around the star, they 
were colored like little spaceships. 
I have seen the ships line up in that formation.  And the night that I saw them line 
up in that formation, this man made the statement that he had been up on a ship 
and that Jesus had greeted him.  And I was ready to laugh at him when the sky lit 
up with seven ships in the same formation that was on the Ashtar message. 
So I know that there’s millions and millions of ships that are monitoring the earth 
and are watching to see what we are doing here.  So it is important for you people 
that came from California, because the University of California is running Los 
Alamos Labs.  And we need help from all over the country to stop this ugliness in 
our state. 
I want to make one more comment before you take me off the record.  My 
grandson came calling one day.  He says, Grandma, I saw the sticker.  You know 
what the sticker said? It said may all nuclear weapons rust in peace.

Commentor 755 (cont’d):  Catherine Montano
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